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3.2.0. INTRODUCTION 

From your study of Module 1 Unit 1 of this Paper, you have already formed an idea of the importance of what we have called the literature of documentation. Diary writing is one of the most prominent forms that can be included within this category. In this Unit, you will learn about the historical event of the Great Fire that broke out in the city of London, from the diary records of Samuel Pepys, one of the most important diarists of the period. As you read along this Unit, you should be mentally prepared to extend the horizons of your understanding of literature as going beyond fictional narratives. This will help you to appreciate how contemporary events of historical-social importance can also become the staple of literature in the broadest sense. The reading of diaries thus becomes an interesting addition to what is known as non-fictional literature of the Restoration period.
3.2.1. DIARY WRITING AND ITS LITERARY VALUE
Many of you might have been into the habit of writing personal diaries as you were growing up. In later years, these will become interesting sources of memory! There are also many people who keep diary record of daily things to do, or even write down their daily expenses in diaries. Ever wondered where this idea of the diary as a manifold documentation originated from? 

The term diary evolves from the Latin expression diarium which meant ‘daily allowance,’ from dies ‘day’. A diary is a kind of record-keeping which is normally in handwritten format. It normally consists of disconnected entries set in order by date, reporting on experiences over the course of a day or other period. Usually the term is today put to use to signify personal diaries which are intended to remain private or to have a limited circulation amongst friends or relatives. 
The word ‘journal’ may be sometimes used for ‘diary,’ but generally a diary has daily entries (though not always), whereas journal-writing can be less regular. Diary can be seen as a personal history, a personal chronology. A keeper of a diary is called a diarist. A diary in the personal form attempts to chronologically record an individual’s confessions, his or her private life, experiences, and interpretations of certain events that the individual has faced throughout a certain period of time, his feelings, and his philosophies too. The note-book structure allows the writer to be strictly honest and spontaneous about the representation of his feelings and experiences. And since the document is meant to be strictly personal, this way of recording one’s experiences turns out to be autobiographical indeed. However, since the perception of a published autobiography is definitely to be understood as a personal document which is to be read by readers in a public domain, there exists a doubt whether or not the writer of the autobiography has remained spontaneously direct and honest in utterances and recordings of his experiences.  Therefore, someone’s diary seems to be the most honest form of confession and self-analysis, since the diary as a form of writing is not a public document which is to be read by any reader existing outside the domain of the writer. 

However, we must also bring into the spectrum of our discussion not merely the use of diary as a means of personal recording, but whether or not the study of diaries can be a viable part of the study of literature. The first question that we may encounter is: ‘Why do we take personal chronologies of personal experiences to be a part of our discussion on literature or its history?’. The answer is simple. Normally, when we discuss about literature we tend to identify literary works by means of locating and interpreting its various branches, genres, and sub-genres. Therefore, we generally tend to talk about epic, poetry in various forms, drama, various forms of prose literature. These forms do not merely allow us to look deep into the individual writer’s mind, but work as a form of history of the contemporary world. There probably lies the social utility of all these forms of literature. Literature helps the reader to build an image of the time and space of the literary work since all forms of literature directly or indirectly mirror the age, its customs, beliefs, and prejudices, its positive and negative sides. A diary is definitely a personal record, but the same can also be seen as a form of history, a kind of honest documentation of the social, religious, political, national events relevant not merely to the individual diarist but also to the mass of the time. More significantly, since most literary works of the earlier time did proceed under the patronage of the dominant class of people, and since such literary works were to be created for public entertainment and consumption, there can remain a possibility of a prevalent bias in the representation of the various events that affect a social life and outlook. The literary artist is a public figure who sometimes caters to the mass, and since the literary work is meant to be a product, it can sometimes be not the most honest form of documentation of the age. Therefore, the idea of a diary as a form of social history is to be conceived as a more honest and viable confession on the part of the diarist, and since his handwritten documentation of personal life and personal interpretation of the defining events of public life is not meant to be published for public consumption, the same can remain as a more truthful form of history. Therefore, diary too can be a part of literature, not merely on the basis of aesthetic value of the same, but also on the basis of its social viability as a medium of social, political, and psychological commentary on the society at large. 
3.2.2 TRADITION OF DIARY WRITING IN ENGLAND: A SHORT HISTORY
If you remember Act I Scene iii of Shakespeare’s Macbeth, you find Macbeth indirectly referring to some personal documentation that may have signified a personal diary, as he assures Ross and Angus, who brought the news of the title of the Thane of Cawdor being conferred upon Macbeth after his noble and valiant services in the Rebels’ War by. He says, 

Kind gentlemen, your pains
Are register'd where every day I turn
The leaf to read them.

