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PREFACE

The so~called "Restoration period” in English literature
stands as an‘age of comic production that renks as one of
the most brilliant in the hi5£ofy of the English stage,
second perhaps only to'thé precedihg Elizabethan period,
Restoration comedy has been famed for its indecency and
immorality, and critical judgment has always been influenced
by concern over the ' 'excesses” which the playwrighus intro=-
duced into thelr works.,

norality is a relative'teerAWhatvis sinful in oﬁe‘are
ia commcnly accepted in another, Semantic differenocs m“y
cauoe differcnt moral eonnotations to be placed on certain
wordsg Thus in considering whether Restoration comedy was
immora15 one musﬁ judge it te a large extent by the moral
standards of the ag ge and by the opinioas of the playwrights
thcmselves as 4o the d@@res of 1icentiousneas appearing

in their comediea, It mas a eommon characteristic of nine»

taenth centurJ critics to jud ge the Restoration by ninem



teenth ceptury,mqral standards, and critiqs_gf;the_eighteenth
.and twentieth centuries have often permitted thelr critical
estimates to be affected by their moral sensibilities¢

The essentlal question 19, "Did Restoration playgoers
‘find the ccmedies immoral?" The ansver is yes. They expected
to hear language that they eonsiderea bawdy and to observe
seenes that they felt were 1ndecent. It was, fashicnable to
flaunt recognized moral standardu, and for meny, who dared
not indulge in the flagrant excesses of men such as Rochester
or Buekingham,.ﬁhe theater cfféréa the setting vhereln fic-
.tionalized heroés could display_the cleverness that was
considered 1deal¢ The eomic writers catered to the public
tasteol

- Yet there ls far more to Restoration comedy than studied

'immoralitya For the writers of Lhe day had keen minds and
sharp eyes, and their plays are filled with excellent satirl-
cal barbs directed agalnst the foibles of the periodo Al
though they shared the vices of the age, the playwrights
did not hesitate to ridicule those vlices,
| This paper attempts to measure to some degree the
extent of immorality found in Restoratlon comedy and to set
forth a brief deseription of the commen characteristics of
that.bomedy, to discuss the genéral status of the soclety
“suppdrting the stage, to eXamine the controversy which led

to0 the moral reform of the theaters, and to witness vhe

ii
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decline in the quality of dramatic production. The basic
conclusions reached are these: |

l; The comedies were deliberately immoral.

2, Their immorality i1s not so much a reflectibn
on the playwrights themselves as a commentaxy oan the
social mores pf geéteel soclety during the Restoratlon, fdr
the playwrighté understood that'éociety thoroughiy and wrote
to satisfy its~whims;~v

3. The plays vere succﬁssful they are genuinely
funny, and they are a real dramatic achievement,

4, Both the playwrights and thelr contemporary
critics were unable to recognize the importance of Jjudging
their playe on artistic merlts, but that it is on their
artistry alone that the plays can be defended,

5. That the comedles pfesent us‘ﬁith an excellent
and accurate aatirical portrait of fashionable soclety after |

the Restoration.
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 CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW
OF "RESTORATION PREDECESSORS.

| The period from 1660~1700 has long been cited as the most
licentious era in English history, for the Cavaller soclety
which sprang to life with the return of Charles was utterly
corrupt, both morally and socially. Degenerate,_selfish and
idle tnough they were, however, the men of this generation
managed siill to provide us with an lmportant segment of our.
dramatic literature, both in comedy and 1n tragedy.

Benause it glves us such a complete plcture of Court
soclety at that time,‘and because ip,wgs written for the
amusement of that.éociety,vﬁestoration gbmedy 1s itself
immoral and licentibus; so that its-study‘has; vith a few
notable exéepﬁions,,generallyibeeh'shunnedvuntil the nine=-
teen—twenties,'ﬁhén ourioén age of supposed sophistication
has been able té‘view'the work 6f'the period with less con-
cern for 1t§ ﬁoral 6ﬁt160k and more concern for its artistic
merit, Resiorationvcomedy was pushed into obscurity during

the latter half of the elghteenth century; leading critics



-
- of the Rémantic‘era‘suchfas'Laib;‘Hazlitt, andiﬂuhﬁlmadé,sus"
perficiél;stadi¢s of thé priﬁcipél playw:ighﬁs,’bththéir‘
critiéiém'is[ofﬁénfféulty}‘the_vigtor;an'¢ri@ics, of course,
tended.té’gidsé‘dvef”thésé Yloose” plays, and to Lord Macaulay,
who didimgkévsqme serious study of them, thelr licentlousness
far oﬁtweighéd théir'artistic meritsg'Maéauiay séid:'

se.bhls part of our literature 1s a dlsgrace to our
language and our national character, It is clever,
indeed, and very entertaining; but it is, in the
most . emphatic sense of the wvords, ‘earthly, sensual,
devilish.'! Its indecency, though perpetually such
as is condemned not less by the rules of good taste
than by those of morality, is not in our opinion,
so disgracefully faulty as its singularly inhuman
8pirits.csWe find ourselves 1n & vworld in which the
ladles are llke very profligate, lmpudent, and un-
feeling men, and in which the men are too bad for
any place but Pandaemonium or Norfolk Island. We
are surrounded by foreheads of bronze, hearts like
thilnfther millstone, and tongues set on Ilres of
hell. el mid . o '

In’cohtfast‘tb the’étrict éora1”ceASure'of the Victoriens,
some twentieth century critics have perhaps disreg&rdnd the
moral aspecus too much as witnesa the follouinv comaent.

TQ dlscuss the morality.,¢is nugatory and impertinent,
~andothe wholsematter may be dismissed in a few sen-
tences. In the first case it 1s largely a question

of expression. Successive generations employ dif=-
ferent names (or it may be periphrases) for certain

- actions and things. The nomenclature alters; the
“actions and things remain eternally the same. Huch

- of the ordinary language of the Hiddle Ages, many of
the words quite frankly spoken by Chaucer also,
would today seem infinitely shocklng and grossly

- offensive, Yet, it should be remarked, the niceness
~whlch demands that a later generation‘shall castrate

: l. nacaulay, "The Comic Dramatists of the Restoration°
Miscell&neaus Works, Vs, 114,




3

its vocabulary by no means 1mp11es a stricter morélity;
it may, 1n fact, herald the advent of a general hypoecri-
8y, but no whit of actual amendment, The method of
expression 1s purely conventional....But everything

has its equlvalent; and there 1s nelther a word nor a
situatlion in Congreve that has not been reproduced,

gset forth in modern terms, by meny of our most popular
writers, Congreve and his fellows spoke one set of
words; our cogtemporaries say exactly the same 1in

other phrase, ' :

The question of immorality is not one that can be disregarded
in any study of Restorafion comedy, for the moral attitude of
the playwrights and of their audience 1s an 1ntegral part of
that comedy. The key to Restoration cemedy 1g its indecency.
Its humor depends upon its violation‘of standards of moral pro-
priety. The audience found it funny because it mirrored so
well the society which it depicted, and because it Joked about
that society's deflance of moral conventlons. Many playwrights
sought to defend themselves from the charge of indecency by
maintaining that thelr work was only satire, but this defense
is not valid because; even though ﬁany of the scenes were sa-
tirical, they were presented ln terms that were designed to
delight. the salacious tastes of the playgoers¢

~ In actuality, for the country at 1arge, the Restoration
period in England was an age of relatively strict moral pro-
traditional 1life of theirvforefathers, or, swayed by Puritan
influences, maintained a rigid, sober existence. It was only

ﬁhe-court cirale which defled previous conventions and delii

2, Summers, editor, The Complete Works of Gongrevg,
Introduction, I, 63.
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be:ately tried to‘show:a complete rejection of Puritan stric-
tureé, it ﬁas this moéally‘écfrupt, miﬁority class which gave
us most of the fami;iar literature‘of the period; and it Qas
this'hinority class which formed thévexciﬁ81ve audiencévfor,
Réstofétion‘éoﬁédy: |

The spectators, then, for whom the poets wrote
and the actors played were the courtiers and their
satellites. The noblemen in the pit and boxes, the
fops and beaux and wits or would«be-wits who hung
on to their soclety, the women of the court, de-
praved and licentlous ag the men, the courtesans
with whom these women of quality moved and con-
versed as on equal terms, made up at least four=
fifths of the entlire audience, Add a sprinkling
of footmen in the upper gallery, a astray country
cousin or two scattered throughout the theatre,
and the plcture of the audience is complete,’?

-Because of the nature of lts audience then, the comedy had
to be immoral:

. ses8ny comedy of manners which depicted the actual
life of the upper class of the times had 1o be in
one sense corrupt 1f it was to be true. It could
not picture the times and be pure, It is not strange
that under the clrcumstances people of the time
should not have been shocked by the drama as its
‘modern readers have been shocked, because the
people for whom it was written were familiar with
open corruption in a way that most modern readers
are not. Dorimant and Mirabel may seem to some
mere creatures of fancy, but the audlience at the
Restoration theater not only knew that they existed
but had come into personal contact with them. This
audience was not likely to resent on the stage what
it knew to exist openly. Nor is there anything in
this which need damn the dramatlsts as men. They
had no deliberate intention of encouraging vice
which, being men of sense, they no doubt hated.?

3, Nicoll, A History of Resto ation Drama, P. 8.
s : 4;,kru£éh,f00médy épa Consclence After the Restora-
tion, pe 39 R o




As with all critical statements. those quoted here are -
subject’ to some exception. Before" examlning Restoraticn comédy
in detail,,hgwever,_gome brief backgpougd,shou;d be glven to
show its developmeﬁt asxg'Specializéd art‘fof‘a 1im1téd ther1e
of patrons. R - |

The Elizsbethan stage had been a wniversel stage. Its
patronage had come from all classes of London soclety. Bub the
" stage even then had been subject to attack on moral grounds. As
early as 1576 a minister named Thomas White had writiéh;".iothé
cauSG'bfipiégués 1s sinne, if you look to it wells aﬁﬁ*thé'i
cause of sinne are playes: therefore the cause of plagues are
playes,"d

' The agitation grew, and in 1612 Thomas Heywood published a
vigorous defenue of the stage. One of his contentions was that -
the theater served as a valuable educational medium: '

2...playes have made the 1gnorent more apprehensive,

taught the unlearned the knowledge of many famous.
histories, instructed such as cannot reade in the

discovery of all our English Chronicles: & whai men
have you now of that weake capacliy, that camnot
discourse of any notable ghing reeorded even from

William the Conquerorss.?
Of greater pertinence to the subject at hand is Heywood's
defense of comedy, which in 1ts main contentions sounds exace
tly 1ike the defense of Congreve and Venbrugh vhen they were

attacked for licentiousnesgs:

5; Quoted by‘W1lson J.De« in The Cambridece History
of English Literature, VI, 424s SHeSRIRRAs. SRR
6.~Heywobd, An Apology For Actors, Book III, n.ps



And what is then the subject 6f this harméless mirth?

elther in the shape of a Clowne, to shew others their

slovenly and unhansome behavior, that they may reforme

that simpllieity In themselves, which others make their

sport, lest they happen to become the like subject of

generall scorne to an auditory, else it intreates of

love, deriding foolish inamorates, who spend their

ages, their splrits, nay themselves, in the servilg

and ridiculous limployments of thelr Mistressessese!

Heywood's comle characters and those of his contemporaries
may have been the objects of scorn and ridicule, yet ‘they were
not portrayed as such for dldactic purposes as he claims, and
Heywood, like hls successors at the end of the century, simply
weakened his defense by go maintaining, Heywood's extraordinary
elaims for the virtues of the stage brought forth the retort
that "Impiety is then growen to its full helgbh, when it once
presumeth to boast of it selfe,"S
Elizsbethean drama seems relatively innccuous to the reader

.of today, although there can be found bawdy scenes and ribald
charactefs. And only the most abstemious critle today would
object to the Elizabethan drama on moral grounds. Yet the Puri-
tan critic of the times felt that the comedles were "full of
filthy words and gestures, such as would become not even
lacques and Courtezans: and have sundry inventions which
infect the spirit, and replenish it with unchaste, whoorish,

cosening, deceitful, wanton and mischlievous passionssese"d

7. Ibid., Book III, NeDe
8s I1.G., A Refutation of the Apology for Actors, ps l.

9. Iblde, Pe 39
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. Heywood, himself, has been accused of following & trend
of_general moral decline which occarred‘among later Ellzabethan
playwrishts, and one of his works has baen degseribed as "a
comedy, which; although perspicuous in construction,.hast.\
‘1little or nothing to redeem the offensiveness of its plot,"l0
And speaklng of the Elizabethan stage in general, a recent
eritic says, "Judged by modern standards Elizabethan drama
admitted at its best considerable vulgarity and indecency of
8peech, and 1ln the perlod of its decline showed increasing
tendencies toward grossness of thought as well as freedom of
‘phrase,"t1 .
Thomas Dekker may be considered one of the first pre- .
- coursers of the Restoration comedy to appear in Ellzabethan
drama. In his comedy Westward Hoi we find a vivid description
‘of London soclety and a c¢ynical portrayal of the London
citlizen aé a pennyﬁp;nehing cuckold. Dekker’s plays have been
deseribed as rude and coarse,l2 but despite the rowdiness of
‘many of hls scenes, there 1is a. warm, sympathetle appeal in his
~werk¢”1t'1s'his sharp satirical depiction of London soclety .
which stamps ‘him as a predecessor of the Bestoration comic
playwrights, albeit he depicts a far broader bage of society
then is mirrored within the narrow eonfines drawm by Etherege

10, Ward, A History of English Dramatic Literature,
II » 5710

- 1le Nettleton, ggglish Drama of the Regtoratl on and
teenth Century,

12, Ward, II, 451.




or'Cangreve.f

Thomasg Hiddleton. like Dekker, also depicted Landon so¢1~
ety in realistic terms. But Middleton 8 ch&racters cone frOm
the baser citlzens of London wiio, by their‘very nature,-were=
bound to be offensive if presented reslistically. Middleton
not only presented a host of unsavory characters, he drew them
with an air of cyniclsm and lack of moral reprobation which -
vas unusual for the time and éérvédvas‘an example for later
playwrights, There is probebly nothing in Stuart drama which
can ‘quite mateh the grossly cynieal audacity of Allwit 4in @
A Gg§st§*ﬁaig of Cheapside as he outlines the advantages of
being a cuckold,l® niddleton has been described as the first

playwright to write for the kind of person who applauded
Restoration comedies,l# and his plays proved popular throughout
‘the Restoration period with only slight modifications,l® He
has presented us with a series of-&rehavillainégiﬁho are '
totally debased in their déalingsiwith one anothers Quomodo
expresses the eynical attitude so typieal of Middleton's
characters when he discusses the proper occupation for his soni
Quomoda. Some uave ne counsel to make him a aivinea'
E&S,ﬂ » Fie fiéq .
Quonodos But some . of our livery think it an’ unfit
thing, that some of our sons should tell us of our

vices: others to make him a physielan; but then, "
being my heir, I'm afrald he would make me away?

13* Bcas, An ;ntroducticn to §§uart Drama, Do 2224

14. Schelling and Blaek, editora, 2121ga; Elizabethan
Blays, P. 514.

15, Summers, The Playhouse of Pepys, P 149,



. now a lawyer, they're all wiliing to, because *tis
“good for our trade, and increaseth the number of
cloth gowns; and indeed 'tis the fittest for a
‘citizen's son, for our word is, what do ye lack?
‘ and their word is, what Go you give?lﬁ o
- There is an lmportant difference between the debauched
a¢¢iety'pgrtraye&’by,Mi&dleton}&ndhthat portrayed byvthe
Restora§1cn comic w:itere. hqwever; Middlgton is bltter, his
gnaracters‘are naﬁ,répresente& ag ideal types, and there is
raﬁr&but&énlin ﬁha'fifth act=~in these characteristics he
dirfers from those who followed; however, Mi&dleton does»néﬁ
really<conéemn his,villa;ne,)he,simyly presented'them as he
saw them, | | | - ‘, ,
. Shortly after the turn of the century we find frequent
treatment of the subject of sexual lmmorallty in general, and
of prastiﬁution in partigular,lT When treated in the come
vdies of'the period there_is always a virtuous ending;\and
the courtezans are usually provided with husbands befnre the
play ends. Among the better plays on the aubject 1s ﬁarston‘s
Dutch Gaurtezan, which first appeared in 1605. Harston
intended his play’gs & gevere atiack on immorality, but in
the»violence of the language and in-hls characterizations he
provi&ed'material vhich might well shock the reaﬂgrvtaday.

One critic says, "He wades through so much mud that we are

16, jichaelmas Term, II, 1ii.
17. Thorndike, English Comedy, P« 159.



