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ALCUIN

Prown ‘s first publisred book, Alcuin, 3 dislogus, was printed vy
WAL ol it
T. and J. Swords in New York 17%8. ?*&%'Yhéf &elaa—3s She publlsre?sfnu

'*“Hiaﬁr-#h-j“Aki—%&*ét;‘ e e i) erag wafwig e bave beze (oo kae Mo,

e ok h gl et Fo whak e wag tatloy almst
1 atz (el

Aller and Eun*wt 64¥ it was wrs

: A{e ttern during the.fzll and winter ol
r im0 “I Q_}_/qéc(;{’/‘:{:@o 52 ’H;;f—é
Iz; 1?9;,A:géa£ﬁ)all wr*ters'who navk mei séen a copy of the first
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editicn’=urm1ue the date cf publication to

ke T gdmkuhm ”7'“1% 2

fﬁ;. X S
Bader date—ss 8 Auga;;h:;;?iégiéfh § maause=ir< journal gﬁ;@4.*hﬂ*éé£

?E ~edl on Smith ﬂsw S shows me two dlalogues calied

ﬁkmﬂ) / Alcuin sent on by him,to te forwarded to Dernie's vaper::
there is much truth philOSDHIOal accuracy and handsome

- riting in the essay."
The o

M L-\T &M--’t
Trese two dizlogues of Alcuin were med sent to Dennie and they
Vi P
do—netl appear in the Farmer's Museum. Smith's efforts to substi-

tute Brown for
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himsell as a contributor to Dennie's paper we




Xnow were unsuccessful,

%..Qn{ 197 gy sa5tiung +ee ulta éfgi- l)dl«/qwuz 4 na_%

Hiz two letters ,0—.e&ﬁ-e and Dennie's sisewee decided the matter
/\ ,ﬁ_"

Lo ﬁ“kdjf : Gl
Brown's manuscript was held by—Ssiil.wesil
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at Sees tlme serinusly consiler
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gone on ihe tltle-page 28 the pudblisher.

On Thursday 15 s#2bruary

%”
it

*Put into nis ( Smitkis intexis ) hands "Aicuin® for

printing and pald hlm fowards 1t, %23 and 50"

w

&
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Because of the presentation of théfg;éﬂén—%ﬁi&&%ﬂﬁeeﬁaﬁ% philo-

sophy 1t might be surmised that—Bage's Hermsprong (Vol.II,chapter iv)

(Fr e
was a possible origin of Brown's dlalogue. WG—kﬁgw*ﬂe read Pese ft_
%

November of 1796 sG Ehaf the influence is possible. On the other hand

2o wtll oot \Slam Dofusspe L
1t is more protable the form a:_a_dia;egaemwas the result of part—wel

o

e & erien < BI‘OWI}.'S} W'T-ia Miﬁu‘g-

s

The secondary title of Robert and Adela or the Rights of Women best

maintained by the Sentiments of Nature,Dublin 1795 an epistclary

J/
nevel 1s impretatlie asAéqﬂinspiration T Brown. The title is merely
dz fective

the btook being a novel oI manners with-nothing polemical

i1 At

De Foe's first book An Essay upon Projects London 1697 Gertstmecke

—Library—reprint—bonden 1669} edited by Joknioriey) so far as we

Rre 3
know was never read by Brown 3o that S3axkis claim of possible in-
fluence should be disgarded. A few sheri-Convessations that are
g oy iz kA1,
not PlatonigAgialoguef and some details that—are general to all
adstadide dePeey wak o a erleclio /)

writers of polemics cannot feusnd aqf’influeﬁif. ihunﬁaﬁmaa-:rn X chay om0 B
PR Uhee b ot ant e toned oo the vlH whilel o

B vine ok A L bl e et et i S Y g PN

”a:ﬁu& serious a literary worker to have neglected the preface and the

i W dta Sl
;'*3° conclusion if he han;ead this workgof-Pe—Xoe,

1 David Lee Clark:Brockden Brown and the Rights of Women University of
Texas RBulletin March 1922,p.10.
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i e et i s
Brown‘stiobservations here : atuxr

e

interesting Tne/\fictional charieters Hrreduosd humanizef

Ha
the arguments rather than e make them cold and pedantic as an

et € o demgar 1), erlimce
“b essaydfis bm&—-a—%a_ This is especiall¥ true in the 2ase of the
Akl & 4icde o A Coe e Bovica o Sepatin

guidee-xl the paradise of wonen —MHT;FM Su. themdn. g

m-e-mu_ae% Mary Wollstonecraft had suggested and

) i
1elt *ncomplete the idea of the political neglect of women which

QJ?I L 'A&LJM e . b
Brown developed ‘Qearer to +%t8 logical conclusion. The same thirg
he did with":hﬁ:ﬂ he other arguments brought into the matter.