The earliest instance of the use of the term ‘diary’ to refer to a daily personal record occurs in Ben Jonson’s comedy of humours Volpone in 1605.  Bacon too advices the traveller to keep a diary to record the events of his journey: 

It is a strange thing, that in sea voyages, where there is nothing to be seen, but sky and sea, men should make diaries; but in land-travel, wherein so much is to be observed, for the most part they omit it; as if chance were fitter to be registered, than observation. Let diaries, therefore, be brought in use. (‘Of Travel’)

Keeping personal diaries had been part of the individual’s routine since earlier times, but it was the early modern period, more conveniently known to be the Renaissance, that saw the beginning and overwhelmingly sweeping widespread popularity of diary as a personal record-keeping medium. It is being estimated that there are three hundred and sixty three diaries existing in England during this period. Most of these were catalogued by William Matthews in his seminal work on British Diaries, entitled British Diaries: An Annotated Bibliography of British Diaries Written Between 1442 and 1942. The emergence and development of diary writing in England during the Renaissance leading to the Restoration and Neo-Classical periods was a result of many cultural factors and development in various fields. A gradual increase in literacy amongst the population, resulting out of the gradual decentralization of economic prowess and political power and the advent of the revival of learning, developed among the citizens the interest of keeping personal records through writing. On the other hand with the rise of Renaissance temperament in the literate class of people of England, diary writing was rising because of a growing self awareness, and definitely, this growth in diary writing was a marker of the growth of individualism in Renaissance Europe. Discussing the rise in diary writing, Roland Carter and John McRae in their Routledge History of Literature in English write: 

The growth of the writing profession coincided with a rise in writing which was private and not intended for publication. Diaries and letters were, for the new literate middle class, forms of expression which enjoyed increasing wider currency. 

Essentially growing out of the rise of the middle class and the newly literate class’s pastime adventures, diary took a more serious role in allowing the later readers of history in giving not mere personal knowledge about individual diarists but also a veritable treasure of social commentary and psychological scrutiny on the periods in which diary writing flourished. 

With the growing rise in the popularity and quantity of diarists few very significant diarists rose who remained sources of great information for the readers of literature and social history. Among the most famous diaries of English literature are those of John Evelyn for 1641-1706; Samuel Pepys (1660-69), one of the most valuable and minute records in survival Jonathan Swift's Journal to Stella, 1710-13; John Wesley's Journal, 1735-90; James Boswell's Journal of a Tour to the Hebrides (1785), the first to be published in the life time of its author and Fanny Burney's Diary, (1778-1840) the most notable English diary of the late 18th century. In the Twentieth Century, the Journal of Katherine Mansfield (1927), and the five-volume Diary of Virginia Woolf (1977-84) are mentioned among the most distinguished of examples. 
3.2.3. SAMUEL PEPYS AND HIS DIARIES 
Samuel Pepys, an English naval administrator and a Member of Parliament, was born on 23rd February, 1633, and died on 26th May, 1703. Pepys rose by patronage, hard work, and an immense talent in administrative affairs, and finally became Chief Secretary to the Admiralty under both King Charles II and later under King James II. However, in the field of English literary and cultural history Pepys is not remembered for his achievements in the administrative field, but for his Diaries that he kept from 1600 (the year of the Restoration of Monarchy in England) until 1669. The diary was written in almost unintelligible shorthand fashion, and it was only in the nineteenth Century that the diaries got published. 

Pepys began to keep the diary from 1st of January, 1660, and in the entries that get registered for nearly ten years afterwards, the reader gets the notion that Samuel Pepys never intended to publish the same. Samuel Pepys frankly registers personal details of his insecurities, jealousies, the women he pursued, and so many other private affairs like his relationship with his wife. Besides being extremely personal, Samuel Pepys’ diary also poses several commentaries on the contemporary politics and adds new light to the graphic and realistic accounts of London life of the Restoration period. 
3.2.4. PEPYS’ DIARIES AS SOCIAL DOCUMENTS AND HISTORICAL RECORDS
Though Samuel Pepys never intended to write a publishable document on contemporary London life, culture, and politics his diaries are of immense significance in adding variant perspectives and flavours to the historical portrayals of the period that he inhabited. Pepys opens the diary accounts in a rather too personal way as the following excerpt will tell you: 
Blessed be God, at the end of the last year I was in very good health, without any sense of my old pain but upon taking of cold. I lived in Axe yard, having my wife and servant Jane, and no more in family than us three. My wife, after the absence of her terms for seven weeks, gave me hopes of her being with child, but on the last day of the year she hath them again.