1nclined to apply to him words used by a character in the
play 'In verJ plain truthness, you are the foulest mouth’ a,

118 arston shows the developw

prcfane, railing brothera.a.“
nment of a trend vhich is noticeable in Jacobean and Stuart
 drama towards poor taste 1n the presentation of msterial,
'which is in itself an indication of the moral decline of

the stage during the period¢

| N With the probable exception of Ben Jonson, 1t is likely
that Beaumont and Fletcher had more influence on the Res»
toraticn ccmic suage than any other writerse Their plays
'were continual favorites in the Restoration theaterg Fletcher
‘was the more influential since he wrote his individual

plays at a later date tnan Beaumont at a tlme when the
'general tone of the theater iias “closer to that of the drama

'of Gharles II, but the collaborauions of the two playwrights
'were frequently performed and Beaumont ' ﬁnipht of the

'Burning Pestlg had a particular appeal o the aristocratie
taste of Restoration audiencea,19 The two playwriﬁhta
1"1nstituted ehanbes in theatrical methods and fashions tzat
’were de tined to dominate tha Elizabethan drama. until the
':triumph of Puritanism. After the Restoration their reputa»

“tlon remained undiminished and their plays contlnued to set

186 BO&B, Pa ll}lg
190 Sehelling and Blaek, P 556,
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the tastes and fashions or a new age‘"zo There 1s in their
camedies a tendency to depict rather lcose be%avlor at times
and,to be somewhat licentious, although the comvent cf A.

W. Ward that “Beaumont and Fletcher seen devoid of the
conoeption of female purity seens’ hardly Justified.21

; Richard Flecknoe, the poet and dramatist whom Dryden
made famous in his aatirical poem %&cFle“kngg, said that
“Fletcaer was the first whn 1ntreduc’t that witty obsceni- :
, ty 1n his plays, which like poisen infused 1n pleasant
1iqu0r, 15 always the more dangerous the moxe delightful n22 o
There 1a a distinct conneetion between Fletchar’s later
camedies ané those of the Restoration dramtists. One play
in particular, Zhe ﬁild gg sg_ggggg, shows many of the
ﬁh&racteristica ef Restoration QOmedy. of this play
Thorndihe writes, "In the general artificiality of eonstrue-
tion, grossness and liveliness of wit,‘an& unseﬂtimental
preaentaticn of sex relatzons, ‘the w&v is being prepared
for the Restoration comedy of mannera,"23 and ﬂicoll CEVEN
"Here 15 Just such a play as the best Restoration authors

presant tc us, just the ‘same subservience cf the plot to

20. Thorndike, p. 205

21& Ward, II; 757C

Beaumont and '1@tcher on the Resto=

22, Swra ]
. @u ’ n the auuhor»a introductions =

ation stage, quoted 1
/ 23; Thorndike, p. 208¢
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witty dialogue; just the éame éir‘of graceful abandon, Jjust
the same loss of all more sober moral étanda&ﬁs;?aa |

~ As has been sald, both authéra were favorites of the
Reatcrétion éudieﬁees, anﬁ.the eage wlth which thelr plays
were adapted shows how well suited they were for the court
’society which patronized the theaters after 1660, Hany of
the plays were presented with 1little or no change, while
. the adaptation of others glves us an insight into the moral
‘attitude of the times. Thus D'Urfey at the helght of his
popularity adapted three playé which are diétinguished by
their added obscenity an&uﬁha Brutalizing of the characters,25
while a few years later an anonymous adapbation of ¥it
Hithout Noney gafteneé‘the language of thﬁ~original be~

cause of the reforming influences which were putting pres-
sure on the stage,20 7‘ ‘ |

| As the seventeenth centgry'progressed,«there was a
nbtable decline not only in the dramaétic quallity of the

- theater, but in its moral tone as well. John Ford has
often been clted as being typically representative of the

deeaaencé of later Ellzabethan dramatists.27 The cause of

24, Nicoll, p. 170.
25. Sprague, De 265,
26 Lm»_@-_ﬁp pi 256*

| 27, Neilson, WeA., in the ﬁamb%idge History of
1lish Literatu y VI, 219~20,
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v‘this is the sympathetic treatment which Ford has given to
.ladulterous and 1neestuous eharacters, particularly in
"¥Loxe’s Sacrifioe end in Tis Fitx She'! s a_Whore, He has
; been aaid to shew not, only "abnormal taste" but “moral
'obliquity" 28 and 1n his attempts at comedy he is charged
Cwith sin&ing to & lower level than any dramatist of his
| class.29 Y@t Ford was not immoral, he was sympathetic to
his characters, but he seens to be stressing a moral
lesscn, and he cannot be accuseﬁ fairly of pointing the
fﬁway towafds vices
' Jueh eloser to Restoration dramatists is James Shirley,
‘ whcse plays were written for a theater that catered more
| and more to a particular class of society. Shirley wrote
a comedy of nanners 1n which the charaeters frequently
ksounﬁ 1ike those of Restoration dramatists. However, he
“anever portrayed vice as triumphant, and there is always a
a moral resoluzion ta the plot in the final act, although
‘“this resolution frequently seems as artificial as that of
" Cibber's Love's Last Shift and its successors.
One cannct 1gnore Bem Janscn in ﬁhis discuasi@n for

eertainly he exerted a profaund 1nf1uence an Restoration

camedy. But Jonsan 8 1nfluence was not a moral ane, or

28.\EllisﬁFermor, Jacobean Drama, p« 244.

29, Neilson, W A., in the Cambridge History
of English Iiterature, VI, 220,
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rather 1t was hotréh“immorai one. Jonson employed & dldace
ticlsm 1n his comedles which is totally forelgn to the
Restorétion stages Thomas Shadwell, who triédvto%emui&te,
Jonson, may havq_thpughtﬁha:waafpginting‘out,awmeral
lesson by his portrayal of vice, but Shadwell's plays are
qulite licentlious. In his conedy, qghscn,shcws,the}beginnings
of an absorptionwith a partlcular mode of soclety, and In
this he pr@pa:esmthekwayfor‘;haﬁ;aper_eﬁggdy_qf»manners.
 Some mentlon should be made of Brome, vhose plays,
because of thelr "grossness and nq;siﬁess, theirlodge w
women and tricky spendthrifts, their humours and intrigues”
are closer to the Restoration than are the plays of his
contemporaries,°
- Throughout the first forty years of the century attacks
continued to be made agalnst the stage,?par@ieﬁlaﬁly}as the
Puritans became stronger polltically and as the theater be-
came more closely allie@.te.gouryiaociety, The earlier
attacks.cancentratgd on the Indecency and licentlousness
fsundwin;theﬂthegter:v,- v o L

t For exempt thelr licentiousnesse only out of
Playes, too too small alas will be thelr gettlngs
to maintaine their 1dle life; that belng the,
thing which most pleaseth the multltude, who
chiefly run flocking.to the Play-house, that

they might make mirth of such folly and laugh
at it, and that they might tell 1t to others,

30, fhoradike,vp‘,25lf _
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when they co%e home, to make more fooles laugh
for company.>l

Ag the attacks lncreased, however, everything connected
wlth the theater was considered prophane and blasphemous,
and the asgaults were directed not at particular instances
within pleys, but at all plays in general. To the modern
reader the virulence of these attacks and their insistence
that drama itself was something sacrileglous almost come
pletely negates thelr value as dramatic criticlem, Most
famous of the attacks was that of Prynne, whose Higtorio-

petrix caused him to lose his ears, not because of his

general critlclsm of the theater which was contained

in the document, but because of his pointed reference to
the Queen's encouragement of the drama, Shirley made a
pointed aﬁtack on Prynne in his play Bird in a Cage in
1633, and the frequent satirization of Puritans is one
of the characteristics of Restoration comedy which was
carried over from the pre-revolutionary stage.

| There were legitimate ethical grounds for attack
during the latter perlod of Stuart rule. For there was
a general debasement of stage morallty. Jacobean and
Caroline drama are not complebely immoral, however, and
there is always the insistence on poetic Justice and

the triumph of virtue. There was an increasing use of

31l. I.G., A Refutation of an Apology for Actors,
" P 27* ‘ :
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emutty'language,‘racy"intrigue, and dissolute living in the
characters depleted; there was a concentration of stage
entertainment’for a more limited audienqe;'and“there was,
in company with the moral decline, a general decline in the
draﬁaticaquality of the plays presented,

With the beginning of the civil wars the theaters were
clased, and they remained‘close&vthraughout the Commone
wealth period. In spite of this theatrical activity cone
tinued. Surreptitious performances were given from time to
time, many plays were printed, and some new plays were
written. There was developed the droll, a short dramatic
presentation of:é portion of a play, and the presentation
of the drolls was permitted bj the authorities. Scenes
- were taken from known plays and selected for their popular
‘appeal, and the drolls were designed primarily for the
more vulgar and least refined audiences,>2 Such preseﬁta‘
tions certainly did nothing to raise the moral tone of the
drama, but it is doubtful if the drolls had eny pronounced
influence on the plays which were written after Charles II
returned to England., ‘

There is no doubt that Elizebethan and Stuart dramos
tists played a major role in influencing Restoration

comedy. Not only was the earller comedy popular on the

32, Schelling, Fellix E,, in the Cambridge History
- of FEnplish Iiterature, VIIX, p. 132,



Restoration stage, albelt often altered to satisfy the
licentzoqs tastea of Restoratlion audlences, but the
vearliér playwrights were frequently emulated by thelr
successors. The immorality of Restoration comedy marks &
'eontinuaticn of a trend which began in the reign of James
I but that trend was slow to develcp on the pre-Commnone=
wealth stage. It nay be seen in the po@tic literature

of tfe time as exemplified by uuckling, and it is eﬂrtain
that the growing degeneracy of the Court would have in=
fluenced the theater more had not the Furitans-wrésted

controi'cf‘the government from the Royallsts.
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CHAPT&R WO

THE EMERGENCE OF TRUE RESTORATION COMEDY
AND THE GROWTH OF ITS IMMORALITY

G.M) Trevelyan gives this description of English
soclety after the Restoration: ’

England was sound enough. But her courtiers and
politliclians were rotten. For the King himself
‘and the younger generation:-of the aristocracy
had been demoralized by the breakup of thelir
educatlion and family life, by exile and cone
fiscation leading to the mean shifts of sudden
poverty, by the endurance of injustice done
to them in the name of religion, by the con-
stant spectacle of oaths and covenants lightly
taken and lightly broken, and all the base
underside of revolution and counter<revolution
of which they had been the victims.

" For these reasons a hard disbelief in
virtue of any kind was characteristic of the
restored leaders of politics and fashion, and
wag reflected in the early Restoration dranma
which depended on their patronage.

Trevelyan is acqurate in his general sumnation of the
Gavalier,sbciety, but'when he speaks of the "disbelief in
virtue" being reflected in the early Restoration drame, he

1, Trevelyan, Illustrated Engslish Social History,
II, 119, '
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1s not glving a complete plcture. For 1t 1s not the early .
‘period of Restoration comedy which truly reflects thefmorai:
degeneracy of the age; rather; the debasement of comedy was
at its height (or more accurately its depth) in the period
‘after 1670, or ten years after Charles' return to London.

It should be remembered that of the four dramatistsvgeheralw
ly regarded as'thevoutstanding.cdﬁic.writers of the Resto=-
ration-«~Wycherley, Congreve, vanb;ugh,?and Farquhar--only
Wycherley produced his plays durihgfcharles‘“lifetime.‘Of
those comic writers who were near the tops Etherege pro-

duced his most renowned comedy, The Man of Mode, in 16763

Shadwell wrote his first comedy in 1668; Aphra Behn's
first play appeared in 1671; Dryden's most indecent plays,

Marriage-g~la=Mode, The Assignation, and The Kind Keeper,
came:1n‘fhefperiod'from’1672 to 1678; and Thomas D'Urfey,

one of the most indecent playwrights, 4id not‘ﬁrite his -
first comedy until 1676.
- Restoration comedy at the outset was'a changed drama
from that which had appeared on the boards elghteen years
before. But, asvrhorndiké éaysk 7
Therefié,danger;,however; in emphasizing the changeo
0ld4 playhouses, old actors, and old plays were all
employed at the beginning of the new epoch, and no
complete revolutlion occurred in the practice of the

stage or in the hablts of the people, In evgry res=
pect the new was a continuatmon of the old,

2, Thorndike, P, 269,
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Restoration playgoers. though they may already have
begun the life of profligacy which was later transferred ‘to
the stage 80 completaly, were not yet ready to accept its
full theatrical representaticn. Pepys, whc was certainly .
no moral purist, witnessed a performance of Jonson 8 ELEP
ggolcmew Fai 1n 1661 and noted that the play was "too
much prophane and abusivé.“3 certaihly 1f ‘such dbjection |
were made to Jonson, tnere\was no readiness to reeeive 8’
Wycherley or a D’Urfey. Two months later Pepys went Mo
Drury Lane to the Freneh comedy, which was so ill done,
and the scenes and company and everything 80 nasty and out
of order and poor, that I was sick all the whlle in my
mind to be there.“4 |

N John w11apn s comedy, The Cheats, was forced off the
stage in 1663 because of 1ts 1ndecency.5 One of the Court
rakes, Henry Savile, told in 1665 of the 1ndecencies of a
play which qulte turned his stomach.é Sir Robert Howard,
who was a successful playwright at the time, wrote in 1665.

Tha aasier dictatas of Nature ought to flew in
Conmedy; yet separated from obsceneness., There
being nothing more impudent than the immodesty of

words. Wit should be che $te, and those that have
1t, can only write well¢

3. Pepys, D , 8 June, 1661,
;_LQ..'BO August, 1661'

Si Summers. zhe _Playhouse of Pepysg, pe. 219.

6. 1 _Q"Q-, De 195.

7+ Howard, "preface to Four New Plays,

in Critical Essays and Literary Fragments

" reprinted
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All thls is not to 1mply that 1mmora11ty was not pres
sent in the theater at thia time. The French troupe which
Pepys saw undqubtedly gave perfgrmances‘that‘would be con=
sidered risque even bylmodern standards.'Dryden’s‘ﬂllg
Gallant appéaréd in 1664 and helped to éet a’pattérn that
was followed by other comlc writers. Thefe are scenes in
this play which are typical.of}the‘period to éowe and which
are in a different atmosphere than was found in.pfe~Com~
monwealth drama. There l1s the sharp éatirical.d;g which
Faller throws at Nonsuch, who "now has gotka habit of .
swearing, that he may be thought a cavlier.“a There is
Isabel's statement to Timorous that "He 1 mafry must
prcmise.me to live in Leondon: I cannot’abide'to be in_thé
Countrie, like a wild beast in the wilderness, with no
Ohr;étian gouls about ﬁe.“9 And there ié the highly fare
clcal scene where Loveby and Trice are entertaining three
_ prostiﬁﬁtes when Gonétanée and Isabel come 1n, and Loveby
frantically. tries to avold introducing them,lo There is
‘1ndecency aplenty here, but it should also be remembered
that the play was not & success,

Another sample of early indecency nay be found in

8. The wild Gallant, 1. .

9. ;bidqg IV’ 10
lOQ Ibid‘g III; 10




Killigrew 8 The Parson 8 Wedding, which had been written |
during the Interregnum. The play has been charged with N

| unexampled coaraeness"ll but 1t was a popular work, perhaps

because of its biting satire on the Purltans~
Theater~gping habits were also changing during this |
pericd. Actresses were appearing cn the Btage, and ladies
vere frequently in attendance 1n the audience. Pepya tells
aeveral ‘times of taking his wife to the theater. In 1663
he ‘dlscusses the imprcvement of the ladies dress in the
pit and of their 1ncreasing use of vizards.lz Pepys givea‘
us a good insight into the general moral chéracter of the |
acters when he aescribes a visit to ﬂrs. Knipp 5 dressing
roon in 1667. He tells how the "base company ef aen cones
among them, ‘and how lewdly tney talk,' and he says, "But
to see how Nell curaed, for having 80 few people 1n the o
pit was pretty,"l3 Pepys also tells of seeing Howard' |
play The cnange of Crownes, which he thought was a great

play and serious. only Lacy did act the country«gentleman
come’ up to Gourt, who do abuse the Gourt with all the
'1maginable wit and plainness about selling of places, and

i‘°7 do1n8 every thing for money-"l4 Howard‘s play provides a

o 11. Schelling, Fellx E,s, in the Oambridge History
Qf Eng;ish Liter&ture, Vl%l, 136.