Wwéd——seem-—pe;aa.pg
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1 Crf.Brown's Remarys on ¥Female Politicians,Monthly Uagazine,Vol.
EIX , Tis 1}16!
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" The Taults of Alcuin not being so much those of a 1it rary character

demand 1ittle attention kewe. The princ¢ipal ones are those of logic

~ e osthy A2q — : :
and theorypsnd if/ang discussion of the matter\is to be|made’we should

3
adopt Brown's own method and cut the foundations from the structure

¥rs.Carter erects. The statement of a few simple facts pertaining to

C.a\-u.

your:ig women and motherhood which Brown knew mere—akeut when he had

lived to e the father of four ch*ldren would expose most of the weak-

[’L@‘L ‘71.41) meha ANl

nesses of Mes~Sartexls arguments. Luﬂwhuﬂndkh_hraﬂg_Jkﬁ ,7$&&ﬁzizﬁ%
aloy Fou
il

(am% il i /& ok, who pheitd Loy

{x &k‘ qgﬂﬂﬂvu ¢ angd ,/Hfh. t?k e A ad
@* sl ;a N i = W e v
s Wi o b b “" “""“)ﬁmg M,&.;ﬁ Lot u fees
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Jw«ww
of marriage lead himAFoo far inte—theo—mysteries—ofimmen oxis

At

4ence 13 an indication of Ssowsls fearlessness. The fact that
he was never a prude i3 a matter of striking 1mportance‘he¥eq

:a:,ﬁiater in his novels of realism, Such as Jane Talbot,Clara

‘\‘-‘.

doward and The Memoirs of Mary Selwyn, we shall find nim equally

bt L
as frank in giving de tatls at—ae usually barred from conver-—

sation in a mixed company.
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The passage awexwt “the spoiling of our dinner or little tem-

porary alarm is all we can fear from a chimney-sweep" seems to

smagk_ai~%?e_anzabéegf&phtcair—&s—if Brown kiwsedL had once ex-

»

perlenced such a catasirophe. Later we shall see Ormond playing
the part of a chimney-sweep. The fact o§ the matter is Brown

nad a deal of sympathy for the lower classes of soclety.

S¥9esx ldetalls that nave a suggestion of the autoblographic

QQCu.Lu%
are plentiful.)Te narracver!s hatred of a lecturer because he

allows no discussion i1s amusingly Brownisn. His taxing a seat
in a corner 13 Brown through and through. The shutting up of
the school widl rocallytne dlrectory de signation of Brown as

‘ e .
master of a Quaker grammar 5chool. Héﬁ(headaches and rheumatism

may very well be Brown. The moderate means of subsistence,the

unnecessarily depreciatory references to his uncouth gait, his

4LA—LM ‘ meﬂ—-c.e
VRSS2 ar® ,his lack of 43334;&54%&4@, his unpowdered locks,

worsted stockings and pewter buckles,and his low opinion of the
law as well as his reference to the Quaker practise of naving.
female preachers may all be personal.#e—éhe—wrteﬂc.ﬁmhe grand- '
mother who doctored with simpies was coﬁmgﬂ:to_ﬁost':aﬁiiieé in
Brown's days;ug£_§g¢ p@-a«ﬁ;%;tigggiﬁéggﬁ.ju_

2ty
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been published in Philadelphia by Matthew Carey which editden

it is probable Brown read. Ncah Webster had a+#e written on

’

1
female eduction in the Prompter published at Boston 1793 So

far S6 wo bime bash ntile to dhspoyer Broni. His sériously inter-
ested in the subject--he did not jeer at the emancipation of
women -as-De Maistre—dtd for it was perfectly evident to any one
who gave it the least thought that in nié day woman needed to
be somewnat.emancipated. At the same time he made his woman

character ask for the same privileges that present day cham-

pibns ciaim’a&&—ﬂe—4ﬁve&veﬂfher“tn—%he—same—reﬁuv%&e—ggr&hﬁﬁf&-
i : k§1M¢g .