(Diary of Samuel Pepys, January 1660)

However, Pepys records several significant events and experiences of London public life during the Restoration period like The Great Plague and The Great Fire. During the Great Plague, for example, Pepys was not someone who was directly affected, as he was definitely not an individual who mixed with the poor. Besides he also had the facility to get himself outside London during a crisis. He remained unaffected the most period of the plague, and on 31st December, 1665, in his annual summary he also notes: ‘I have never lived so merrily (besides that I never got so much) as I have done this plague time’. While this shows a fairly unsentimental and insensitive way of portraying the great hardships that the nation’s people went through during the Plague, it will be highly improper to state that Pepys was not at all concerned about the event. Pepys writes on 16th August that: 
But, Lord! how sad a sight it is to see the streets empty of people, and very few upon the 'Change. Jealous of every door that one sees shut up, lest it should be the plague; and about us two shops in three, if not more, generally shut up.
(Diary of Samuel Pepys, Wednesday, 16 August 1665)

Similarly, in the diary entry of 23rd April, 1661, Pepys describes the Coronation of Charles II: 
The King in his robes, bare headed, which was very fine. And after all had placed themselfs - there was a sermon and the service. And then in the Quire at the high altar he passed all the ceremonies of the Coronacion - which, to my very great grief, I and most of the Abbey could not see. The crowne being put upon his head, a great shout begun. And he came forth to the Throne and there passed more ceremonies: as, taking the oath and having things read to him by the Bishopp, and his lords (who put on their caps as soon as the King put on his Crowne) and Bishops came and kneeled before him.
3.2.5. THE GREAT FIRE OF LONDON (1666): HISTORICAL EVENT 
Fire hazards in the old medieval City of London were normal since most of the city was overcrowded with timber built houses standing congested in narrow lanes with great flammable materials stored inside them. Before 2nd September, 1666, the date of the Great Fire of London, (which began in late night from a small fire on Pudding Lane, in the bakeshop of Thomas Farynor, baker to King Charles II), there were regular great fire hazards in the city. There were great fire accidents prior to this massive one, the most recent being in 1632. Due to the very flammable nature of the materials used in house-building and because of the dry nature of such materials the fire spread in unexpected velocity and ruined a great deal for the next three days.  Though the number of casualties was less than what was expected, there was an acute financial loss and an immense loss of property. Around 430 acres, amounting to 80% of the city was shattered, including almost 13,000 houses, 89 churches, and 52 Guild Halls. Numerous citizens were homeless and suffered great loss of property. The Great Fire, and the fire of 1676, which shattered over 600 houses south of the river, changed the face of London forever. The sole positive effect of the Great Fire of London was found in that the plague, which had London continued to suffer since 1665, reduced a great deal, due to the mass death of the infection-carrying rats. 
You must be interested in knowing how exactly the fire broke out. On September 2, 1666, Thomas Farynor, baker to King Charles II of England, failed, in effect, to turn off his oven. He thought the fire was out, but apparently the smouldering embers ignited some nearby firewood and by one o'clock in the morning, three hours after Farynor went to bed, his house in Pudding Lane was in flames. Farynor, along with his wife and daughter, and one servant, escaped from the burning building through an upstairs window, but the baker's maid was not so fortunate, becoming the Great Fire's first victim. The fire then leapt across Fish Street Hill and engulfed the Star Inn. The London of 1666 was a city of half-timbered, pitch-covered medieval buildings and sheds that ignited at the touch of a spark--and a strong wind on that September morning ensured that sparks flew everywhere. From the Inn, the fire spread into Thames Street, where riverfront warehouses were bursting with oil, tallow, and other combustible goods. By now the fire had grown too fierce to combat with the crude firefighting methods of the day, which consisted of little more than bucket brigades armed with wooden pails of water. The usual solution during a fire of such size was to demolish every building in the path of the flames in order to deprive the fire of fuel, but the city's mayor hesitated, fearing the high cost of rebuilding. Meanwhile, the fire spread out of control, doing far more damage than anyone could possibly have managed. 
Soon the flames were visible from Seething Lane, near the Tower of London, where Samuel Pepys first noted them, though without much initial concern, as his diary entry would reveal!
After the hazard was over it took London a great period to recover from the loss. Chares II later appointed six Commissions to rebuild and redesign the city. As a reminder of the great national hazard that took place in the Great Fire, a monument was built in the same baker’s place from where the fire had started to spread. The old Pudding Lane is now known as the Monument Street.  

