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On the 3rd of August, 1824, William Hone wrote an unusually imperative letter to W. Dene, the manager of his printing and bookselling establishment in Ludgate Hill.  Hone directs Dene to arrange and conclude all current accounts at the shop and to organize for a fresh start.  Why?  Hone says: "I have a large affair on my mind to which everything must give place & I must have immediate order that I may gain ample room & verge enough for my operations" (Add. MS 50746, ff. 9-10).  Given the timing of the letter within Hone's publishing endeavors, it seems plausible that this is the first surviving reference to a project that would wholly occupy Hone's attention over the next few years, and, indirectly, for the rest of his life.  The Every-Day Book began to appear in weekly installments in January of 1825; it continued  (though increasingly behind schedule) until December of 1826.  These weekly numbers were bound, indexed, and published at the end of each year's production, resulting in a two-volume collection in double-column octavo, with each volume extending to well over 800 small-print pages.

The content of the Every-Day Book is rather difficult to categorize.  Partly an almanac, the book offers commentary and readings appropriate for each day of the year—there are listings of Saints' Days, for example, complete with selected descriptions of the "lives of the saints"; there is a "floral calendar" describing the flowers dedicated to particular days and also including some discussion of gardening practices appropriate to each season; there are frequent "Chronology" sections describing noteworthy occurences that happened on such-and-such a date in history; etc.  In addition, the form—perhaps formlessness—of the book allows Hone to insert all sorts of other diverse materials, including descriptions of popular customs, London street life, domestic practices, as well as various accounts and anecdotes drawn from the diverse stores of antiquarian lore and literature that Hone had discovered in his decades of research in the British Library and in his work in the antiquarian book trade.  The result, of course, is a radically miscellaneous collection of "useful knowledge" for, as the title page announces, "daily use and diversion."

The volumes were popular across a wide spectrum of the British reading public, including many persons (Robert Southey and William Wordsworth, for example) who had detested Hone's earlier political publications and parodies.  Hone's friend Charles Lamb wrote an enthusiastic poem celebrating the book and "ingenuous Hone" (Hone prints the poem, followed by his appreciative reply, in a July number of the first volume), and several later writers identified Hone's work as a valuable source of materials on antiquarian lore and popular culture.  In fact, Charles Dickens—who included an amusing and tender vignette of Hone in the opening chapters of Oliver Twist and who visited him in his final years—owned and annotated a copy which is even now (summer of 2003) on sale from a bookshop in Texas.  In short, the book had a wide and lasting appeal, a point which is evident in its publication history: After the initial serial publication in 1825 and 26, the bound volumes appeared in 1826 and 27 respectively.  Hone went through bankruptcy beginning in 1826 (much of Hone's work on the second volume was carried out within the Rules of King's Bench), and the Every-Day Book copyrights were sold to Thomas Tegg whose firm republished the volume several times over the next forty years.  The book was widely known, widely read, and widely influential.

But, paradoxically enough, the inoffensive "useful knowledge" contained in the Every-Day Book does create something of a problem for those striving to understand Hone's career and, more broadly, the development of early nineteenth-century literary and political culture.  In 1825, Hone was well known for his polemical publishing efforts—he had vaulted into celebrity when in 1817 he successfully defended himself against the Attorney General's ex officio charges of blasphemy and sedition; then, in 1819 and 1820, he helped define the radical response to the Peterloo massacre and the Queen Caroline affair with his courageous and enormously successful political squibs illustrated by the young George Cruikshank.  These periods of notoriety were followed in the early 1820s by a very public and acrimonious battle with the editors of the Quarterly Review, which journal had slandered Hone's earlier antiquarian efforts—especially his publication in 1820 of the Apocryphal New Testament.  The Every-Day Book would seem to be an abrupt shift in Hone's career, a sudden and surprising retreat from the contentious arena of public debate.  Hone himself acknowledges this motive in the closing lines of the first volume: "My chief anxiety has been to provide a wholesome sufficiency for all, and not to offer any thing that should be hurtful or objectionable" (col. 1656).  The editors of a recent volume of Hone's writing concur, introducing their short excerpts from the Every-Day Book by claiming that Hone had "grown eager to withdraw from controversy" (Kent and Ewen 281) and that his antiquarianism was symptomatic of this retreat.  

My intention here is to challenge this commonly held view of Hone's late-career antiquarian writing as a kind of deliberately apolitical quietism, though I should point out immediately that I have no reason to doubt the sincerity of Hone's claim that he wishes to retreat from the more contentious fields of social controversy.  Hone seems quite forthright in this description of his own motives, and I certainly do not mean to suggest that the apparently apolitical discourse of the Every-Day Book is some kind of devious ploy on Hone's part to further his radical political agenda.  But from our historical perspective it is simply not adequate to accept Hone's self-avowed intentions as the final arbiter of our understanding of his books' significance.  This is especially the case with a writer like Hone whose contributions to the period's print culture are well documented but whose writing—in contrast to, say, a Wordsworth or a Blake—is not so much motivated by some inner aesthetic or philosophical drive as it is by the fleeting opportunities and controversies that were tossed in his path by the contingencies of the historical moment.  In other words, to commit the so-called "intentional fallacy" is especially dangerous with a writer/publisher like Hone.  