12, Pepys, 8 May ‘and 12 June, 1665o»
13, Ibid., 5 October, 1667.
14, Ibidt, 15 April, 1667.
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sharp attack on the' growing corruption of the Gourt, and 1t
18 a more particularized satire than 1ater Restor&tion audi-
‘ences would allow. o .

" The first ten years ‘then following the return of Charles
‘were active ones for the theater, but what we consider to
'be true Restoration eomedy was only emerging from 1ts ine

" fant state at the and of this period. The backbone of the
playhauses'far'thls“first‘decade'had‘been preéﬂestoraticn

" plays. The hew plays which appeared were preparing ‘the way

* for those to come, but they had not achleved that brillisnce
" of wit nor descended to the levels cf 1ndecency for which

" ‘Restoration comedy 1s noted. o B

" The theaﬁermgoing society ‘could now be considered fully
ready for vhat was to come, for they ‘had thrown off the

" shackles of Puritan restraint at the outset of thelr return,
*‘and they were now hardened to the point where there was no
:"sense of shame at witnessing a levd or bawdy performance.
 Licent1ousness, 1ntr1gue, double dealing, profligate drinking
Cend gambling, and general d;shonesty“were rampant in the

" Gourt. The wit had risen to the top of societys the fop
"“strutted’and~preenad.himself in the theater, tﬁe park, and
the cofféeahéuée}zihetéﬁekéidéd husband and the sufferer
from venereal 1nfection had beeome gtandard subjects for

Jests nymphomania and satyrlasis were expected modes of
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conduct; and the ladles were concerned only with thelr repu«
tations and notvtheir‘honor, while the gentlemen were cone
cerned with neither, ALl this was to be reflected on the
stage and, in fact, was already belng satirized on the boards,
As;one-of-Sedley’s~charaeterS‘remarks,*"‘Tis a maa.Age,~a
Han 1s laught at for being a Cuckold, and wonder'd at if he
take 3nyf¢aré to pre¥ent 1t."15 - ‘

.~ The degeneration of soclety evidenced 1tself in the behaw
”v16b 6f=theater7audienees; To begin-with;-the theater became

the regular meeting place of women and their beaux. There were
iftimes when half the audience consisted of courtezans.l® The

wits frequently tried to outdo the actors and addressed4theirr
;aﬁpé&arks,totthe audience'at*1&rge,kcompleﬁely.ignoring_the»-
performers on the:atage..ﬁeedless;tO'aay;-their,remarks*were
often most lewd. Wycherley's Sparkish comments on the typleal
wit's behavior at the playhouse when he says, "We find fault
even with thelr bawdy on the stage, whillst we talk nothing
¢lse in the pit as 1oud‘”17 Pepys had the misfortune to be .
splt upon while watching a perfcrmance,la and audiences

often became 50 unruly at a play they aisliked th&t 1t vas

15, Begiaaira. III, 1ii.
16, Nieﬁll; Pe 20,
17‘ The Ccuntrv Wife, III, ii.

'18. Pepys, 28 January, 1661.
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1mpcssible to follow the performance. Fights, and even mur=
ders toak place in the pit«l9 Nieoll hawever, despite his '
excellegpdacggunpYofﬁ;ge:thgaterégng;ence,fperhagg‘chrfﬁ
‘states the case vhen he says,".s.not only, therefore, did
the actors play to empty_houses..‘bmx,the_meager:audiences
who did pux 1n an appearance barely gave the actors leave to
perfbrm.??o Despite the distractions in the Pplayhouse, the
audience at large went to enjoy the performaneee, anﬁ the
;aomments of Pepys, Evelyn, et al as to the quality both of
performances and performers shcw that the theatergoer was
usually able to fnllow the play completely.}_k ) ‘
| An understanding of the theater auﬁlence and of Restora-
_ticn aociety in general is absolutely essential to a com=
prehensian of the n&ture of Resteration comedy. The comedy
1s brutal noisy, and lewd because it was written for an
auﬁience that was brutal, noisy. and lewd, gna which expec=
bed to find brutality, noisineas, and lewdness portrayed on
the comic stage: i i ,
The nev comedy becane indee& not merely a fellower
of English or French models but very distinctly
the reflection of the manners of the new age. The
drama must always respond to the audience, and

perhaps no drama ever did this more completely
than ‘that of the Restoratian....Comedy represents

9. weott, 7. T,
20, Inid., v 16,
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a 1é&sureléla33'devéted to wine, woman, and song,
and also to ‘scowering', duelling and adultery.
Soclety, like the king, was selfish and sensual,
and it delighted in 1ts depravity. Its audiences
desired a comedy that 1s restricted in subject to
adultery and seduction.agg that is not merdgly plain
spoken but foul-mouthed. , o ‘ o

Sedley agein furnishes us with a protrait of soclety in
the followinétinQuiry'ﬁade to a stranger in London:

What Business;‘or what Hope brings thee to Town,
Who can'st not Pimp, nor Cheat, nor Swear, nor Lye?
This Place will nourish no such idle Drone<?

The great 1dol of the age was the wit, of which Sedley,
Rochester, and Buckingham, & trio of the most dlssolute
prefligateé aver'knowb, were considered to be'the iﬁéal '
types. As the comedy of manners developed to its highest
degree, all of its heroes were gréat'wits, and in Congreve
we have the witty dlalogue of the period polished to the
ultimate, Naturally, in real life, many of those who
aspired to be wits fell short of the mark, and they are
satirized through the various fops who adorn the stage.
Wycherley gives us a long discussion between Dapperwit and
Lydla coneerning the wits of the times:

Dap. There are as many degrees of wits as of lawe
~yerss as there is first your solleltor, then your

‘attorney, then your pleadling-counsel, then your
chamber-counsel, and than your Judgej so there 18

21, Thorndike, Ps.274s..

22, Sedley, poem "To Dextus", from The Complete
Works of Sedley, I, 61,
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first your court-wit, your cofféee-wit, your polle
wlt, or politlcewlt, your chamber«wlt, or seribble,
- and last of all, your Judge-wlit, or critie,

Lyd. Bubt are there as many wits as lawyers? Lord,
what will become of usd What employment can they
have? how are they known?

Daps First, your court-wit is a flattering, insinu-
ating, fashionable, cringing, grimacing fellowe-
and has wit enough to solicit a sult of love; and
if he fall, he has mallce enough to ruin the woman
- with a dull lampooni~~but he ralls still at the

- man that 1s absent, for you must know all wits
rall; and his wit properly lies in combing perukes,
matching ribbcns, and belng aevere, as they call it,
'upan other people's elothes.

Lyd. Now,; what is the coffee~-wit?

‘Daps He is a lying, censorious, gossipping, quib=
bling wretch, and sets people together by the ears
over that sober drink, coffee! he is a wit, as he
is a commentator, upon the Gazette: and he rails at
- the pirates of Algler; the Grand Signior of Cone
gtantinople, and the Christian Grand Signior,

Lﬂ;o What kind of man is your pollewit?

+ He 1s a fildgettlng, busy, dogmatical, hote
headed fop, that speaks always in gentences and
proverbs, {as other in similitudes), and he rails
perpetually against the present government. His wit
lies in projects and monopolies, and penning speeches
for young Parliament men.

Lyds But what is your chamber-wii, or scribble«witﬁ
Daps He is a poring, melancholy, modest sot,

ashamed of the worldi he searches all the records

of wit, to complle & breviate of them for the use

of players, printers, booksellers, and sometimes
cooks, tobaccomen; he employs the ralling against
the ignorance of the age, and all that have more
money than he,. ,

Lyde Now your last,

Dapes Your Judge-wit, or critic, is all these together,
and yet hasg the wit to be none of them: he can
think, speak, wrlte, as well as the rest, bul scorns
(hlmself a judge) to be Judged by poaterity. he
rails at all the other classes of wits, and his

wit lies &g damning all but himself. he is your
true wit,

. 23* Lo ;:NN‘”“ iwo dl IJ-. 1‘
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A pretty lot this, yet one suspects there is more truth
than Jest in‘the satireﬁ_Such were the persons:who patrgn» '
ized the theater. Because of the important relationship
between Restoration.sociéty and Restoration comedy, & nmore
detailed discussion of that soclety is given in a later
chapter, It can be noted here, however, that comie heroes
were based upon the ldeals of the,time,,and the various
adventures of the~Horners;ﬁLovealla,.ValentineS”éhow us

the licentious nature of the Restoration citizen.



GHAPTER THHEE
- SOME TRAITS TYPICAL or RESTORAPION COﬂEDY _

-~ The period from 1670 to 1700 is ‘the great erae of Resto-
ratian comedy, and during this era of pralific comic pro~
ductioﬁ the licentiousness of the atage fully matched its
real-life counterpart and brought forth the completely
;Justified moral abjections which caused such a controversy
An the century's last decade. In the years 1670 and 1671
‘there appeared the first two playa Aphra Behn, ;he first
-comedy of Thom“s Betterton, Roger Boyle 8 only two comeﬁies,
‘Bhadwell's The Humorists.lﬁuckingham 8 celebrated attack on
traglcomedy, ZIhe Rehearsa ,:and Wycherley 8 first play, Love
in a wOod.l Brilliant. and near~ brilliant cemic productions
-followed one another for the neyt thirty years. Through all
. these plays there runs a sameness of material and presentatlon.

~ The comic playwrights, hcwever they might shun and defy

1. Nicoll, appendix III,
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moral convent;on,yadhered strictlywto'thé dramatic 6¢nﬁan~
tions cf"thevtigg; and:§§‘the‘gasual;reddér‘tnereﬂis"little
differenée3ﬁetw§en Dryden,;briAph;a Behn._or Congreve
other thanqa'géheral differenqeyin‘thé‘qualityfbf‘presén»
tation, | _‘ 1?‘, o |

The Cavaller attitude towards marriage appears ageln
and again. Marrlage is an institution Qf.génvenience_andA
should not weigh tpo_heavily on either party. Iﬁdeed, a
genuine shaw of affection Dbetween husband and wife 1s o

consldered vulgar. In Dryden 8 ég:Evening 8 Loye Jacinta

asks Wlldblood about marriage, "What think you of dis-
leiging‘bne another from this\day,fcrward;_ahd shewing |
all our 111 humcurs at the first; which Lovers use %o
keep as & reserve till they are married?"? Congreve's
HMrs. Frail says, ﬁrhere 18 no creature perfectly civil
but a husband. For in a little time he grows only rude
1 %) his wife, and that is the highest good breeding, for
1t,begetg_c;vility,to’other people.™d

Thie disregard,of marriage as & romantic institution
ccntinued until the end of the period; Vanbrugh‘s Sir
Jehn Brute is partlcularly bitterz

2, An Evening's Love, II, 1.
3. Love for bee, I, i1,



What cloying meat 1s Love, ~-ywhen Matrimony's the
Sauce to it. Two year's HMarriage has debaucht my
five Senses. Everything I see, everything I hear,
everything I smellg and everything tagtewwmo=
thinks has Wife in't.

No Boy was ever so weary of hls Tutor; no girl
of her bib; no Nun of doing Penance nor 014 Mald
of being Chast, ag I am of belng Married.

- Sure there's a Eecret curse entail'd upon the
very Name of Wife.

There were definite rules of courtship, too, and one of
the cardinal principles was that there should be no real
manifestation of love. The contract scene in Act IV of The
Way of the World wherein Mirebell and Millamant set forth

their conditions for marriage 1s too well known to bear
repeating. This type of scene was developed by Dryden,
based to a degree on scenes from Shirley and Fletcher. In

Dryden’s The Rivsl Ladieg the contract scene is brought to

its highest point in the conversation between Celadon, the

,1aeé1 coufﬁier,_and Florimel, the sagaclous woman of'the‘
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world; this type of scene was reproduced ageln and agaln by

other Restoration dramatists, but only Congreve equalled

Dryden 8 perrormance:

Cel. When I have been at play, you shall never agk

me what money I have lost.
Floe When I have been abroad you shall never
enquire who treated me.
Cel, Item, I will have the liberty to sleep all
night, without your interrupting my repose for any
evil design whatsoever.
‘Flo. Item, Then you shall bid me good night before
. you sleep.

4. The Provok'd Wife, I, i.
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g_;. ‘Provided always. that whatever liberties ‘we
take with other people. we continue very. honest to
one another, - .
Flo. As far as will consist with a pleasant life.‘
ceL. Lastly, whereas the names of Husband and Wife
hold forth nothing but clashing and cloying, and
dullness and faintness in thelr signification, ’
they shall be ‘abolish'd forever betwixt us.
Flo. And instead of those, we will be named by the
:more agreeable names of ﬁiatresa and Gallant 7

The rules for love~making were frequently set forth, and
all followed the general pattern of hypoerisy and lack of any
real passion or sentimeﬂt. Congreve again furnlshes us with
a aample as Tattle directs the naive but wllling Miss Prue:

Prue¢ Well, and how will you make love to me? Come
I 1o long to have you begin. Must I love too? You must
tell me how.

Tat. -You must let me speak, miss, you must not
speak first. I must ask you questions, and you must
answer.

Prue. What, is 1t like the catechism?~-come then,
ask mes

Tat. D'ye think you can 1ove me?

Prue. Yes. .

Tat. Pooh! poxi you miast not say yes already; I
shan' t care a farthing for you" then in a twinkling.
Prue. What must I say then? o

Tat. Vhy, you must ~8ay no, or you belleve not, or
you can't tell.,

Prue. Why, must I tell a lie then?

Tat, Yes, if you'd be well-bred; all well=bred
persons lie, Besides, you are a woman, you must.
never speak what ‘you think: your words must contrae
dict your thoughts; but your actlons may contradlct
your words. So, when I ask you, if you can love ne,
you must say no, but you must love me too, If I
tell you you are handsome, you must deny 1t, and say
I flatter you. But you must thlnk yourself more
charming than 1 speak you: and like me for the

5. The Rival Ladies, V, 1.
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beauty which I say you have, as much as if I had
it myself, If I ask you to klss me, you must be
angry, but you must not refuse me, If I ask you
for more, you must be more angry,--but more eomply-
ing; and as soon as ever I make you say you'll cry
out, you must be sure to hold your tongue. '
Prue. O Lord, I swear this is pure!l I like it
better than our oldnfas%ioned country way of
speaking one's mindeees .

Wycherley gives us the laws of courtship pertaining to
anxious widows in the folloﬁing conversation beﬁween Mrs,
Joyner and Lady Flippant:

L., Flip. I cannot deny but I always rail against
marriage, which is the widow's way to it certainly.,
Mrss J. 'Tis the desperate way cf the desperate '
widows, in truly.

L, Flip. Would you have us as tractable as the
wenches that eat oatmeal, and fooled like them too?
Mres. Jo  wessince the widow wants the natural
allurement which the virgin has, you ought to give
men all other encouragements, in truly. -

- L4 Flips Therefore, on the contrary, becsuse the
widow's fortune..sis her chlefest balt, the more
-chary she seéms of 1t, and the more she wlthdraws
i1t, the more eagerly the busy gaping fry wlll bite.
With ug widows, husbands are got like bishoprics,
by sayiag 'No'; and I will tell you, a young helr
‘48 as shy of a widow as of .a rook, to my knégledge.7

In all these scenes the cynicism and the hypocrisy stand
out’s An; through}the cynicism and hypocrisy we see portrayed
the moral degeﬁera£ion of the age. It 1ls raré 1ndeed'to find
expressiéné of real sentiment such as Dryden used in his

play The Assignation in 1672:

--Came Violette; uwy Tove!

6. Love for Love, II, 1l.

7. Love in a Wood, I, 1.
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Vio. My dear Camillo!l:
Cam. Speak those words againi: my own name never
~ ‘Bounded so sweetly to me, as when you spoke 1it,
and made me happy by addlng Dear to 1t.

" ae

Vio. But night will hide my blushes, when I tell
you, I love you so much, or I would never have truse
ted my virtue and my person in your hands.

Lam, The—one 1s sacred, and the other B8f€sens

It is impossible to imagine such words coming from
Etherege or Concreve. And the lines of sentiment are not
sustained by Dryden, for the play in whlch they appear is
one of his most indecent. Iﬁ is the total lack of;sentimént
in the typleal Restoration comedy, and 1t 1s the dispassionw
- ate satire of all society in general whlch causes ‘the Res=
toration playwrigbts tg lose: the sympathy of the reader:

" Sentinment was totally out of place in Restoratlion
comedy with its fondhess for a hard, intellectual
and cruel attitude., Comedy had concerned itself
with the erimes and follies of mankind, and re=
garded emotlional ldealism, 1f exlstent, ag at
least outside its sphere or hard reallsm.