The discussiogﬁyas tased on most of the arguments pre—axnd—96n
that may seem to us to~&ay to be new such as property ownership,
equality,justice,a voice in government, the neecessity—fer res-—
triction of the vote, the neglect of the privilgge,but which
we here find used is=Bromhle—4dowdn mMore than a hundred and .
twenty years before there was any Nineteenth Amendment.

: § ﬁ—&i&%&e~;&%&r‘Tﬁé subject was treated by a young lady of

Susannah Rowson's boarding school in Boston. See poem, the
Rights of Women,Boston Weekly Magazine,3C October 1802. -

e Dy iy ]
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Fr.Q the f.' hat the arguments irn similar =8 wer€ not so

weak as Mys.Carter ‘:- £ ~e ¥z ]

3 o £ g 4
5%Eif ;ﬁé:h. . - et 10 - .-:ﬁzve again ;;;§§4eﬁeé the cause éﬁi

B0 oY |
gktLW“}qus p-otahle that Bz=ewa kn- well the weaknesses o‘ the arguments

put in the mouth of Mrs.Carter. Rportas—1o notice thet he
does not put the"new i48as in the mouth of theNmale character

(nimself ) 6f the dialogue and he opens the work with very 1ow

estimgtes of'the irtelligence of Mrs.Carter,the mouth-plece of

" the woman's cause.

RSN Ly
Allen is\gcorrect ir introdueing.the work by an expl ion

that Brown was\accustomed to debate an opirio efore-accepting

it as a part of his pxinciples but this introduction (accepted

also by Dunlap) is an example his hasty and superficial work.

i

He says:

- "A priciple with him was sacred inproportion as it

4 accorded wi his preconceived sensatlons,and these
: sensations As has been already abund ly seen,were
ardently romantic. Whatever of defect w decernible

- falliple,is saying nothing more than that tney ere

WK B



.not all the workmanship of our munipicent Creator.

But Charles took other ground;in-t¥e overflowing
philanthropy of his heart,he was prone to believe

that all these injurilous consequences were imputavle

to the laws of the land. Findidg a defect in the law
when vigorously analyzed,and Athat man continued to
perpetrate outrages against/it,he thought too often

that these were imputable fo the law itself. Hence in
many of his.earlier speculations,he reasons Upon what
mankind would not do,h3gd not such authority interposed
its injunctions. His Peelings,warmed as they always

were by human sufferings,aided this deception,until

he imputes to the )Aw itself the creation of those

very evils which ¥t was designed most assiduously to
guard against. T¢ this he might probably have been led

by the perusal Af history. Tyrants have existed undoubt-
edly,and all thority may be called tyranny if the
dreams of a ¥1lsicnary are allowed the force and author-
ity of 1law.

Hence t ardour with which he speaks,unless the pe-

culiarity/of his character is known,unless his warm and
sublimated fancy,hls intense feelings are taken into

consicderation,will need an apology. Fortunately it may

be foyhd,as has been proved by the latters already given,
in t}e excellence of his heart. And it is not an unin-
tergsting speculation to observe how those plunging tenets
ang dangerous doctrines which he advanced irn his first

eAtry into public life,became gradually contracted as he
ingles with men and observes human manners. Subtleties

that may be deferded by an able logician ir a thousand

dirferent ways are abandoned when he 3ees them brougnt

to the touch of experiment and rail."