However, when one begins to see Hone not as a traditionally-conceived "author" but rather as a kind of node in the networks through which discourse was circulated in the early nineteenth century, a rather different picture of his late-career antiquarianism begins to emerge.  In fact, I shall argue here that works like the Every-Day Book constitute a continuation and development of Hone's earlier radical influence on the constitution of public discourse.  The sheer inclusiveness of the volumes' portrayal of the English people and their "traditional liberties" suggests a kind of discursive levelling that prefigures an emergent democratic social order, and, by implication, challenges the social, political, economic, and ecclesiastical stratifications that had also come under fire during the more overtly revolutionary cruxes of the 1790s and the post-Waterloo periods.  I will thus concur with Marilyn Butler's claim that Hone provided an inclusive sense of history and cultural identity for early nineteenth-century readers (335), but I will also argue further that the Every-Day Book's "mode of production," to borrow the Marxist terminology, extends the kinds of decentralized and collective authorship that—in my view—are the chief contribution of this down-market publisher to the development of early Victorian writing and thought. 

This, of course, is a rather complex argument involving a Foucauldian reconfiguration of the idea of authorship, a grasp on the practices and purposes of antiquarian research in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, and a sense of the complex relationships pertaining between the modes of public discourse and ideological and political life.  Given the frustrating limitations of a conference presentation, I shall only be able to sketch in the thesis with reference to a couple areas of investigation and evidence.  

One of the more revealing sections of the Every-Day Book is, surprisingly enough, the index that Hone compiled and then printed at the back of the annual bound volumes.  We tend to think of indices as merely functional features of a book—contentless in themselves, they are, in effect, technologically-limited sets of hypertextual links that enable readers to navigate the otherwise amorphous material of the miscellany.  Hone's index, however, offers some clues as to the "revolutionary" character of the book.  For instance, in scanning down the entries under the letter "A," one finds—as one would expect—such links as 

· Angelo, Michael; see Buonarroti.

· Angel, guardian, 630

· Angels, archangels, and angels guardian, 1326; their orders and habis, 1349.

· Angling, 697.

· Anglo-Norman carol, 1595.

All seems perfectly "indexical"—until we skip down a few lines:

· Attanasy, father, his Easter sermon, 446.

· Attorney, an, not to be compared to a bull, nor to a goose, but comparable, perhaps to the man in the moon, 239.  

This last entry would seem to offer an unusually detailed and wry commentary for a merely functional index.  Then, if we take Hone's hint and follow the link to column 239, we find that Hone has collected together here a set of absurd legal decisions that he had uncovered in his own research into the history of law.  For instance, at the time of Henry V, there was a patent granted for the alchemists' "philosopher's stone"; at the time of Elizabeth, the death of a parson was termed a "non-residency" so as not to let the fellow's death clear him of the obligation to pay rent; and, in the immediate case, it was deemed an actionable slander if one likened an attorney's legal ability to that of a bull or a goose, though the court allowed the plaintiff to claim that the attorney "hath no more law than the man in the moon."  Hone explains the curious decision: "law [was], doubtless, contemplating the possibility of there being a man in the moon, and of his being a good lawyer" (col 239).

This is rather like the writing of Hone, the waggish parodist whose comic pamphlets were central to the activities of the radical press during the later Regency period, but the passage is not simply a passing comic interlude in the Every-Day Book.  The background to Hone's joking about the legal system is a recurring theme of just how the law—with all the pomp and mystery and theater that go with it—serves to maintain the franchise of the wealthy and powerful at the expense of the "common Englishman."  Hone underscores the point a few columns earlier in his notes on Sir William Blackstone's celebrated Commentaries.  I shall need to quote at some length:

The work is not for the lawyer alone, it is for every body.  It is not so praiseworthy to be learned, as it is disgraceful to be ignorant of the laws which regulate liberty and property.  The absence of all information in some men when serving upon juries and coroners' inquests, or as constables, and in parochial offices, is scandalous to themselves and injurious to their fellow men.  The "Commentaries" of Blackstone require only common capacity to understand,  Wynne's "Eunomus" is an excellent introduction to Blackstone, if any be wanting.  With these two works no man can be ignorant of his rights or obligations; and, indeed, the "Commentaries" are so essential, that he who has not read them has no claim to be considered qualified for the exercise of his public duties as an Englishman.  (col 232)

Taken together, these two passages exemplify one aspect of what I am calling Hone's "Every Day Revolution."  The comic satirist Hone works to expose some of the absurdities that lie buried within obscure legal precedent and obscurer latin terminology, while the earnest, straightforward Hone points to a more egalitarian notion of law.  Reasonably dedicated autodidacts—like Hone himself, of course—can very well master the "laws which regulate liberty and property" and can thus avail themselves of the power inherent in this key national institution.  As Hone succinctly puts it, a knowledge of the law "is not for the lawyer alone, it is for every body."  Such discourse may not offer the cheeky, topical comedy of Hone's overtly radical publications, but it certainly shows that Hone is sticking to his reformist principles.  In effect, he is arguing that "every body" ought not allow themselves to be cowed by the insitutions of the British social and political order but instead should use those institutions to assert the rights and privileges that are themselves the inheritance of this long and detailed cultural history.