Thus we fin& in the comedies of the perlod the amatory7
intrigue as the crux of the plot; wit, both in expression
and action, as the primary virtue of the hero, who is
'fusually a fornicator or an adulterer, and if he 1s not,
| is a scapegrace of some kind; and a failure to place any

moral censure on any character, regardless of the extent

of his vices. It has been quite accurately pointed out that

8. The Assi ation, 11, 111.
9. Krutch, p. 247. |
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those characters who are ridiculed "are only shown as fools
by the discrepancy between their ambitions and their achieve~
ments,"lc and the ambitions themselves are not subject to
censure. Were 1t Just for these faults Restoration comedy
would Justly desarve moral condemnation, but added to these

~ faults are the 1nevitable 1ndeceneies of language with |
which they are presented to us.‘

It may as well be admitted frankly that in the pPrace:
tlce of the Regtoration dramatlsts nothing was more
charaecteristic than habitual lewdness of language.
Whatever the matter in hand, and whatever differences .
may have existed in the shades of their motives, )
wvhether they were appealing frankly to the lasci-
viousness of thelr audience or whether, as at times
was the case, they seemed animated by genulne if
transitory disgust with men of manners, the language
in which they expressed themselves wag always the
plainest and most particular that could be found,

for they were inspired with a passion for revealing
all that convention ordinarily veiled. Horeover,

.- even when the subjecet under discussion was as far
removed from the sexual, they made it habitual to
choose metaphors and turns of expression that

- would bring in a comparison from the subleet which

- geems to have usually been uppermost in thelr minds.ll

““Among”the7other'particularlyvchgracteristic features
which show us the debased state of soclety are the satiriza-
tions of speeial types such as the Puritan, the lawyer, the
physician, the country dweller, and the foreigner. The .
lawyer 1s alwaya shown as an archnvillain and a master at

double dealing:

10+ Knlghts, "Restoration. Comedy. the Reality and
the Myth," in glorationsz Essays in Critieism, p. 143,

11, Kruxch, p. 84,
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Valentine, Why does that lawyer wear black? does
he carry his conscience withoutside?--Lawyer,what
- art thou? dost thou know me?

Buckram, seeYes, sir.

Valentine. Thou liest, for I am Truth,12

The physician 1s nothing but a quack whose cures are
accidental and acpémpahied by enormous fees. Vanbrugh gives
us an excellent sample of Restoration satire of the medical
profession in his pbrtrayal'df Serringe in The Relapse.13

The Puritan is an arch-hypocrite, whose professlions of
religion are simply a subterfuge for ulterior designs: The
cavaller attitude towards the Puritan shows the debased
outlook of a societjjwhich could find nothing but utter
hybocrisy in any expression of plety: It is notewérthy that
one of Congreve's defenses when attacked by the Anglican
minister, Jeremy Collier, was to insist that he found evil
where none existed because he was himself evil-minded.

" The country citlzen was the objeet of universal scorn,
and éountry 1ife was held in complete contempt. Dryden
eXpreBSed ﬁhe prevailing attitude in these linesz'_
' In the country! nay that's to fall beneath the
town; for they live there upon our offals here:
their entertainment of wit, is only the remembrance
of what they had when they were last in town; they
‘live this year upon the last year’s knowledge, as

thelr cattel do all night, by cggwing the cud of
‘what they eat in the afternoon. ‘

12, Congreve, Love for Love, iV, 1i.

13. Ihe Relapse, 1V, iii.
14. Marriage A La Mode, III, 1.
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The foreigner is inevitably a dupe and a fop. Wycherley
glves us a typical example in The Gentleman Dancing Haster,
and the same pattern of satlirizatlion is found in almost all
the comic playwrights.

Certainly the persons satigized have been the subject for
similar stage Jests throughout Eaglish literary history, but
the satlirical portraits‘ofgtheARestoration period may be set
apart because of their special character. j

In almost every 1nstant, society is pictured through the
eyes of the Gavalier caurtiers. and rarvely 1s there found a
comedy like Shadwell's ghp Sgg;re o; Alsatia, ‘which depicts
_the seamy side of middle class life. One of the distinet

v-differences between Restoration comedv and that of the
eighteonth century 13 the broadening oﬁ the soeial circle,
the beginnings of which we find in Vanbrugh, and which 18
extensively carried out by Farquhar. "

For some twenty years the pattern continued unchanged.
But while the general licentiouaness ccntinued there were
forces which were eompelling a chanbe. Slow to make an
1mpression, they burst with all thelr fury shortly berore
the turn of the century and brought into the cpen the -
:conflict which had been raging beneath the surface aver-

| atage morality.



CHAPTER FOUR

THE CONTROVERSY OVER STAGE =
MORALITY AND THE COLLIER ATTACK

The immorality portrayed on the Restoration stage,
though a product and a reflection of an immoral age, was
not an unconseious morality caused by ignorance on the
part of the playwrights that they were bre&king any moral
standards, or a disbelief on their part that thelr actions
were in violation of any code of ethiecs, Instead.the |
héétoraﬁion drasatists made a déliberate abte&@t to defy
moral convention, Just'as’the Court sodiety deliberately
souéht‘to'override the rules of conventional mérality; The
bawdiness of the works were humorous to Cavalier audiences
because of their deliberate slaps at the principles of
decency which gave those audienees a perverse delight. The
bawdiness was dellberate, and rather than belng incldental
to the plot, it formed the essencé of tbe plot.

One of the characteristics of the comedies is the



eXiremé coarseness of many of the prologues and epilogues.
Theéé durtéin addreSéeé oftén ﬁmadé fﬁﬁ éf'the indecency of
the plays themselves. There is many a truth fcund in these.
jests, however, and we have a picture of a society laughing
at itself for 1ﬁs deliberate naubhtiness, yet never escan
pinb a feeling cf sone guilt over tnat naughtiness. Howaver
suppressed moral condemnation of the theater m&y h&ve been.
'the reaction of the playwrights themaelves shows that they
must have felt the pressure of that condemnationa They all
sougnt some means to Justify their 1ndecency. Aphra Behn
| said that she thcught & woman should be allowed to be as
1ndecent aa ‘the men,; Farquhar said ‘that mcdest plays 50
bored the audience that they turned to other amusements in
the pit,z while Dryden discounted the conventional idea
that the purpose of comedy was to rewara virtue and punish~
vice and: defended himself aaainst ‘the chdrge of having
debauched heroes. by saying that authora from ancient times
had done the same and that the purpose of comedy iscenteprs
tainment, not instructiann3'

The attacks continued, and although 1t was the celebratéd
writing ofMéereﬁy Célliér whi$h truiy brcughtvihé issue to

1, Prologue to Slr Patient Fancy.
_ 2. "A Discourse upon Comedy in Reference to the
English Stabea Fron “gg~§ggg;ete Yorks of Farguhar, 1I, 23,

" From Dryden's

3. "On comedy, Faree, and Tragedy.
Dramatic Essays, pp 82«83,
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its climax, the subdued and unrecorded eriticisms and moral |
pressures were féiﬁfldng before the Collier controversy. -
Nicoll sgys that the trend towards sentimental comedy began
as early as 1680 if not before.4 A reading of Wycherley 8
Plain Dealer shows that he had felt the breath of censure .
because of the 1ndecency of hg Countrx Wlie& Wycherley
defends himself with the same hollow defense that was to be
used by COngreve and Vanbrugha—there 1s nothing indecent
except to those who are deliberately seeking 1ndecency.
Although the scene 13 rather 1ong, 1t bears repeating as o
means of . showing the complete cynicism of Wycherley tcward
moral criticism, not onl; of his play, but as to the '
opinion he ‘had . that those who preached moral reform were
generally hypocritess -

Olivia. Then, for her conduct, she was seen at the
‘Gountry Wife' after the first day. There's for you,
ny lord, 1

Lord Plsusible. Buu, madam, she was not seen to use
her fan all the day long, twrn aside her head, or
by a consclous blush disccver nore guilt than modeg=

O{iv. Very fine. Then you think a woman modest that
sees the hideous 'Countr¥ Wife' without publishing
her detestation of 1t? D’ye hear him cousin?.

Eliza. Yes, and am, I must confess of the same
opinion; and think, that as an over«conscious fool
at a play, by endeavoring to show the author's

want of wit, exposes hls own Lo more censure, 80
may a lady call her own modesty 1n question, by
publickly cavilling with the poet'ss For all these
grimaces of honour and artificial modesty disparage
a woman' 8 real virtue. as much as the use of white

4. Nicoll, p. 183.
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and red does the natural complexion: and you must
use very, very little if you would have it thought
your own.

0lives Then you would have & woman of honour with
passive looks, . ears, and tongue; undergo all the
hideous obscenity she hears at nasty plays.

Eliz. Truly, I think a woman betrays her lack of
modesty, by showing it in publick in:a playhousae,
.as nmuch as & man does his want of courage by a -
quarrel there; for the truly modest and stout say
least, and are least exceptious, especiallg 1n
publicks -

0liv. O hideous, cousin. this cannot be your :
opinions But you are one of those who havye the
confidence to pardon the filthy play» '
Eliz,., Vhy, what 1s there of 1ll in't, say you? :
0livs O f£yi £yl £yl would you put me to the blush -
anew? call all the blood into ny face again? But to
satisfy you then; first the clanaestine obacenity
in the very name of Horner,

Eliz. Truly, 'tis so hidde“, I cannot find 1t out,
T confesss:

Oliv. O horrid! Does it not, give you the ranh
conception or image of a goat, or town-bull or

a satyr? nay, what is yet a filthier lmage than all
the rest, that of an eunuch?

Eliz. What then?:I can think cf a goat a bull, or a
satyr, without any hurt.,

Oliv. Ay: but, cousin, one eannot stop thereo

El:.z..K I can, cousin.
ﬂﬁliv. 0 noj for vhen you have thoge filthy creatures
iny your head once, the next thing you thinx is vhat
they do; as thelr defiling of honest men's beds and
couches, rapes upon sleeping and waking country
virgins under hedges, and on haycocks, Nay, fartherw~
Eliz. Nay, no farther, cousin. Ve have enough of
your comment on the play, whlch will make ne more
ashamed than the play ltself,

0liy., O, belleve me, "tis a filthy play: and you
nay may take my word for a filthy play as soon as-
‘another's. But the filthiest thing in the play, or
~any other play, lg-~

‘Elizs Pray keep 1t to yourself if it be 80s
0liv. No, faith, you shall know it; I'm res olved tc
- tell you and make you out:.of love with the play. I
say the lewdest, filthiest thing in it is his
china. He has quite taken away the reputation of
poor china itself, and sullied the most innocent
and pretty furniture of a lady's chamber; insomuch
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that I was faln to break all my defiled veasels.

You see 1 have none left; nor you, I hope.,

Eliz, You'll pardon me, I cannot think the. vorse

of my china for that of the playhouse. -
Olive Why, you will not keep any now, sure! Tis
now as unfit an ornament for a lady's chamber as
~the plctures that come from Italy and other hot
countries; as appears by their nuditiea, which I
always cover, or scrateh out, whereso'er I find-

‘ems But chinal out upon't, filthy china. nasty
debauched chinals.. ¢ ¥
‘ But what think you, Mr. Novel, of ‘the play?
Nove «seI'll tell you what counsel I gave the surly
fool you spake of..ee¢l0 put his play into rhyme;
for rhyme, you know, often makes mystical nonsense
pass with the erities for wit, and a double-meaning
saylng with the ladies, for soft, tender, and moving
passion.5 o L

That the attacks on the stagé were felt seems to be
indicated byfthe’fo}}éwing linesiWhich Sedley wrote in
1687:

Is it not strange to see in such an Age

The Pulpit get the better of the Stage?

Not through. Rebellion as in former days; 6 -
‘But zeal for Sermons and neglect for Plays.

" Aphra Behn, who fulfilled her pledge to write as lewdly
as the men, had earlier accused the playvrights of béingp :
"the fondest and the lewdest crew'dbout4this.towh;"“énd‘ﬁhe
censors ‘who approved ‘the plays as being "the most &ebauched
or the most unwitty people in the company."? Shadwell also |
¢omplained about the 1naecencj of the stage,~and he seems to
h&%éﬁbeénfsebicus in his:proféSSed'inténticn'to‘give moral

instruction in his comedies, yet his works often sink to a

5. The Plain Dealer, II, i.
6. Prologue to Bellamira.

T« Prelude to The Dutch Lover.
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‘moral level as lovw as phqsé of hls contemporaries, and in
his depiction of Crgzy, the vletim of a.venereal_infection,
we have one éf the most flippant and revolting targets for
Jests to be found on the stage.8 Licentiousness continued
to rule the day, but the foreces for moral reform applied
increasing pressure;xggd_in the prologue to another author's
play, Sedley once again,complaiggt ‘ S .

Envy and Faction rule this grumbling Age, .

The State they cannot, but they shake the Stage,

“se

in every Age ‘there were a sort of ‘Men,
As you de now, damn'd all was written then,

LR N J
., But against old as well as new to rage,
" Is the peculiar Phrensy of this Age.
Shakspear must down, and you must preas no more
Soft Desdemona, nor the Jealous Moor:

The playgoers were ready to accept comedies of a more
‘elevated nature, and in Gibber's Love's Last Shift, the
artificial reform of the final act found a receptive au-
‘dience. Cibber later admitted that the play lacked wit, butb
‘gaid,"the mere moral delight recelved from its fable" ena=
" bled the play to remaln popular for more than forty years,lO
"By 1696 when Cibber's play appeared, however, Restoration
‘comie creativeness was already moribund. Congreve was to

write Snly'dneiﬁbfe comedy, although this has generally

8. The Humorists, Qassim.
9. Prologue to Henry ‘Higdon's The Wary Widdow.

10. Cibber, An Apology for his Life, De 115,
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been regardeﬁ asg his finest, Vanbrugh would complete his
two greatest comedies in 1ese than two years, apd cnly |
Farquhar, who, despite his 1nclusi0n in the liut cf Res~
toration comic playwrights, shows us much that is atypical
of Restoraﬁion comedy, stzll had his season of dramatic .
production ahead of him. It seems obvious then. that 1n the
last decade of the century, the era of dehauched wit was
drawing to its close, although theater audiences would |
continue to applaud the old eomedies throughout the first |
quarter of the eighteenth century‘ With the death of .
| Charles, ‘the atmosphere around the Gourt took on a more
wholeseme air, with the &lorious Revolutlcn the debaucherie
that had raged rampanh in official scciety was no longer
fashionable. William and ﬁary, though perhaps not moral
purists, would‘not,tolerate'the,indeceney which had been
openly approved by Charles, anﬁ which h ﬁ been condcned by
James. Playgoing audiences were ready for a change, but the
playwri&hta were net yet prepared ﬁo set a new trend unnil
Cibber shnwed them the way almost accidentally, horal eorw
ruption ae a laughable trait was ruady to yielu to a .
materially rewarding virtue. The increased agitation against
stage licentiousness finally found its neceasary advocate
in Jeremy Gollier, ne first of the stage 8 moral critics

who was able to attr&ct mass attention to a condemnation
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of the stage. .
| .Goliier?suattack,'like-Cibber?S'play, was not sudcéss—

ful because of;anyxrealgintrinsic;literary vorth, -bub
because»‘1t"gave:real”expression-to the changed attitude
of soelety, Had it appeared ten years earlier it would -
probably have attracted little attention, The attack itself
contalns many statements which seem absurd today, and meny
of_his,criticisms are too narrow to be approved by any but
the most prudish. Qallier maintained that the following 1s
the primary purpose of the ﬁheater. ‘ '

The business of plays ia to recommend virtue and

discountenance vice; to shew the uncertainty of

‘humour greatness,. the sudden turns of fate, and

the unhappy conclusions of - violence and injustice;

't1s to expose.the singularities of pride and

fancy, to make folly and falschood contemptible,

and to. bringlfverything that is 11l under imfamy

and neglect

He lists as the 1ntolerable faults of the stage.