3.2.6. Text of ‘The Great Fire of London’ 
Pepys Diary Entry, September 2 1666 

Some of our maids sitting up late last night to get things ready against our feast today, Jane called up about three in the morning, to tell us of a great fire they saw in the City. So I rose, and slipped on my night-gown and went to her window, and thought it to be on the back side of Mark Lane at the farthest; but, being unused to such fires as followed, I thought it far enough off, and so went to bed again, and to sleep. . . . By and by Jane comes and tells me that she hears that above 300 houses have been burned down tonight by the fire we saw, and that it is now burning down all Fish Street, by London Bridge. So I made myself ready presently, and walked to the Tower; and there got up upon one of the high places, . . .and there I did see the houses at the end of the bridge all on fire, and an infinite great fire on this and the other side . . . of the bridge. . . . 

So down [I went], with my heart full of trouble, to the Lieutenant of the Tower, who tells me that it began this morning in the King's baker's house in Pudding Lane, and that it hath burned St. Magnus's Church and most part of Fish Street already. So I rode down to the waterside, . . . and there saw a lamentable fire. . . . Everybody endeavouring to remove their goods, and flinging into the river or bringing them into lighters that lay off; poor people staying in their houses as long as till the very fire touched them, and then running into boats, or clambering from one pair of stairs by the waterside to another. And among other things, the poor pigeons, I perceive, were loth to leave their houses, but hovered about the windows and balconies, till they some of them burned their wings and fell down.

Having stayed, and in an hour's time seen the fire rage every way, and nobody to my sight endeavouring to quench it, . . . I [went next] to Whitehall (with a gentleman with me, who desired to go off from the Tower to see the fire in my boat); and there up to the King's closet in the Chapel, where people came about me, and I did give them an account [that]dismayed them all, and the word was carried into the King. so I was called for, and did tell the King and Duke of York what I saw; and that unless His Majesty did command houses to be pulled down, nothing could stop the fire. They seemed much troubled, and the King commanded me to go to my Lord Mayor from him, and command him to spare no houses. . . .

I hurried] to [St.] Paul's; and there walked along Watling Street, as well as I could, every creature coming away laden with goods to save and, here and there, sick people carried away in beds. Extraordinary goods carried in carts and on backs. At last [I] met my Lord Mayor in Cannon Street, like a man spent, with a [handkerchief] about his neck. To the King's message he cried, like a fainting woman, 'Lord, what can I do? I am spent: people will not obey me. I have been pulling down houses, but the fire overtakes us faster than we can do it.' . . . So he left me, and I him, and walked home; seeing people all distracted, and no manner of means [image: image1.jpg]