F AN
%kff/ What Allen 1mpute7 to Brown belongs alone to Mrs.Carter! Teat
%ﬁ—_‘_— A it

explanatldon was thereupon followed by the Alcuin'as given in

Allen and Dunlap and after quoting what he saw fit to give he

I
continues his commentary thus:

“It Was deemed proper to give a full and front view
of suth speculations,to show the arguments which in-
genloug séphistry might urge agalnst any existing es-
tabliskment,and at the same time,how little mankind
Will be\benerfitted by the substitute recommended as a
cure for\such evils. That imperfection is written on
the featuyes of humanity is certainly a discovery .
which has Ro claim to novelty. If we consider the ope-
ration of a\law merely to discover what instances of

1 P.105:
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partial injustice may arise,and overlook all -fthe bene-
fits resulting from its adoption,nothing easler than
to point out such defects. With the aid 6f eloquence
nothing 1s easier than to represent ¢ch defects of
gigantic magnitude,and surficiently forcible they may
be thougnt to warrant the repeal 6f such a law. But
when such ingenulty 1s pressed tpon this point to pro-
vide a substitute for what it demolishes, it commonly #
terminates in an evil tenfgid more alarming than what
has veen so violently deckXaimed against. The misery of
such speculations is,th their projectors do not see
the end of their own guments. The sanctity of the
matrmonial tie,may gife rise to instances of partial
injustice and oppredsion for which the law has provided
a remedy. If thesg instances are urged as valid object-
ions against matrimony,they may be made to appear for-
midable and compVvincing;tut the alternative proposed
¥s,indiscrimjriate intercourse. It is made dependent-
on the will ol the parties,their caprices,their jealous-
o ies and thelr antipathies,reasonable or unreasonable,
X ] which theéy themselves would be the first to condemn
afterwdrds,when they shall unite and when they shall
separate.” : :

Uf‘g‘*’ .
All the faults there found Brown knew perfectlyg The fol

qLous 4
1n;ﬂ?aragraph was‘%igﬁﬁéﬁﬁby Tunlap (not by A

out of dignity with the matter be consicered.

o

uch arguments resembles the conduct of
,more honest than sagacicus,who set fire
ouse which protected himself and his family
he inclemencéies~ofithevweather,to avoeld the
rusion of an inhospitable guest."

*The drift o

"Had the proposition now advanced by this writer bveen
stated to him as a substitute for the ceremonial soleme
nyties now in use,he would have be¢n the first tc have
athematized the introduction of such dangerous novel-
ies. He would have rejected the endment to the mat-
imonial code at once,for none tertained higher ideas
of the sanctity of such obligations,than this very
author. But following his own Speculations,intent only
on finding rfault with existing establishments,in order
to make himsell consistent in/the sequel,he is compelled
to plunge headlong into the very difficulty he would
have wished most sedulously fo avold. Such is the fate
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end. Who ftfwas made for we do not know. It mayAPave been Elijah
1 :
Brown's own copy. But one thing ssews—i{ is quite certain--it is

not the original of the printed version for it iacksgtextual

corrections though it does have some corrections of the copy-

Q- M&
ist's errors. This 1is tux:%ehfggﬁg—cestain when we refor—to

Smith's diary of August 1797 where,at the close of the month,
he descrives the manuscript he had as twenty pages in octavo.
Wizl

The second form is whew—a part of the wor%Afirst appeared in the

Weekly Magazine published at Philadelphia by James Watters,in four

1 In his Book of Entries there is a partial copy of the first
edition. It omits  kewewex all from the paragraph beginning
Irue,p.22 to of attraction,third word from end of p.74. The.
cause for this : uﬁsﬂaeeﬁ&%;n—%fﬂﬂk is not known to us. Possiblv
some pages have been torn dut:of the book.




instalments in the numbers for 17,24,31 March and 7 April,1798.

This appearance is-nat tg ke confuged with the-whete—work for—1tt—

r

contains onl& the first and second parts. It was not issued under
3
the supervision of Brown so0 that #ke changes te—pe—found in it
suggest t#mt the editor,James Watters,handled his blue pencil
without regard to the author's meaning or feeling. Grammatical
corrections were made,such as new sentences,dashes,omission Br
brackets,new paragraphs,capitals and italics. Words were changed
for the better;the slur on barbers on pages 18 and 19 was omitted::

on page 32 there was a remodelling of one of the sentences about

sects that admit females and the omission of another;on page Uu5

the clause about the injustice that gave birth to kings and nobles
is omitted;the part beginning “The maxims of constitution-makers"
'ﬁn page 5% to "which they exclude' on page 66 was omitted;and the
last three sentences of the end of the second part on page 77 were

also omitted. On the whole the omission§ that may have been made

for the purpose of shortening the work, étd—se—at—the—expense—of—

Ay

>
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