) their swearing, profaneness, and 1ewd application |
of Secripture; thelr abuse of the clergy, thelr
maxing their top characters liberggnes and glving
~them success in thelr debauchery,- :

~In,answer1ng Collier's first statement, both Congreve

and Vanbrugh apparently accepted hia.hypothesisfas to the
purposes of comedy, and this mede their already vulnerable

position completely indefensible., Had they elaborated on

11, Colllier, A Short View of the Profaneness and
Immoralitj of the English Stage, pe 134,

1 lbida; Po 126t
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Dryden's earlier statement ' that the purpose of his plays
was to entertain rather than to instrucﬁ, they could have
Justified their art if not thelr morals. Their best defense
would have been that they were writing to satisfy thev*
tasgtes of the age, although this would not have satisfied
their critics. But their best policy Would have been that
later outlined by Farquhar, who summed up the matter as .
follows: S “~ v “  ; .
Mr. Collier showed too much malice and rancour for
a Church man, and his Adversaries too little wit
for the Character of Poets; that thelr faults
-~ transversed would show much better, Dulness being
‘more- familiar with those of Mr. Collier's Function,
as Malice and 1ll nature l1ls more adapted to the
 Professors of wit. That the best way of answering
Mr, Collier was not to have replyed at all: for
there was so much Fire in his Book, had not his
Adversarlies thrown in Fuel, it would have,fed
upon itself, and so gone out in a blaze., >
~ In noting Collier’s listing of the faults of the stage,
some attention should=be'taken”of'his,attécks-againét stage
portrayals of the clergy. One of the weaknesses of Collier's
position, a weakness which Congreve deftly probed 15 ‘his
oversensitiveness to any frivolity concerning thé ministry..
His extreme touchiness on this subject led him to write an
entire essay devoted to the defense of clergymen from any

type of attack ¥

13."Adventures of Covent Garden," From Farquher's
Complete wOrkg, II, 23.“

14. Collierﬁ "On the Necessity of the Office of
Chaplain, from his Lesays on égvegal Moral Subjects.




47
. Collier makes a plea for the_tpeatmegt‘ot‘womgnlas more
‘ref;nedwsoc;al ereatures than men, a position which was
unive;sally,laughedkat by the Restoratlon playwrlghts:
_Obscenity in any company 1s a rustic, uncredl-
table talent, but among women ‘tis particularly
rude., Such talk would be very affrontive in con-
versation and not endured by any lady of reputation.
Whence then comes it to pass that those libertlies
which disoblige so much in conversation should
entertaln upon the stage? Do women leave all the
regards to decency and consclence behlind them when
they come to the playhouse? Or does the place
transform their inclinations and turn their former
aversions into. pleasure? Or were their pretences
to sobrifgy elsewhere nothing but hypocrisy and
grimace?’™ b ,‘ ‘ ,

Here Collier shows an apparent ignorance of the 1adies
of Gourt‘society‘during ‘the &ebauched"years'Of‘the Restora-
tion, For there is nothing to indicate that meny of the
ladiés”Weré'anj‘léss‘imibral than the men. It is doubtful
that Collier really ‘understood the society of Charles 1I,
and 1t is quite obvious that he did not understand the‘
reasons for the moral degeneracy of that society. He
wrote his attack on the stage because he was convinced
that nothing has gone further in debauching the age than
the stage-poets and playhouse."l® Yet it has been shown
earlier that the licentlousness of the stage was a reflection

of the previous decline in morality, just @5 at the time -

15. Collier, ‘A Short View, p. 152.
164 Ibid., Do 119. BEE
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of collier s attack 1n 1698 the arama had not yet matched
the moral resurgence of societya Dryden, while not. engaglné
in active controversy with Colller. stressed this 1dea.

Perhaps the Parson strech'd a point too far, |
When with our Theaters he wag'd a War,

He tells that this very Moral Age

Receiv'd the first Infection from the Stage.
But sure, a banlsht Court, with Lewdness fraught,
The aeeds of open Vice returning brought.,}.
aca'-’ '
The Poets, who must live by Courts or starve,
Were proud, so’'good a government to serve;
And mixing with Buffoons and Pimps profain,
Tainted the Stage, for some small snlp of Gain.

. tee

Now, they would silence us and shut the Dgor
‘That let in all the barefat'd Vice before..7

Collier was particularly critical of both Congreve and
Vanbrugh, and each defended himeelf rather poorly. Congreve
made & very witty defense, but he wes standing on very
shaky moral érounde, and he apparently sensed 1t. ﬁe ;el't
rerused to admit that his p’ays were 1mmoral and tried to
prove that they gave moral 1nstruction to their audiences‘
He cited Aristotle as saying ccmedy was supposed to be an
1m1tation of tne worst eort ‘of people.erhen he 1eunched
into a tirade ageinst Collier, saying that he found evil
only because he looked for it with an evil mind:

 Hr. Uollier, on the stage, shall rock Bawdery

and obseenity out of modest and innocent expres-
sions, and having extorted it, he shall scourge

 17. Epilogue to Vanbrugh's The Pilgrim.
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~ 1t, not out of Chastisement but . Wantonness. ‘he
" shall forget, that sometimes to report a fault
1s to repeat it. The Spectator in the Pit shall
” plalnly perceive, that he loves to look on naked .
~ obscenity; end that he only flogs it, as a sin-
~ ful Paedagogue sometimes lashes. a pretty boy,
that looks lovely én his eyes, for Reasons best
known to himself X8 7 e

“As an exsmple of the way Congreve maintalned that his
plays g;vefﬁoralyinsfruét;§§y’therefis_ﬁhé passage concera-
ing the'chgrécter of_valeﬁtiné iquove qu'Léve,fValehtine
is a coﬁplété rake;’Wﬁdse"principal virtue is thaet he
falls s0 much in love, he is willing to abandon his o
;inheritance when he feels ‘he has lost his mistress. Con*
greve defends the pertrayal of Valentine thusly. "

Mr, collier says,,he is Prodigal. He was
prodigal, and is shewn, 1in the first Aet under
hard Circumstances, which are the effects of his
Prodigality. That he is unnatural and undutiful,
I don’t understand: he has indeed a very unnatural
Father; and if he does not very passively submit
to his Tyranny and barbarous Usage, I concelve
there is a Moral to be apply'd from thence to
such Fathers. That he is profane and gbgcene is
a false Accusation and without any Evidence., In
short, the Character 1s a mix'd Character; his
faults are fewer than hils good Qualities; and, as
the world goes, he may pass well enough for the
best Character in a Comedy; where even ihe best.
must be shewn to have Faults, that the best
Spectators may_be warn'd not to think too well
of themselves.l?

Vanbrugh.also tried‘to portray Collier as a salaclous

: 18.'"Amendments of Mr. Collier 8 False and h
Imperfect Citation." From The Comp ete Works of William
Congreve, Iv, 127.13

19. Ibid., p. 136.




man whé deliberately tried to find evll. He too defended
his plays by citinb their moral inetruction. It has been ‘
sald thet Vanbrugh's}defense went against hls personal
,convictions, but that he lacked the courage to defend his
_comedy on. its ertistic merits alone.20 Speaﬂing of Collier
Vanbrugh says? |

‘A1l I shall sey te this, 18, That an.Obsoene
‘Thought must be buried deep indeed, if he don't

-smell it out..i.sI belleve had the Obscenity he has

‘routed up here, been burled as deep in hils Church-

fave’tost up nis Sﬁiiﬁﬁthﬁﬁmh ot
Dryden, who was better qualified to reply to Collier
’_then either Gongreve or Vanbrugh, had apparently under*
;'gone one of those caanges 1n belief that characterized
_his career. He wrote,v"I have been myself too much a
:_1ibert1ne in most of my poems, which I should be well
- contented I had Time elther to purge or to see them fa1r~

ly burned.“22 In his preface to the Fables in 1700 he

apologized for hﬁa own licentiousness and said he hoped
Gollier would accept his pardon; thus Dryden acknowledged
publicly his ehastisement but Edward Filmer, writing
only a short time after Collier's attack, stated:

20. Perry, p. 86.

21, "A Short Vindication of the Relapse and the
Provoked Wife, from Immorality and Prophaneness." From the
'~ Complete Works of Vanbrugh, Volume IV,

2. Letter to Elizabeth Thomas, 1699.

50
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- Mre. Dryden partiecularly always looked upon it as a
plle of malice, 1ill-nature, and uncharitableness,
and all drawn upon the rock of wit and inventicn.2>

John Dennis, who wrote after the excitement of the Collier
controversy had died down, conceded that the Restoration '
stage was lmmoral; yet he tried vigorously to defend it: -

- If Mre Collier lad only attack'd the Corruptions

of the Stage, for my own Part, I should have been
8o far from blaming him, that I should have Pub- -

lickly returned him my Thanks: For the Abuses are
. 8o great, that there is a Necessity of reforming

them; not that I think, that, with all its Cor=-

~yruptions, the. Stage has Debauch'd khe PGOple. I

an fully convinc'd 1t has not.... N

Dennis claimed that the drama during the reign of James
I was Just as immoral as that of the Restoration, 5 and
later made a rather absurd defense by saying there are four
principal vices—-the love of women, drinking, gaming, and
unnatural cins-- and that the stage had encouraged none of

these:

ses28 for Drunkenness, to shew the Sinner, 1s
sufficlent to discredit the vice; for a Drunkard,
of Necessity, always appears elther odious, or

~ridiculous, And for a Gamester, I never knew one
shewn in a Play, but either as a Fool or a
Rascal.2b ~

..Dennis goes,on.tO»gay.that,unnatural vices have not been

23, Filmer, "A Further Defense of Dramatic Poetry. ,
Quoted in the Library of Literary Critieism. ~ . e

24, Dennis, introduction to "The Usefulness of ‘the’
Stage." From his liscelleneous Lracts, Pe 313. L

. 25. Ibid., pe 315.
26, Ibid., P+ 319.
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pbrtrayed”on'thévstage.'and he excuses the depiction of
woman~chasing by saying it 1s the most natural of vices and
it helps to checik the other three.

' Farquhar made no attack on ‘Collier, but defended comedy
by comparing it to the fables of Aesop and saylng that the
comic dramatists were simply trying to reform men with the
example of men réther‘than>thesexample of animals. There-
fore Fondlewlfe and his spouse are nothing more than the
numan counterparts of the eagle and the cockle.2!
| Another early eighteenth century é¢ritic tried to show
that comedy was designed for moral instruction:

' WHERE can Youth more properly go than where they
are not only taught, but have presented to thelr
Eyes, what are the rewards of Virtue, and what the
woeful Fruits of Vice? The Wlt and Humour of a
‘Comedy may be the chief Inducements to the greater

_ Part of the audlence to come to the Representation
~of 4t; and if so, the Argument for this sort of
dramatlec Poetry 1s very strong; because the Obégcts
of Pleasure are made tihe Lures to Instruction.

Collier ] attack was: the most prominent step in the
campaign to purge the theater of its licentiousness. His
Short View brought forth within the next quarter century

more th&n forty books and pamphlets dealing with the is ue.29

27. “A Discourse Upon Comedy in Reference to the
‘English Stage." From The Complete Works of Farguhar, II, 39.

28, Cook, Thomas, "Considerations on the Stage, and
on the Advantages Which Arise to a Nation from the Encourage=-
ment of Arts," Chapter III., Reprinted in The Complete Works
of Shadwell, I, appendix I.

29, Krutech, p. 121,
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- He published a defense of his hort ylew, which contains no
new 1deas but adds to the cataIOgue of 1mpropr1et1es which
he found in particular plays. Other forces were at work to
suppress the‘indecenciea»of‘the'stage. In‘1698;wthe same
year as Collier's original attack, there was formed the
\

MSociety for the Reformation of Menners," which exerted
considerable influence in cleaning up the theaters.’® At the
same time the Master of the Revels became much more zealous
in censoring the plays he 1icensed.3l These things and the
1ncreasing surface morality of the century 8 1ast decade
led to the moral puriflcation of eighteenth century drama.
An example of the changes wrou ht by moral pressure can be
seen in the revisions which vere made 1n The P ovoked Wife,
in the original performance, Sir John Brute and Lcrd Rake
were see&ing to avoid the watch after an evening s carousal
when they came upon a tailor carrying a bundlea y

Lord Lord R« Let me see what 8 in that Bundle, .

Taylor. And it please you, 1t's the Doctor of the

Parishes Gown.

Lord R. The Doctor's Gown=--Hark ‘you, Knight, you

won't stick at abusing the Clergy, will you? »

8ir J. No, I'm drunk, and I'll abuse anythinge-

but my Wife; and her I name--with Reverence,

Lord R. Then you shall wear this CGown while you

‘charge the Watch. That though the Blows fall upon
you, the Scandal may light upon the Church.

30. The Complete Works of Wi lliam Congreve, I, 48,
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Sir J.‘ A generous design=--by all the Gods-=-glve
it nme,

Taylor. O dear Gentlemen, I shall be quite undone
1f you take the gown.

Tpere follows the most unpriestlike behavior and lane
guage on the part of the pretended ministers By 1706, howe-
ver, the clergy could not be mentioned with the slightest
breath of disrespect without encountering critical diffi-
culties, and so the scene was rewritten as follows:

~ "Lord. R. Let me gee what's in that Bundle,

© Taylor. An't please you, it's my Lady's short =
Cloak and wrappling Gown,

:8ir Je What Lady, you Reptile you?

.Taylor. My Lady Brute an't please your Honour.
. Bir J., My Lady Brute! my Wife! the Robe of my "
Wife--with Reverence let me approach it. The dear
- Angel ls always taking care of me in Danger, and.

"has sent me this sult of Armour. Eo protect me 1n
-.thlis Day of Battle; On they go.

‘What follows 1s far more restrained thanithe original,
‘Thus we find that the stage, which reached the heigm. of its
:degeheracy during the twenty year.period“from~l67o~1690; was
subjected to ever 1ncreasing moral pressures. The tone of
comedy was already undergoing definite changes in the 1690's
which were accented with the devastating attack by Jeremy
Collier in 1698. From that time on, there was a general
1mprovement in the moral quality of the comedies, and the

comedy of manners éave way to the sentimental comedy.

32, Both original and revised versions are printed
in The Complete Works of Sir John Vanbrusgh, Volume II,




' CHAPTER FIVE
THE MAJOR COMIC WRITERS

In considering the individual comic dramatists of the time
one should start with Dryden. Although his comedies are sel-
dom read ié&ay;‘aﬁa‘he is much betteér known for his other
literary productions, Dryden was a very popular comic play=
wright in his own day. He exerted considerable influence on
his contemporaries, and his comedies are still highly read-
able. Speaking of the general lack of appreciation of
Df&déﬁ'aé"aYEOmic'dfamét59£,*one'of his blographers says:’

“ves0f the Restoration dramatists few have met

with less favor, in proportion to thelr general .
literary eminence than Dryden. Of hls comedies,
in partlicular, few have been found to say a

‘good word. His sturdiest champion, Scott, dls- -
misses them as ‘'heavy'; Hazlitt, a defender of
‘the Restoration comedy ih general, finds 1little

in them but *ribaldry and extravagance'; and I
‘have latelyasefnwthem-spoken of with a shudder

as 'horrible'.”

' 'Dryden seemed always to be somewhat self-conscious

1;‘Saintsbury,'Dr1den, pP. 38.
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about the fréquent"IiééﬁtiéuéneSS{of hils plays. His excuse
v‘was that he was trying "to delight the age in which I live‘ n2
While we can f£ind some excuse for Dryden s general 1mmora1~
ity by considering the mores of the Court soclety for vhich
‘he wrote, we suill find a certain lewdnesq from time to’
time which it is difficult to excuse. There is often =
licentiousness thét,éaﬁﬁot be ‘justified--obscenity or
indeéehby purely for the sake of being obscene ot indecents

The coarseness of Dryden's plays is unpardonable,

It does not come under any of the numerous cate-

gorles of excuse which can be devised for other

S Wnecescary, 1t 16 e itive aseest Tn abt. S

s
Dryden has the distinction Qf having written a play

whose'lack of success has normally been attributed to its
beingtﬁoo indecent for the unsqueamish Restoration audience
to appfbﬁe"HOWevef;fmidoll says the play'faiied because
1% vigorously attacked the prevalling sin of keeping mis-
treSéés;:ahd'théréfdféﬂWASﬂéoldly received by an audience -

that’resénted this or any particularized attack an itself 4

Lhe play is entitled The Xi ind Keeger, or Mr. Limberham,

and a poem ‘written in 1685 says:

2.‘“A Defense of Dramatiec Poesy." From Drxden'
Dramatic assa P 64.

3. Saintsbury, Pe 119.‘“
4, Nicoll, p. 81,
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seobult when his Limberham I nane, ' L
I hide my head and almost blush with shame.

éo‘bawdy 1t not only sham'd the age, -
But worse, was ev'n too nauseous for the §§§gg.5
Dryden, ever changeable, went through various periods

of repentance only to drop again 1nto the same pitfalls.
It has been noted that he made no effort to resist Collier' 8
attack, which came only 2 short time before his death. In
1686 Dryden wrote the following lines: | | |

o gracious 'God! how far have we .o’:

Profaned Thy heavenly glft of poeay.