A second and, to my mind, more profoundly "revolutionary" quality of Hone's book lies in the method by which the volumes were composed and compiled.  The earlier numbers of the 1825 serial publication were almost exclusively "written" by Hone himself.  These columns contain chiefly the materials Hone had discovered in his own antiquarian research, both in the primary texts of the British Library and in the works of such predecessor-antiquarians as Brand and Fosbroke.  I must keep "written" in quotation marks however, since Hone (as was common practice in the journals of the day) often included large passages quoted from other periodical sources, especially the Gentleman's Magazine, Charles Lamb's Elia essays, and various provincial newspapers.  Beginning in February of the first volume, though, and then with increasing frequency through the remainder of the two hefty books, Hone gives space to reports from various "correspondents" from across England. This practice bears some resemblance to the "letters to the editor" sections in contemporary journals and this is significant in itself.  Jon Klancher has argued, for instance, that the presence of correspondents' letters marks a qualitative shift in the mode of public discourse from monologue to dialogue.  Correspondents' letters in effect convert readers into writers, and it is not difficult to see a parallel here to the conception of Law presented in the previous example.  Much as one might, through disciplined self-study, make oneself a master rather than a mere pawn of the legal system, so too, by the vehicle of a letter to the editor, could the ordinary reader become a writer and thus take part in the culturally defining power of periodical discourse.  


Hone's inclusion of correspondents' writing serves this same dialogizing function (as Bakhtin might say), but it also extends it in important ways.  Most obviously, perhaps, in the Every-Day Book the correspondents' reports are not cordoned off into a separate section identified as "Letters to the Editor."  Instead, Hone stitches the reports directly into the patchwork of the miscellany—they make up an integral part of the book's accounts of local customs and historical practices.  One example can serve here to illustrate Hone's method.  The entry in the first volume for February 15th, Shrove Tuesday, consists of descriptions of several different (and some nauseatingly violent) practices for celebration of the holiday: 

· The ringing of the curfew bell, complete with a history of such bells and of the practice of calling a curfew extending back to the time of William the Conquerer.  

· An account of the riotous activity surrounding "foot-ball day" in Kingston-upon-Thames.

· A detailed history of the practice of eating pancakes on Shrove Tuesday.

· An even more detailed account of a cruel game called "Theshing the Hen."

· A similar account of a similar game called "Throwing at Cocks." 

· A short history of cock-fighting in England.

· A description of an early form of rugby that was played on Shrove Tuesday in Scone.

· An account of "crowdie" and bannocks, traditional Scottish fare on the holiday.  


Each of these topics of discussion is documented by several different and diverse sources.  For instance, the account of ringing a curfew bell is provided by a correspondent identified as "Mr. R. N. B____" of Hoddesdon, Hertfordshire.  (A curfew was rung at 4 o'clock in the morning on Shrove Tuesday and, from that moment until the bell was rung again at 8 o'clock in the evening, the townspeople were "at liberty to make and eat pancakes.")  The notice from the country gives Hone the occasion for a detailed commentary on the history of the curfew in England, complete with an engraving of the curfew itself.  Hone's sources for this commentary include Henry's "History of Great Britain," Peshall's "History of Oxford," Grose's "Antiquarian Repertory" which itself contains a letter from a Rev. F. Gostling describing a curfew and supplying the material for the engraving Hone commissioned, an article from the Gentleman's Magazine by a T. Row (whose doubts about the existence of the curfew are here corrected), and finally Johnson's Dictionary which supplies a quotation from Bacon.  


In one sense, there is nothing unique or unusual about Hone's writing and editing in such passages—he is simply producing a kind of "research paper" using and documenting various sources in his exposition of the topic of the moment.  But I would suggest that there is something more profound going on as well.  Broadly speaking, the whole "point" of the Every-Day Book is to provide a kind of collective history and thus a collective identity for the English people.  For Hone, this history is not a record of the genealogies or idiosyncrasies of the monarchy or the progress of some other political, legal, economic, or ecclesiastical institution—rather, it is a material history borne within the everyday objects and everyday practices of everyday people.  Particularity and regional quirkiness, for Hone, is the very stuff of Englishness, and a history of such stuff cannot be produced by a single author who presents some singular claim to knowledge or truth or beauty.  Instead, such a history must be the collective product of hundreds of ideologically diverse and geographically dispersed writers and correspondents offering, in sum, an inclusive and collective diary of a People.  The Every-Day Book exemplifies, in short, a republican discourse—even within its own discursive form, it eschews the edicts of central or insitutional authority in favor of the self-definition and collective expression of "The People."  And this, I would suggest, is the very heart of Hone's "Every-Day Revolution."