used to quench the fire. The houses, too, so very thick thereabouts, and full of matter for burning, as pitch and tar, in Thames Street; and warehouses of oil and wines and brandy and other things. 
3.2.7. DETAILED CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE TEXT
Pepys, being absolutely unused to seeing and understanding the fire hazards, their causalities and their extent in realistic terms, could not at the first instance grab the magnitude of the Great Fire when in late night of 2nd September, 1666 he was woken up by the maids of his household. Of the maids Jane, who was busy arranging the meal in Pepys’ household for the following day’s feast, called him up about three in the morning to report to her master anxiously that a great fire across the city lies visible from her window. Pepys urgently got up and put on his nightgown to rush to her window and have a firsthand glimpse of what the matter was. However, at the first instance Pepys could hardly detect in it any possibility of further spread and thought it wise not to worry about the same. He notes: 
So I rose and slipped on my nightgowne, and went to her window, and thought it to be on the backside of Marke-lane at the farthest; but, being unused to such fires as followed, I thought it far enough off; and so went to bed again and to sleep.
Rising at about seven in the morning again and dressing ready to go out, Pepys saw the fire again and found in it nothing alarming until he had a report from Jane again regarding the fire’s spread and demolishing almost three hundred houses in the city. Pepys urgently got up to prepare for going to the London Tower to have the clearest view of the fire, and witnessed ‘the houses at that end of the bridge all on fire, and an infinite great fire on this and the other side the end of the bridge. Being shaken up by the devastating sight, Pepys went straight to the Lieutenant of the Tower who told him about the genesis of the fire in the King’s baker’s house in Pudding Lane, and the fact that the same fire spread rapidly to burn down St. Magnus’s Church and most part of the Fish-street by the night. It is significant here to note that Pepys was a public figure, a Member of the Parliament, and a Naval Administrator, who exceeded in administrative designs and responsibilities bestowed upon him. From his personal account in the diary we gather a sentimental mind which genuinely felt for the poor victims of the fire, and in his narration, we gather the glimpses of a graphic details of his eye-witnessing to the calamities. At the same time his diary also gives us vivid detailing about the duties that he spontaneously performed in order to reduce the extent and scope of the devastations caused by the ‘lamentable fire’. The value of this diary extract lies not merely in its being a personal memoir of the individual experience during this civil hardship in London, but also in its being a graphic and authentic narration of the events as he saw them. This is truly a blend of realism and the individual’s sensitive eye gathering and storing almost all aspects of loss and calamity. Thus while on the one side Pepys describes the fire that engulfed almost the whole city as he could see and the hardships of the commoners, his sensitive eye does not miss the pigeons during the fire: 

Everybody endeavouring to remove their goods, and flinging into the river or bringing them into lighters that layoff; poor people staying in their houses as long as till the very fire touched them, and then running into boats, or clambering from one pair of stairs by the water-side to another. And among other things, the poor pigeons, I perceive, were loth to leave their houses, but hovered about the windows and balconys till they were, some of them burned, their wings, and fell down.  

Being a natural administrator and a prudent thinker he first surveyed the spectacle of fire by having a boat journey and thereafter thought it wise to report to the King regarding the entire episode and took the charge of helping the quenching of the wide-spreading fire after he received command from the King. Pepys notes not merely the details of the public pathos. He also notes in his diary the personal threats that he felt having seen the spectacle of the rising fire and fearing at the same time regarding the whereabouts and threats to the lives of his near ones: 

Having staid, and in an hour’s time seen the fire: rage every way, and nobody, to my sight, endeavouring to quench it, but to remove their goods, and leave all to the fire, and having seen it get as far as the Steele-yard, and the wind mighty high and driving it into the City; and everything, after so long a drought, proving combustible, even the very stones of churches, and among other things the poor steeple by which pretty Mrs. ––— lives, and whereof my old school-fellow Elborough is parson, taken fire in the very top, an there burned till it fell down: I to White Hall (with a gentleman with me who desired to go off from the Tower, to see the fire, in my boat); to White Hall, and there up to the Kings closett in the Chappell, where people come about me, and did give them an account dismayed them all, and word was carried in to the King. So I was called for, and did tell the King and Duke of Yorke what I saw, and that unless his Majesty did command houses to be pulled down nothing could stop the fire. They seemed much troubled, and the King commanded me to go to my Lord Mayor ... from him, and command him to spare no houses, but to pull down before the fire every way.
During the period, London’s street plan was almost medieval, and the old-fashioned houses made of willow and roofed with hay used to stand by each other in narrow lanes, and the houses standing congested and with hardly any considerable amount of gap between themselves were filled with potential flammable items, which were illegally kept in the houses. Therefore there was always the disadvantage in quenching even a small fire; there was always the possibility of the spread of the fire. If such fire broke out in such congested areas, there was only one solution to quench the fire and minimize the casualties and loss of property. The solution was simply to pull down and demolish all the houses so that the rising wind does not spread by having more flammable objects around it. The fire fighting instruments were definitely not modern, and the band of security personals were hardly equipped 8in dealing with such a crisis like the Great Fire. Pepys notes the same and shows beside these the callousness of the officials like the Lord Mayor who could not carry out the command of the Kind to pull down the houses immediately, so that the fire does not grow further. However, it was also to be observed that to pull down the houses at the command of the King was not essentially a very easy affair. Pulling down the houses of the poor citizens would mean that their livelihood and shelters are to be demolished just in an instance. Though it was rational to do so, and though it was the only natural solution available in such a disastrous scenario, with the administration not having enough machinery to fight the fire, it was also an idea which was not to be accepted by the people directly affected by the hazard on the ground since it did not appear to them convincing enough that their houses being pulled down would solve the problem. The Lord Mayor could not therefore carry out the command of the King which was heartlessly rational in the context, as he was anxious of the public protestations against carrying out such process. Pepys notes both the irreversibility of the scenario and its aftermath as well as the callousness of the Lord Mayor who left the scene of fire, bothering no further to convince the people about the need of pulling down the houses, to have some rest, standing in natural contrast to Pepys’s sensitive administrative gifts.
At last met my Lord Mayor in Canningstreet, like a man spent, with a handkercher about his neck. To the King’s message he cried, like a fainting woman, “Lord! what can I do? I am spent: people will not obey me. I have been pulling down houses; but the fire overtakes us faster than we can do it.” That he needed no more soldiers; and that, for himself, he must go and refresh himself, having been up all night. So he left me, and I him, and walked home, seeing people all almost distracted, and no manner of means used to quench the fire.
When it was Twelve O’clock, it was time for Pepys to get back to his own household to attend to his guests for the feast, and though the meal was good, his sentimental and sensitive mind could not push away the sights that he visualized through the day. The disturbing noise, the images of horrific flames, the dilapidated spectacle of urban London, the misery of the people helplessly trying to store and save every possible item, the burnt houses, the spreading fire flames, all come graphically represented in his diary. This is not merely adding to the historical significance of his diary but also heightens the emotional temper of his writing being extremely subjective replete with genuinely felt sympathy for the poor victims of the fire and anxiety for the future of his own household in the ensuing moments and days. 