Made prostitute and profligate the Muse,
Debased to each obscene and impious use,

Lo eew o
Oh wretched we!l why were we hurried down
.- This lubric and adulterate age .
(Nay, added fat pollutions of our own) :
- To increase the steaming ordures of the stage.6"
u} Four years later Dryden presented his first comedy
in twelve years, Am hit on, which oontains, unfortunately,
gome of the steaming ordures about which he complained.
Dryden was not the master of wit on the st&ge ‘that some
of his oontemporaries were, and his comedies achieved thelir
principle comic effeet through farce an d satire. His most

popular comedy, §;g Martin har-All. is practically pure

farce.: | |
4' A close friend of Dryden & vas Sir George Etherege,

5, Gould, Robert The Plav House, reprinted as an
appendix to Summers, gge Restoration Theatre.}

T 6. ”An Ode to the Plous Memory of Mrs Anne Killi-
grew," reprinted in Seventeenth Century Poetry and Prose.,
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-whose Sir Fopling Flutter ls universally regarded as the
perfect example of the typical Court fop. Etherege presents
us wlth an excellent surface portrayal of Court soclety!

svebthe merit of Etherege seems to lie 1nses.a -
certaln natural genius whereby he was able to put
upon the stage a pleture, very little helghtened,
of the roistering, rcckless idleness and licenw
tlousness that actually characterized the brilliant,
graceless fops whose soclety he frequented,...is
toithe women of Etherege, they are fashionable,
extravagant, witty as the men and as bold in their
intrigues and amours; there is no maiden's blush
among thems They are such, in a word, as the Res—
toration rakes and roues knew them. : T

Etherege was on intimate terms with some of the‘most :
notoriou raﬁes of the ere, and 8o 1t 1s no wonder that in
his theatrical portrayal of the times we find the customary
moral looseness of the age. Theophilus Cibber, writine in
the eighteenth century said:

He has not escaped the censure of the critics,
for his works are so extremely loose and 11centious
as to render them dangerous to young, unguarded
ninds: and on this account our witty author is,
indeed, Jjustly liable to the severest cgnsure of
the virtuous and sober part of mankind, s
- Cibber was probably more sensitlive than the average
reader of today, for although we find frequent instances of
the bawdiness characteristic of Restoration comedy, they

are, as Allerdyce Nicoll says, "dragged in not for the

7. Schelling, Fellx E., in The Cambridge History
of Enzlish Literature, VIII, 161,

EARE 8. Te. Gibber, Lives of the Poet ’ quoted in The
Librarx of Literary Criticisn, II, 39.
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sake of the vulgarity or of the sensuality, but because |
theyoare witty and amusing."® Etherege's most popular

comedy, The ¥an_of Node, is not as 1ndecent as its pre=

decessors, Love in 8 Tub and She would if She Could, and

these earlier plays are 1ndecent only in particular‘- |
scenes, Etnerege never seema to portray immorality deli~ 
berately as did s0 many of his contemporaries¢ _

The amazing Mrs. Aphra Behn, foreed by circumstances to
write for a living, was a prclific and competent dramatist.

if not a brilliant one. The Cambridge History says of her:

Hra., Behn was a very gifted woman, compelled to
write for bread in an age in which literature,
and espeeclally comedy, catered hablitually to the
lowest and most depraved of human inclinations.
‘Her success depended upon her ability to write
like a man. On the score of morality, she 1s
again and again more daring and risquee than -

any of her male competitors in the art of play—
making, and she 1s as frivolous and. 188 abandoned
in speecn as the worst of them all.

- Mrs. Behn 8 plays, on the score of immorality, are much
, like Dryden Se There is alwajs the feeling that ghe nad N
qualms of conscience over what she wa.s writing, and yet
when ‘she 1s 1mmoral, she 1s so blatantly 1ndecent that it
tends to disguat the reader. Like Dryden, she shows e

great deal of sentiment in the portrayal of some of her

9. Niccll, D 187.

lO. Schelling, Felix, in The. Gambr;dge Histogg of
Enclish Literature, VIii, 16l.
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characters, and she displays a rcal sympathy for them.
Nicoll says of her: L _ o - |

The fact 1s that she is no worse, and is often a
good deal better, than the average playwright of
her age. Indecent, free, sometimes positively
vulgar, she was 1n geveral of her plays; but, on
the whole, when we compare her works with similar
productions of D'Urfey and Shadwell, even of Dry=
den, we can only-stand amazed at the comparative
purity of her dialogue. She has, moreover, on
many occasions introduced thoughts and ldeas
which not only display her unconventional and
modern attitude towards life's relations, but
also formed the basis for not a few moralizatiigs
in the sentimental eighteenth century to came.
Richard Garnett gave an apt sumﬂary of her, eonsidering
~the Victorian attitudes which affected his work, when he
~sald, "ﬁer eighteen plays, have, with few exceptions,_
-sufficient merit ‘o enuitle her to a respectable place L
~among the dramatists of her age, and sufficient 1ndelicacy
to be unreadable in this.“lz The tone of moral criticism
~has become more liberal since Garnett‘s day, and modern
. readers may not find Mrs. Behn B0 offensive.. ,
> Sir Patient Fancy is usually regarded as the most cu1~
,Jpable of Mrs. Behn'e plays fron a moral standpoint. It
. also serves as an excellent play to 111ustrate the moxal
5,virtues and vices of Hrs. Behn. The characters are treated

x.with a degree of sympathy that ‘was most unusual for the

‘11, Nicoll, p. 209,

12, Garnett, The Age of Dryden, pp. 146-T.
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timecsshe wfote»it; when Restoration stage liéénse'was’a§ 
its helght; there is also a ‘great deal of'sentimentiin“the
Zplay.»The'attitude displayed towa@&s convehtional morality
is acandalous, however. The hero, finding himself 1n be& '
with his prospective mother~1n~law, whom he had mistaken
for his fiance, willingly makes love to her, when they are
discbvéred by the lady's husband, the.hero wins hgr heart
dompletely by denyiﬁg that he has had time to consummate
the erronéous liaison; the lady then exerts every influ-
ence on her husband to permit their daughter's marriage to
such a fine gentleman. There are few, 1f any, characters
in Restoration dramas more degenerate than these, yet Mrs.
Behn excuses them for their transgressions end seems in
complete sympathy with them.

" Thomas Shadwell was an avowed follower of Ben thson;
For thls reason, there is & difference of tone in Shadwell's
blayé’aé’cémpared to those of his contemporaries. Shadwell
liked to think of himself as a mcral”writér,'and*theré is
usually a trace of didacticism in his work. Yét he wag

" unable to rise above his' age; his plays are as full of

- licentiousness as are those of any of the other comic
writers. A typical character 1s Prig 1n.éhzggguygggﬂ‘ He is
shown to the audience as a complete profligate, with the
supposed intention of revealing to the spectator the evils

of such & life as Prig ilsads. In the presentation of the
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character there As. so much thau is objectionable, hcwever,
that the moral inatruction is lost. At his first appearance

Prig says:

- Think, what a pox should a gentleman think of but .
dogs, horses, dilce, tennis;,bowls, races, or. cock«\t
fighting. The devil take me, I never think of anys
thing else, but now and then of a whore when 1

- have a mind to her. g e : ;
Furthermore, the other characters in the play are 80
aebased that there can be no poetic justice, and Prig, Lady
Gheatfeand Gertrude, the worst ereatureq presented, have the

greatest fortune in the}denqgmepta As is often thevcgsefin
Shadwell’s plays, what beglns as a moral lesson ends in a,
study of degeneracy. ‘ |

The first truly great comic dramatist of ‘the nestoration

was William Wycnérlej, who is also one of tha,most licentious.

He is best known today‘fbfﬁhis piéy1ghe‘qun@?y E;gé,}but;ﬁis
Acontemporaries'geherally'régardéa the Pléinvneclét'as his
best play;l4‘cfitics ha#éfusualiy acknowiedgé&Aﬁhe brillisnce
of his’ art, but Lord Iacaulay, Victorian purist that he Was,

¥

‘"worse Congreve",

referred to Wycherley as a ' 15 saying he wag
"last in literary merits..and first, beyond all doubt, in

immorality."16 Hacaulay contlnues:

1%.° A True Wiadw; I, 1.

_,14- Summers, p‘ 320. .
15, ﬁacaulay, p. 144.
16. Ibid., P» 128,
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The only original thing ebout Wycherley, the only
. thing which he could furnish from his own mind in
inexhaustible abundance, was profligacy. It is
~ curlous to observe how everything that he touched,
" however pure and noble, took in an instant the ;
- colour of his own minds...In truth, Wycherley's
“indecency i1s protected against the critics as-a
skunk 1s protected against the hunters., It 1ls safe
+ . becauge it is too ;ilthy to handle, ‘and too noisome
even to appreach,l - L

All of which makes an exaggerated portraib and sounds a
11ttle like Wycherley 5 _own charac er, olivia. chherley 8

plays are indecent, th@ china scene“ 1n The Countrv Wife 1s

notoriously 1mﬂoral. But Wycherley s indecency is presented
with a grnat deal of comic brllliance and is not as per*
nicious as that wh;ch 15 found in many other wcrks of the
period; Hazlitt 1s more sympatheuic, sayxng.‘
Kotwithstaading the indecency and 1nd1rectness of
the means he employs to carry his plsns into effect,
he deserves every sort of consideration and fore
giveness, both for the display of his own ingenuity,
and the deep insight he discovers into human naturew-
such as it was in the time of‘Wycherleyﬁla
HMontague Summers maintains that Wycherley was not truly
licentious, That really he was using his plays as a means of
expressing his hatred towards the vices and persons of the
time, He says that Wycherley was an immoral writer only %o

serve a moral purpose, that his characters were deliberately

17+ Ibidi, Ds 145,

18+ Hazlitt, "On Wycherlag COn reve ug%“@”g§§ and
ar,”" reprin thé intr Jetion A tion
g%r 2 cémedigs O%g@hége four authors.



64
_depraved in order to show the playwright's contempt for the
~depravity of the contemporary society.19 Summers' ~appralsal
;is far more generous than that of most cri ics. Wycherley,
yto be sure,_does show 1ndications of contempt for mankind
(in The Plain Dealer, ‘but such contempt is ‘not directed |
,particularly at the members of Restoration soeiety Olivia,
 for‘example, isﬁtreated with}cpmplete qontempt, yet_that-
“tréatmeht does hotléffér a fuli excuse for such actions as
:she takes or for the 1ines concernins her. Manly S revenge
’is the kind that would especlally appeal to the Cavalier cour=
”tier, but his behavior does not point out any. moral or so=-
_clal lesson, and it is a debasement of a eharacter who is
:usually treated with a degree of sympathy, perhaps with ag
)imucp_sympathy,as:Wycherley_was’capable of.offeringf_mor.'
can The Plain‘Dealer bevconsidgred as com@lgtely,repfesentaa
?tive of Wycherley* Summersi'apology falls to cover the
.ﬁoverall 1ndecency of the manly poet. ~‘ | .

. Wycherley wa.g perhaps the most cynical of all tne
_Restoration dramatis;s, in itself a @@Jor“digtingtionland
ﬂéﬁefﬁhicﬁ'coﬁld be hg@ly‘dispuied}by Copgbeve. What makes

én ;mporiént_differéhcevbetweeh:thetwo is t@at Wycherley
déeé,éhcw a defihiié resentmen£ tharngom9 social foibles,

,whereas:Congreve,apparentlyAacpepts them as a matter of

19. Sumaers, p. 313.
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course. Wycherley s resentment could take the form of
vicious. satlre as 1t does in he Pla;n Dealmr,'or it could
be a lighter satire sueh as that found in Jhe Gentlem@g

Danein Master,?in which he makes fun of affected French and
Spanish mannerisms. ?he Countrg w1f§ is not 8 satire, but a
brilllantly centrived stcry of a clever man who dupes his“

fellows and-who makea great sport of cuckolding the suse

picious but stupid Pinchwife, Indecency formg the crux of

The Gountrv Wife, take away its 1ndecency and you destroy ‘

its humora

. Wycherléy himselfa in defendiné zhe Plain Dealer from‘ -
attacks made upon it says; "’Tis the plain*dealing of the
.play,(not the obscenity, ’tis taking of the ladies ma.sks,
not affering at their pettieaabs,,which offenda theme&atego

Gcnéreve, 1ixe Wycherley, became famous for the quality
rather than the quantity of his plays, Like Wycherley alse,
is Gongreve 8 complete cynicism, Unlihe Wychorley, however,
is his means of producing the comic effect, Wycherley em=
phasized plot and his humor debends on the development of -
the situations presented. Congreve,. on the other hand, . “ u
depends on tne highly polished wit ﬁhich ig found 1n his
’dialogue. For example, there ia Lhe folloving conversation

between mrs, Foresight aad‘Scandalab

20, The Plain Dealer, Dedication,
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Mrss. Eﬁ,ﬁark ye. devil! do you think any woman
honest?
Beand. Yes, several very honest; they’ll cheat a
little at cards, gometimes; but that's nothing. -
‘Mrs. Fe Pshaw! but virtuous, I mean. - :
Scand. Yes, faith; I belleve some women ‘are virtuous
‘too; but 'tis as I believe some men are valient,
through fear. For why should a men court danger, or
a woman shun pleasure? ,
Mrss F. O Monstrous! what are conscience and honour?
Scand. . Why, honour is a public enemy; and consclence
a domestic thief; and he that would secure his
-pleasure, musg pay:a.: tribute‘to,one.,and go halves
with t'other. 1 |
; Thus we see both the eynicism and the wit of Gongreve.
}Though he defended himself against the attacks of Collier,
he was particularly vulnerable on the score of 1ndecency.
':‘His characters either have false moral valuea,'as has Valen-
| tine, or no sense of moral values, as has Mirabell. One
Azshould be slcw to cendemn consreve ag 1mmoral personally.
however, for 1n later life he was described by Pope ags a
’“most honest hearted, real good" man, and he apparently
enjoyed quite a close friendship with such advccates of
moral reform as Addison and Steele.22
‘ Perry finds definite ten&encies toward eighteenth cen=
’ tury morality in Congreve s work and cites the scene 1n The

WHOld Batchelor wnere Vainlove shows ‘Ariminta the forged letter

as a definite fcrerunner of sentimental comedy and its

21. Love for L Ve, III, iv.

| 22. Spence,‘Ahecdotes Observations, and Characters -

of Books and ien, Pe 46; p. 338. -
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accent on moral reform.23

Sir. John Vanbrugh, though & lesser comlic¢ playwright than
Wycherley or Congreve, still must be,ranked,wiih the finest
of Restoration dramatists. Vanbrugh's plays feature the same
bawdy dialogue,and_the,same_sgries:of amorous  intrigues that
characterize the earlier produetions»of,the,period,¢but there
is a broadening of the spbpe of,subJect_matter,zwhlch,is.no
_l¢ngef,confined‘ththe,narrow linits of the London Court .
soclal circles. Vanbrugh could be completely immoral fully
as much as his predecessors, and the scene in The Relapse
- where Loveless seduces Berinthia 1s full proof of phi§.24
;His dia1ogue,‘1ack1ng_the)wlh of Congreve's often seems
mo:e'bawdy. Bonamy Dobree says that although his plays
Aéeem,indecent,today,:Vapbrugh "did not transgress the bounds
- acknowledged by the average polite soclety of his day."25
| AOne;does not receive the impression, as he does in .
: reéding‘eariier plays of the period, that Vanbrugh 1s
: maliciouélx,1ndecent.,ﬂis,humqr,valthougn bawdy, 1s pre=
sented with a lightness of spiritithat often lessens the .
4,1mp3qt)pf“itg,l;centiousnesg,, , |

The last of the Restoration dramatigts was Farquhar,

23, Perry, pe 67
24, Thée Relapse, Iv, 111,

25, The Complete Works of Sir John Vanbrugh, editor's
introduction, I, XV.
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He belongs to the Restoration because of the earthiness of
his humor as well as his mental outlook, but Farquhar is
definiteiy a transitional playwright, and there are charace
teristics in his plays which ate coﬁpletely different from‘
those of the other Restoration authors. The most notable of
these is his abandonment of the London gscene. F%rquhar ]
vcharacters are often loose, bﬁth 1n action and in conver~
satlion, but they are seldom coarse and brutish ag are ear=-
lier characters. He treated his personages with a great
deal of sympathy, something which his predecessor.usually
falled to do. The cverall moral standard of his plays,"
however, is still relatively low, and a performance of The

Recruiting Officer 1n the early nineteenth century was

condemned because ”the piece was altogether t00 broad for
the present state of manners and taste, ‘the viees of which
1ean towards the sordid and hypocritical rather than the
debauched," 26 4
The works of the major dramatists were broduéed in the
conventional mode which their lesser contemporariea followed.
The writing of those contemporaries will be discussed in ‘the

‘ next chapter‘

26, Houtchens, editor, Lelgh Hunt's Dramatic
Critieism, pe 206, .



. CHAPTER SIX
'THE HINOR COMIG WRITERS

It was one of the fashlonable occupatlions of the Resto-
ration to write plays, particularlyfccmedies. Thus we.haye
a multitude of comic productlons during the period apart
from those of the more lmportant playwrights mentioned in
the preceeding chapter; There are.comedies,written-for A
diversion by noblemen such as Buchingham, Sedley, or the
Duke of Newcastle, there are works by. such theatrical ,
hacks as Tom D'Urfey; and there are tbeucomic productions
of such fine writers of tragedy as Oﬁ&ay and Lees. All of
them bear the same general stanp of conventionality.uv

s Thomas Killigrew ig far more 1mportant to the theatri-
cal history of the time because of his sta«e managément,

but, he also wrote plays, and one of these, The Parson's

Wedding, gave Hestoration playgoers an accurate foretaste

of what was to come in the 1atter years of the century. |
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Tha-Parsdﬁ’éfﬁedding,ﬁaswactgaliy Written dhing the Intere
regnum, égjwefé'ﬁOSt‘df Kiiligreﬁ‘s"blayés Bichard'?leck-
noe made an eztremely virulent attack on Killigrew, sayingz

...few or none ever read what he has writ excep-
ting such as are so had already, his writings
cannot make them worse, and so corrupted, as they
cannot corrupt them more.

Which he pereceiving, was 80 1mpudent to bring
them upon the stage, to infect that with it too,
by which he has frighted all chaste ears from
thence, and will all the rest in time, if he may
have but his plaIs acted, on the appointing of
those which are.

Flecknoes to be sure, is an extremely biased eritie,

‘ «but the fact is tnat none of Killigrew 8 work 1s very Qige-

tinguished aud that it shows none of the sparkling wit that
made Restoration comedy notable.

‘;A Another early writer was Edward Howard‘ Pepys reaction
to his play. The Ghan e of Crownes, has already been cited,?
This 18 one of five comedies or tragicomedies known to have
been written by Howard. This play, first produced in 1667,
has few of the characteristics of the later comedy of the
age, but 1t 1s interesting because of its general satire -
on the Court and on London society. For example, the couno
'tryman, Asinillo, gives his 1mpression of London to three

city gentlemen.'

1. Flecknoe, The Life of Tom&s the Wanderer, p. 10.
2. Supra, pe 22, |
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Lodovico., But how came you to leave the Country? .
Asinillo. A dull, sweaty place, not fitt fér the
Aiery & Refyn'd....Besides here are the fine things,
the fayre things, the Amorous things-«l could wish,
I mlght present my Agillitys to the Queene, & her
Ladyes,

Florelli. I wounder being a stranger, that you can
keepe your Feet so well, the Pavement ‘here 15 slip-
pery.

Asinillo. %y Feet? they cost me more than all the
Rest of my Bodye

Lodovico. As how Sir? . ‘ “ j
Asinillo. Why since I came out of the Country in
Learning to Dances I was told it was a Quallity
very. mth Respected here; and I have 1iv'd three
Months together 1n a Dancing Schoole, ‘this ig the
first Day I came out. ‘ . ; B

The moral tone of this comedy 15 1noffensive, as a

dramatlic work it is mediocre. - A
A more famous Howard than Edward was Dryden's brother~

ﬁinulaw, Sir Rdbert Howard, who collaborated with Dryden and
others. He wrote two comedles of his own, “The Surgrisal and
“%he Committee, each of which met with moderate success.
*Tﬁé&‘aréxboih devold of”the'ﬁéualﬂﬁesioratibn'éhgracteristics.
‘They are comedies of situation and are frequently farelcal,
Produced in thé*early"lééc‘s, they‘éré true predecessors of
the later comedy, even though they lack usﬁi‘mé:@al ‘features
“of wit-, setire, and modish behavior. As to their moral
ih&tﬁfé;fiﬁe £wo comedies are coarse“butxﬁot ba%dy.Jrhéfé'is.
& carry-over from Stuart drama ‘which emables us to see, the

- continuous development of certain stock scenes that were

| 3 . Th@ Ch&nS‘;e Of GILQWRQEQ Ix s le
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commonplace in the latter years of the century. Perhaps the
most amusing scene that Howard wrote occurs in The Surprisal
when the poltroon, Montalto, having been soundly beaten by
a rogue in friar's costume, has with great ostentation put
on his sword and boasted of his flghting ability. Suddenly
' he encounters his enemy, Miranzo, who is dressed in the
habit of a friar:

‘Montalto. What Apparitions this as a Friar?
I hope 'tis not another fighting Friar.
What an unlueky posture he has found me in,
Would my Sword were up to th' hilts in him
Or a Dunghill, 2r anything that wou'd
.but hide 1t.
o The scene continues in rollioking farce until Hontalto
receives anopherﬁdrubbing;and loses his sword.

zgs Gpmmittee'wasnmorglpopular,than »he Surprisal and

enjoyed a comparatlvely long life on the stage. It seems
rather dullliniits,reading today, but its contemporary suc=
ééss ha§ been attributed tp_the,popularity of the low comlc
character of Teague, an Irish servant.5 _ .

A far more irportant playwright is John Crowne, vwhose
first.plgy_waslperformed in 1671 and whose first comedy,
The Country w;g,_wasvagted in 1675, Crowne 1s better known

as a tragédian}fbﬁt his comedies were quite successful, The

4, The Surprisal, IV, 1.
© 5o Thorndike, p. 279.
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coggt;x Wit was a favorite play of Charles II, &nd the best

of Crowne‘s comedies, Sir courtlv Ni e, wag most popular

with Restoration audiencee. Crowne 13 a typical representa¢
tlve of the period. He lacks the wit of his contemporaries :
who achieved greater fame, and he dieplays a bitterness

that is matched only by Wyeherley and Nathaniel Lee, but
his plays are fashioned in the strict conventional mold of
the age. The Puritans came in for particularly heavy attacks
by browne, especially 1n ”;r Ceurtly Nice and in gggugggu

ried Beau. Growne also interested himaelf 1n political
affairs and expresaed his attitudes in itm Pol;tics and
The En lish Friar, ‘the latter being a venomous attack on
the fcllowers of James II. ,

On the score of morality, Crowne comes eut alightly
ahead of most of his fellows. There are the usual 1ntrigues
and suggestive conversations, but Cpowne did not make a -
fetish of 1ndecency¢ He seems always te have been aware of
the vices of his age, and, altheugh no moral reformer,’he |
was always pointing a critical finger at 1ts foibles. Thus‘
in his first comedy he cynically attacked the town witsz

Oh, Sirs, tnis is a mcnstrcus witty age, | “
Wit, grown a drug, has qulte undone the stage.
The mighty wits now come to a new play, '

Only to taste the scraps they flung ‘awvaye

City and country is with wit o'erflown,
Weeds grow not faster there, than wits in Tgwn.ﬁ

6. The Country Wit, prologue.
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Fifteen years later he made a more vituperative attack: .

_It has been our misfortune tc live in a vicious,
degenerate age, ‘vhere men were thought great Wits,
that had no more wit than vwhat would serve vicious"
pleasures; where men were thought great politiclans,
that had no more policy than what serv’d the Court's
‘ambition or their own! where men were thought able
lawyers, whose best skill was in confounding and
overthrowlng law...virtue has been so strange_and
unkncwn among us, vice has pags'd for virtue.7

Growne saw the evils of th@ period as few of his
_brother playwrights were able to see them. In his portrayal
of characters on tne stage, he haa them speuk with & bltter-
| ness that ls 1n contrast to the expected stare dialogue of
the time. For 1nstance, there 1s the following scene
between Lord Drybones and Lady Frisque.3ﬁ_

Lord Lord D. Since you are so humoursome, gentlewaman,
take your cholce; your trunké shall go and you
shall stay, or you shall go and the trunks shall
stay. If 1 have not pald dear enough for ybu to:’
havé:you:bermlne, I am sure I have bought and naid
enough for all that 1s in the trunks to diopese of
them, :

Betty. Well, and I think 1 have pald dear encugh
for those things in enduring all ycur cross Jealous
peevish humours, ~

Lord: D, What Jealous humcurs? I love yeu to well
'thatis my fault. '

Bebty. Yes,. indeed, ‘you love me very well, not to
‘1et me breathe so much as a mouthful of fresh air
ounce in a month, and at home not to enjoy an hour
of Q,U.ietu ‘ '
Lord, D, Yes, 1ndeed I shou’d do wisely to let you
take whe fresh air, as you call it. You never go to
a play, but you fall in lovée with some young fellow;

T« Dedlcation to The Epg;ish Friar.
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- you never go to Hyde Park, but you are enamour'd
with some rich gillt coach; you never go to the
Exchange, but you have & violent passion for some
rich point of forty or fifty pounds value; so that
the air is ardgar‘element'tnge. Your fresh alr
~costs me all my earth almost,® '
Thergnangmahy‘scenes*depictihé similar quarrels in
Restoraticn"éomedy::few;fiffany;“have e realistic air of a
heated exchange equal to Crowne's, | |
John Caryll was a courtier, who authored only one comedy,
Sir Salomon, or The Cautlous Coxcomb, which was a greét |
favorite of the King'e. Written in 1669 or 1670, it helped
set the traditional mode for Restoration comedy. Although

not in itself an immoral play, it follows the conventional
pattern set by the professional playwrights. The plot, taken
from Holiere, 13 the common one dealing with the husband who
has married an "innocent" country girl and is cuckolded
despite all his efforts to prevent such a fate, The play is
£illed with the usual Restoration cynlcism:
Search the records of Time, and by all examples, old
and modern, you shall still find it true, that wit in
woman is the Bawd of Vice: R A
Who of the Sex had ever fame of wit, _
That was not famous to the other way?9d
Sir Salomon contains some clever satire directed against
the French, and there was a notable performance glven before

the whole Court at Dover in 1670 with the French ambassadors

8. The Country Wit, III, ii.
9, Sir Salomon, I, iil.
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present, at which*
the Duke of ﬂ nmouth gave Mr, Nokes hils sword and
belt from his side, end Buckled it on himself, on
purpose to Ape the Frencht: That Mr, Noles lookt -
more like & drest up Ape, then a Sir Arthur: Which
upon his first Entrance on the Stage, put the King
and Court to an excessive Laughter; at which the
French look'd very Shaggrin, to see t emselves
Ap d by such a Buffnon as Sir ;&Q
| Sir Gharlea Sedley, one of the greatest ‘rakes of the
'time, was & frequent collabcrator with Shadwell and also
tried his own hand.a comic produetion. Although regarded
as & great wit, he gives little evidence of being s0 in his
playse, and they are. undistinguishedﬁ His most 1mportant ‘
comedy is Bellamira, whieh is morally 1ndefensib1e. Two ‘of
tha-leadingﬁcharacte:a,\Euatice;and'Dangerfield, are among
gthe“mostvunsavery‘lecherswpn,the Restoratlion stages The
‘heroine, Bellamira, ls hopelessly dissolute, and the other
‘leading character, Merriman, willingly cuckolds his best
friend.
- The most prolific of all the comlic writers was Thomas .
D'Urfey, who has twenty comedies to his credit. Although his
plays were successful at first,-theyﬁhad_nc\endur;ng;pcpu-
larity, and D'Urfey is the only notable playwright of the
time whose wafks have never teen reprinted. A representative

‘reading of his plays-shows D'Urfey to be dramatically .com=

10. Downes, R ciug An licanus, Pa 29.
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petent, but totally undlstingulshed, There;is?some clever
repartee in his playé,.and the works are reasonably funny,:
but they are hackneyed and trite. D'Urfey was singled out
bykcglliér for‘ankespecially\heavy attack;_butzthe overall
v moral quality'of*his plays 1is not}Quite és low as one would
be led to.believe from secondary accounts. He;does;not‘~~v
descend to the level sometimes reached by Dryden or Wycher—
‘ley. Langbaine sums him up fairly accurately:

He is accounted by some for an adumirable poet, but
it is by those who are not acqualinted much with
Authors, and therefore are decelv'd by Appearances,
taking that for his own Wit, which he only borrows
from Others: for Mr. Durfey like the Cuckow, makes
1t his business to suck other Birds E@E’.‘II e
The particular objeet of Caliier s +irade was. D’Urfey 8
dramatic rendition of Q guixote. This is an interesting
»play because it does not follow the ordinary natterns of
Rastoration comedy. There is nathing original 1n the play,
'however, for 1t sticgs closely to the reproduction of
scenes from Cervantes. The piece 15 antually written 1n the
style af tragicomedy, but the sub»plot, al heugh more serious
than the fareical scenes depicting the woeful knight and
the ignerant Sancho, is hardly suited to this type cf pre»
.sentatien. The faraical episodes are coarse and crude and

have little to commend them. The 1owest point of morality 1s

11. Langbaine, An Account of the flis Dramati
Poets, Ps 179 .
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reached in that scene where Don Quixote comes upon the
prisoners‘who,have_beeniassigned_to‘the~galleySs‘They:recite
the various crimes for which they have;beeh'siezed, and this
reclital is a catalogue<of«offenses,that;were'éubjects of
Jests among Be$t9rationﬁaudiences.lg,

., The dialogue found in Don Quixote is no different from
that found in the .other playsidf the perlod, There is, for -
example, the followlng conversation between Dorothea and

Perez, Had you no contract from this false Fernando?
Dorothea. In Vows and Oaths a thcusand, I was too
Artless to desire him more: Heavens! He would swear
t111 he was black in the Face; Dissemble six long
hours by the Clock; and vhen he Vow'd the Truth of
his Affection, the Protestations came so fast and
thick, so felrce withall and eager in Expressing,
that I've been fain to let him kiss and brea&ge for
fear:the thronging Lies wou'd suffocate him,:

~ Whlle Don.guixote represents a departure from the con-
ventional in its plot outline, the rest of D'Urfey's plays -

do not. One slight exception may be found in The Bath, or

The Western Lass, wherein the action takeS»place-outaide of
London. The personages of the play, however, are Londoners
and-aré typical characters of the comedy of mannerss This
play reaches a very low level of morality, with the dialogue-

filled wlth indecent references, particularly in the conver-

12, The Comical History of Don Quixote, III, 1i.
13. Ibid., III, 1.
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Sations=betwéen‘Lbbd'Lovelace énd Sophfbniai

Another writer of SOme significanee is Edward Ravenscroft,
Awho wrote half a dozen comedies. Despite the 1ow eritical
opinion held by Langbaine, who dismlssed Ravenscroft as "One,
who with the Vulgar passes for a Writer,“l“ or of Genest,
who concedes only that Ravenscroft was é “dexterous plagiary,"15
thelr is displayed in his comedies a real flair for amusing
farce.
‘" The play which gained Ravenscroft his greatest conteme
porary fame was The London Cuckolds. This plece must cere
ﬁékg*its place in the roll of indecent comedies, but it
_ contalns some highly readable and ridiculous moments as’we -
follow Ramble ‘in his attempts to‘ccnsummateVan‘illiciti o
liaison with Arabella. Ravenscroft's onl§y other comedy
warthy‘foattention“is3his‘last'oné,nge Anstomist. This is
a‘shoft.faréé, neither bawdy nor"indecent;*dealing‘with the
attempt of an elderly men to marry a’dectbr?é'daughter with
ﬁﬁcm“hiéT86n is in love. The scenes of confusion in the
doctor's office are highly amusing, and the French phyaician
offers-us an excellent satirical pictureg '

" Like his fellowlplaywrights, Ravenseroft made fun of the
foiblés*ofhthe"day,'u51hg the expected language to do s0.

14, Langbaine, pe 417.
15. Genest, Some Account of the'English Stage, I, 126,
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Thus Engine commentss.