The official authoritative report published in the London Gazette, from Whitehall, on 8th of September, for the period between Monday, September 3 to Monday, September 10, 1666, also records in detail the various aspects of this national crisis and the approaches made by the King to rescue as much as possible and quench the fire in a fairly journalistic manner citing both the horrific aspects of the hazard as well as the officially conducted rescue operations. It notes:  

The ordinary course of this paper having been interrupted by a sad and lamentable accident of fire lately hapned [happened] in the City of London....

The people in all parts about it, distracted by the vastness of it, and their particular care to carry away their Goods, many attempts were made to prevent the spreading of it by pulling down Houses, and making great Intervals but all in vain, the Fire seizing upon the Timber and Rubbish, and so continuing it set even through those spaces, and raging in a bright flame all Monday and Tuesday, not withstanding His Majesties own, and His Royal Highness’s indefatigable and personal pains to apply all possible remedies... 

(London Gazette, 8th September, 1660)

However, this piece of journalism, though detailed, probably misses out the emotional value of Pepys’ diary notes. Pepys’ sense of involvement and felt sympathy and anxiety probably nourishes in his notes the truly ‘lamentable’ nature of the Great Fire. Pepys notes how after the meal he had again got out of the house to witness the further spread of the fire, the chaotic spectacle being emotionally represented in his sensitive detailing. A few portions of his diary notes may be quoted in this context to show the intensity of his feelings of sympathy and anxiety aroused by the deplorable sight. Thus, he notes: 
River full of lighters and boats taking in goods, and good goods swimming in the water, and only I observed that hardly one lighter or boat in three that had the goods of a house in, but there was a pair of Virginalls in it.... so as houses were burned by these drops and flakes of fire, three or four, nay, five or six houses, one from another.... We staid till, it being darkish, we saw the fire as only one entire arch of fire from this to the other side the bridge, and in a bow up the hill for an arch of above a mile long: it made me weep to see it. The churches, houses, and all on fire and flaming at once; and a horrid noise the flames made, and the cracking of houses at their ruins. So home with a sad heart, and there find everybody discoursing and lamenting the fire... 

Pepys also notes how poor Tom Hater came with his goods as his own house was burnt down by the fire, and took refuge in the household of Pepys who played the role of a responsible host while he was himself terrified by the ever-spreading fire that seemed to threaten the aristocratic areas of London where he lived. He himself rushed to safeguard his own possessions and gold and carry the expensive goods of his own house away, and at the same time felt sympathetic towards his failure in providing Tom Hater any substantial amount of rest since there was great noise in his house as they were all trying to carry away the goods in order to prevent loss of property in the context of the raging fire. 

To conclude we may say that Pepys was not a historian, and the value of his September 2nd, 1666, diary note is definitely not significant solely because of the eye witnessing that it provides the reader with. It is important for not merely its objectivity, but also its subjective outpourings that provide the reader with a detailed account of the Great Fire as well as the soft yet rational, subtle yet sensitive personality and mind of this diarist in Samuel Pepys. 
3.2.8. GLOSSARY 
· Mayds: maids 

· Nightgowne: nightgown, a kind of an aristocratic night dress. 

· closett: Closet 
· Steeleyard: steel-yard 
· Loth: loathe 

· Balconys: balconies 

· Newes: news

· Owne: own
· tallys: a current score or amount, in this case a sum of money. 
3.2.9. EVELYN AND PEPYS COMPARED 

Primarily, let us remind you that John Evelyn was a contemporary of Samuel Pepys, and an equally celebrated diarist of the Restoration period. However, his diary was not essentially a daily account, and from the same journal account we do not come across any significant mention about the genesis of the Great Fire on 2nd September, 1666. The scene of the actual genesis of the fire, Pudding Lane and the Bakery, does not get mentioned too much. However, by the following day, Evelyn’s journal entry does throw light on the hazardous events that took place in the city of London. He writes on 3rd September, 1666 regarding the miserable spectacle that he witnessed: 
Oh the miserable and calamitous spectacle! such as haply the world had not seen since the foundation of it, nor be outdone till the universal conflagration thereof. All the sky was of a fiery aspect, like the top of a burning oven, and the light seen above 40 miles round about for many nights. God grant mine eyes may never behold the like, who now saw above 10,000 houses all in one flame; the noise and cracking and thunder of people, the fall of towers, houses, and churches, was like an hideous storm, and the air all about so hot and inflamed that at last one was not able to approach it, so that they were forced to stand still and let the flames burn on, which they did for near two miles in length and one in breadth.

On the following day, he also notes: 

The burning still rages, and it was now gotten as far as the Inner Temple.... The eastern wind still more impetuously driving the flames forward. Nothing but the Almighty power of God was able to stop them, for vain was the help of man.

And on the 5th of September, his journal again registers: 

The poor inhabitants were dispersed about St. George's Fields, and Moorfields, as far as Highgate, and several miles in circle, some under tents, some under miserable huts and hovels, many without a rag or any necessary utensils, bed or board, who from delicateness, riches, and easy accommodations in stately and well furnished houses, were now reduced to extremest misery and poverty.

Both Evelyn and Pepys note the hazard in pictorial and graphic realism, and their accounts are replete with felt misery and sympathy for the poor victims of the fire. Pepys records 15 fires in the total volumes of his daily diaries. His own house got destroyed in the fire of January, 1673. Pepys’ experiences of the Great Fire did not abandon his diaries since 2nd September, 1666. Pepys continues to write about the same in diary notes of February 24th 1667, February 28th 1667, March 16th 1667, and May 5th 1667. On March 16th, 1667, he writes:
The weather is now grown warm again, after much cold weather; and it is observable that within these eight days I did see smoke remaining, coming out of some cellars, from the late great Fire, now above six months since. 

All these show the depth and scope of the scaring and terrible experiences of the hazard on the souls and memory of these two individuals. 
3.2.10. COMPREHENSION EXERCISES
Long Answer Types (20 marks): 
1. Assess the historical value of Samuel Pepys’ ‘The Great Fire of London’.

2. What picture of the Restoration London do you gather from the text? Elucidate with references to the text. 

3. Pepys’ diary is a detailed document of the history of the Great Fire and is charged with personal sympathy felt for the victims. Do you agree? Give reasons. 

4. Pepys was an administrator with sympathy and sensitivity. Do you agree? Answer with suitable reference to Pepys’ reaction to commentary on the Great Fire episode. 
Medium Length Answer Type Questions (12 Marks): 
1. What picture of the 17th Century fire-fighting machinery do you gather from Pepys’ account? Answer with reference to the text. 

2. In what way did the fire ignite and how did it spread? Answer with reference to the text. 

3. Briefly comment on the street plan of contemporary London and show if it could have been responsible for the Great Fire.
Short Answer Type Questions (6 Marks):
1. What was Pepys initial reaction to the Great Fire? 

2. How did the fire originate? 

3. What orders came from Charles II to extinguish the fire? 

4. What impression of the Mayor do you draw from Pepys’ diary note? 
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