I would sooner. choose to be some rich Ladies women,
than marry a poor Lord's wife. This Imployment was
formerly stil'd Bawding and Pimping-~but our Age is
more civiliz'de--and our language more refin’d-eit
‘18 now a modish piece: of serviee only, and sald,
being complaisant, or doing a Friend a kind Office,
Whorew-(Oh filthy broad Word!) is now prettily
called Mistress --Pimp, Friendj Cuckold~Maker,
‘Gallant: thus the terms being civiliz'd the things
becone more fgacticable,-owhat Ciowns they were in
former Ages.+° . o o o oy T

- One of the greatest of the Restoration playurights vas

Thomas Otway, whose tragedies, The Orphan and Yenlce Pre~-
gerved, have become a permanent part of English dramatic-
(llteraturég Otway also tried writing,ccmedy, and his =~
Boldier's Fortune was well received. A versatile”maﬁ,ahé'

- once attempted to be an actor: in one of Aphra Behn's plays,
but as such he was a miserable failure,l7 His first .attempt
at writing comedy was a translation from Mollere, IThe Cheats

. . N
of Scapin. Since the work is mostly translation, it cannot
be called Otway's own play, but he made the plece typical
of the Restoration in its dilalogue and attitudes. Otway's
rendition is not indecent, although there is a repeated
earthiness of language, an earthiness which was probably
only slightly off-color to its audience. Ve find the cus-

| tomary,cynicisﬁgqfnpheAtimes throughout the play in such-

16, The London Cueckolds, III, 1.
17. Downes, pe 39+ = -
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remarks as Thrifty's "A Man may be as frall and as wicked as
he please, ir it cost,. him nothlng,"ls or Scapin ¥:3 "Are ye
mad to venture yourself among Lawyefs? Do ye not see every
day how the Spunges suck poor Clyents, and with a company of
foolish, ncn-sensical terms, and knavish tr10m5, undo the
Nation?"19
| The first of three comedies that can truly be called

Otway's own was Friendship 1n Fashion, desoribed as a

comedy as steel»hard as any produced during the Restoration,
a play that is "a testament af cynicism and pnvertyg"go In
spita of the auther‘s protestation that “tzere s no bawdy
in't, no, not so much as one well-meaning hint,"2l the play
deés»contalnrquite;a‘bit of-objectionable,materia1.51tr

, contains,avgreat deal of earthy language, and 1lts characters
are. tharoughly disreputables It provides us with a good
aampling ‘of Restoratlon characterization in the personage of
Valentine, the typleal town gentleman; Goeodvlle, the potential
cuckold; Sir Noble Clumsy, the drunken old lecher} Malagene,
the hypocrite and coward; and Lady Squeamish, the pretended
lady of virtue, who is a notorious bawd. The best scene in.

the comedy gives us a discussion of & play to be written by

18, The Cheats of Scapin, I, i
19. Ibid., II, i |
20, Ham, Otway and Lee, ps 984

21, Friendship in Fashion, prologue.
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sir mOble,.

Lady S. Oh, Gousln, if you undertake to write a
tragedy, take my Counsel: Be sure to say soft melting
tender things in it, that may be moving, and make
your: Ladles Characters vertuous, whatever you do,
Sir Noble. Moving! Why I can never read it my self
but it makes me laugh: Well, ‘'tis the pretty st o
plot, and so full of Waggery. A e o
Lady S. 0h, ridiculous! . o ' ‘
Malagene. But, Knight,.the Title. Knight, the Title.
Sir Noble., Why let me see; *tis to be e¢all'd,. The
Herry Conceits of Love; or the Life and Death of
E?e gmpegogrdC?irles the Fifth, with the humours or
s Dog Bobadllloe. - ‘
Valentine. But, Sir Ncble, this ‘sounds. more like
a8 Comedy.

Sir Noble. Oh, but I have reaolv'd 1t shall be a
Tragedy, because Bobadillo's to be killld in the
Play. Comedy: No, I scorn to wr Ee Comedy, I know
several that can squirt Comedys o

The best of Otway 8 comedies 15 Zhe 501d1@r s Fort une,
"_which in the portrayal of the lecherous sir Jolly Jumble
'reaches a depth of depravity seldom approached on ths stace,
even in the late seventeenth century‘ Sir Jolly is intended
ag a comie character, but his moral reprehensibility makes
him unpalaﬁable today,bandxit}is little wonder that the play
ﬁaa hiséed;off the stage in the elghteenth century. In Sir
Jelly1the;breéd ofnpanders_has-reached,its nadir. This ia s
‘net to deny, however, the overall dramatic merit of the play,
for 1t 15 well constructed and 1t was widely acclaimed by
1che audience for.mhich 1t was written. Once again we find a
{ ‘scene of ccurtehip arrangement that diaparages ‘the’ 1dea of

'marriage and romantic 1over

2. Ibid., III, i.
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Sylvias Nay, then, let's bargaln.
Courtine, With all my heart;. what? »
Syle« Not to fall in'love with each other; I &ssure
you, HMonsieur Captalin, -
Cour. But to hate one’ anether ccnstantly and eor-
‘dially 5
Syl. Always when you are drunk, I desire ycu tc talk
-scandalously of meas -
Cour, Ay, and vhen I anm sober ﬁoa, in return whereof,
" ‘whene'er you see a coquette of your acquaintance,
, and I chance to be named, be sure you spit at the
- £1lthy remembrance, and rall at me as if you lov'd
nea.
© Byl. In the next place; whene'er we meet in the Mall,
- 1 desire you to 'Humph:' put out your tongue, make
~ugly mouths, laugh aloud, and look back at me.
Cour, Which, if I chance to do, be sure at next
?:tggging bo. plck up some tawdry fluttering fop or
other.
“8yl. That I made acquaintance withal at the music
neeting?
" Cour. Right, Just such another spark to saunter by
your side, with his hat under his arm.
Syle Hearkening to all bitter things I can say to
be reveng'd.
Cour. Whilst the poor rogue dare not so much as’ grin'
to oblige you, for fear of being be&ten for it, when
he 1s out of his waiting. - - : '
Syl. Counterfeit your letters from ne.
Cour. And you, to be even with me for the scandal,
publish to all the wcrld I offered to marry yoUe |
§Ils 0 hideous marriage! -
Cour. Horrid, horrid marriage'23

- As for Sir Jolly, some 1des of his feelings towards
marriage may be fcund in the following cemments Lo Beaugard.

I'll have nothing to do in 1t, I won't be seen
‘in the business of matrimony. Meke me a matche-maker,
a filthy marriage*broker. Sir, I scorn it, I know
“better thingss Look you, friend, to carry her a
letter from you or so, upon goad terms, though it be
“in a church, I'll deliver iti as when the business is

2%, Seldler's Fortune, II, 1.
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come to an issue. 1f I may bring you handsomely
together and go forth, I'll serve thee with all my
soul, and thank thee into the bargain; thank thee
heartily, dear rogue; I wlll, you 1litile cocksparrow,
faith and troth I will: but no matrimony{ friend,
I'11 have nothing to do with matrimony; 'tis a
damned invention, worse than a monggoly, and a
destroyer of civil correspondence.

Otway tried to follow up the succesa of Soldieg’s Fcrtggg
by writing a sequel, The Atheist. Juaﬁ after the turn of the
century. To hia credit 1t can be said that he did try tm do

away with the grass offensiveneas of many parts cf Soldier s

Fortune, and The Athelst shcws an improvement 1n moral i

not in aesthet;c,tastes."Althoughhthay,was nct,a;d;st1nguished

comie writer, hisaQXQéllenQ? as & dranatic artist can be §9én
in the way his plays mcvegeffectively fr@maonefsgengptog
another. Both in hls life and in his writlngs he was creature
of the age in which he lived, and he displayed a moral loose-
ness that would be inexcusable in another perlod,and stretched-
the limits of dramatic propriety even in his own. In writing
“his comedlies, Otway was trying to follow the style of .
Wycherley.2”.

.. Often associated with Otway is Nathanlel Lee, another .
fine traglc writer who tried his hand at writing comedy, He
maée the attempt only once, producing The Princess of Cleve
1n»l680,;:he“p1§ykw§g)a;rgilure¢-Like;D*Urfey's;Don Quixote,

24, Ibld., IV, 1.
25 Ham, DPe 103~4¢
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The Princeas of Gleve follows the pattern of tragicomedy, but
the sericus portion of the drama is not in- the proper vein
for true tragicomedya The work is most bittervin its satire
against Lon&on mcrals. For examplaz

oltrogg I intend to lye with his Wife; a trick I
learnt since I went into England, where o' my Cone
sclence Cuckoldom is. the Destiny of above half the
Nation.

Nemoursg. Indeed.

Poltrot. O there's not another such Drinking. Scow«
ring, Roaring, Whoring Nation in the World; And for
little London, to my knowledg ge, if a Bill were taken
of the weekly Cuckolds, it wou'd amount to more
than the ngmber cf Christnings and Burials put
together,?

- Lee saw many of the faults of the age, but he was unable

to rise above them. Not only is The Princess of Cleve a poor

play, it 1s most ebjeeticnable'fromva~mora1Nviewpoint¢ The

- various conversations which take place between Ellanor and
Celia on the one hand and Poltrot and St. Andre on the other
rgnk wi;h the‘msst indecently suggestive lines to be found
on the Restoration stage..

' There were, of course, many other authors whose plays:
'wererrepresented-on the comlc stage, among them_the;Duké of
Newcagtle and the Earl of Orrery. Host of them followed the
set pattern of looseness and immorality. Occasionally there
wag one which rose above the genéral,moral level such as
Edward Revet's Town Shifts, produced in 1671, of which

Langbaina;wrétei

26, The Princess of Cleve, I, ii.
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Glve me leave 80 far to commend uhis Comody, to say
that 1t is Instructive, and that the Author's Proe
tagonist, Lovewel, tho' reduc'd to poverty, yet
entertalins not. only an Innate Prineiple of Honesty,
but advises his two Comrades, Eriendly and Faithful,
to the practice of 1t; and it succeeds happily to
them. I mention this, because few of our Modern
Cnaracterg are so nicely dravn,

- But Town Shifts was an exc@ption to the rule, and most

iof the comedies that appepred uere molded in the pattern of

The ghe Gallants, which appeared in 1698 ‘& play that was

"extremely Witty and well Acted; but offending the Ears of
- some Ladles who seb .up fcr,Chastity,»it;madesitswexit."za'
The mingr;wiitéra of the Restoration glve us nothing that
is,not,fdund'in.tha works of the more famous playwrights,
;whqse @orél=weaknesses‘they shared, often without the
compengating dramatic brilliance that marks the writings .
of.ﬂycherléy and Congreve. It was a conventional age, and all
the playwrights were chventiona1;'it~was‘smartwtc ridlcula-
moral concepts on the stage,_and all the playwrights did
| ridicule moral concepts. Thus a review of the minor writérs
siﬁply;strengthens;those opinions gained by studying their ..

acpe lmportant contemporaries.

. 27. Langbalne, pp. §25-6*‘.
28. Downes, Pe 45



GHAPTER SEVEN

A GENERAL SURVEY OF LAPE
SEVENTEENTH CENTURY SOCIETY

-1t might be well to conslder further the general state
of soclely after the Restoration and the extent to which
comedy actually mirrored that soclety.:Certain distinctions
must be emphasized. First, London society was not typical
of .England; second, the Court soclety was not typleal of '
Londcn;”third, the‘state,of,social.development;waSIin'\,
mahy“ways primitive~so;that,canditicns‘which would be
utterly shocking now were not shocking then, but were sime
ply.a continuation of a traditional pattern.

Again it should be stressed that the stage existed only
for.that small minority who made up Court soclety. It was -
the minority that the playwrights were trylng to please, and
to please them their comediés~had_to;presenthlife:as;they
saw it or.as they wéuldzlgke;to,have;seen it. And the play-

goerx felt~£hat‘théfpl&ywrights~were portraying life:
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eeu! tis the Representation'of Humane Life in a lower
class of conversation; we vist the Palace for Tragedy,
and’ range the Town for Comedy, viz. for the Follles,
the Vices, the Vanitles and t?e Pasaions of mankind.
which we meet with every Day.

One student of Restoration 1life says, “;;.the'comie=11tera~
‘ture of a small, sheltered soclety is an unreliable guide
ﬁdﬂthé‘habits’aﬁd“théughté”of*avnatién,"auand he is quite:
correct, Most Englishmen lived entirely apart from the arti=
ficlal modes of the city gentry, and Pepys commented as
early as 1662 on the popular discontent over the "pride and
iﬁx&f}iof“the’ﬁoﬁfi;"3 There can be no doubt, however, that
for all classes of soelety 1t was a period of helghtened'
imzorality, and as such it was oriticlzéd by many who
oﬁbcse&’the’eXcéSses;which followed the return of Charles,
- and who were willing to agree with the ecndemnation that it
wag an age given over to all vice*uwhores and harlotts,
pimps and panders, bauds and buffoones, lechery and treachery,
atheists and papists;'rogues and rascals, reason and treason,
playmakers and stageplayers, officers debauch eand corrupters,” nd
There was still a strong Puritan element in the country

that wished to have no part in the licentious conduct which

1. Filmer, A Defgnse of Dgamatic Poetrv, p‘ 80.

2+ Bryant, The England of Charles II p. 53.

3, Pepys, 15 Hay, 1662‘ -
4 Wood, he Lize ggd Timeg of Anthonz Wood, II, 125,
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-‘becane general. At the same tine there were many Royallists |
who held equally firm moral convieticns. And outside of
London, - 1n the ccuntry where the overwhelming majority of
Englishmen 1ived there vas never the desire for the deli«
berate violation of traditional standards whicn had en~(
gulfed London. Dryden or D’Urfey might 1ay thair scenes in
Spain or at Bath, but it is really London and Londoners:
that-they»weré depicting.

Sexual licentiousness became the great gport of Court
soclety, Extreaemarital love affalrs were common enough in-
both town and country, . among upper and lower classes, but
amorous intrigue became a profession with the town gallants.
Thus, on the stage, a-lady tells her young friend:

- Thou mistakest the use of a husband, Sylviat: they
are not meant for bedfellows; heretcxore, indeed,
'twas a fulsome fashion, to lle o! nights with a
husband; but the world 8 improved and customs

oo altbered. , ,

. Lord Sandwich excused himself for taking a mistress by
stating that he was only allowing himself the liberty that
everyone elsée¢ at Court was taking.s-The'cuckeldea husband
who took his calamity seriously became the dbutt of many a
gékez,

_Every man who believes that hle honoxr depends
upon that of his wife ls a fool who torments himp

5. Otway, Soldier s Fortgg N I, iig
6o Pepys, 10 August 1663. |
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self. and drives her to daspair, but he who, being
naturally Jealous, has the additional misfortune of
loving his wife, and who expects that she should
live only for him, is a perfect madman, whom the
torrents of hell have actually taken hold of in
this world, and vhom nobody pities, All reasoning
and observation on ‘these unfortunate clrcumstances
attending wedlock concur in this, that precaution
ig valn and useles? before the evil, and revenge
Qdious aftervards, | L

Because of th@ chrt attitude, many. Englishwomen became
quite brazen, but they were 1n the minority. The,average
woman was advised,to restrict‘herself toﬂdémestic,and family
dubies with virtua and mcdeaty praiaed as the mast desi able
~characteristics of a.lady.BYOne does not rece&veithis 1m»
pression from reading plays, however, for the ylayhouse o
reflected life as seen through tha eyes of the town gallants,
whc looked with diedain on virtue and modesty and deride&
chaate women;v“fhe Btage exposeth astigx sometimes as an
im asaibilit i sometiaes as. a bare ancz, and sametimes as
‘& Want of raqg, wrote one of the refcrmers‘g It 1is this )
derision of”chgsti;y‘along.with the ' smuttiness of 1anguage
80 frequently condemned by Jeremy Collier that has, more
‘than anything else, made the comic playwrights so vulnerae

ble to moral critlcism.

7. Hamilmn, Memoira of Count Grammont, p. 212,

8. Ogg, England in the Relsgn of Cherles II, I, 116,
9, Bedford, “be Evil and Danger of Stace Plazs, Pe 117
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| Another moral deficiency was the heavy drinking which
wasjindulgedrin~by all clagses offSOciéty; In’this'respect,
;the courtiers differed from other Englishmen only in the
 ’type of beverage they drank, Great quentities of avery kind
:of.alcaholic drink then known were consumed, In 1688, twelve
milliontbarrels of beer QereWsold when the entire population
of the country tatalled\ohly‘fiveumillionelc'The gentry
drank wine and brandy and drank them freely. Strong wilne
was an 1ntegra1 part of all meala. A gentleman was not
polite if he sipped his wine, he wae supposed to down it in
a single draught,‘and the meal was 1nevitably followed by a
number of toaats.ll The most eelebrated scene of drunkenness
occurred 1n 1663 when Sedley, accompanied by Sir Thomas Ogle
and Lard Buckhurst, precipitamed a riet after Sir Gharles
:stripped naked and abused a- crowd of citizena. The 1ncident
is mentianed by several cantemporaries, and Court reccrds
show that Sedley was fined for his behavior. Genest, writing
a century after the event, has given a most picturesque
aceount,le although the 1urid descriptions customarily pree
sented.have racently been diseounted as being grossly exag-

gerat.ed‘l3

10. Bryant, pPe 101,

1l. ;p;g., p. 111.‘~‘,;..

"1&. Genest, I, 82. “ _

fl}. Wileon, The Cog;t Witg of the Restoration, pp. 40-2,
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¢« Gembling was another vice of the age, one that vas to
~increase in intensity with the advent of the eighteenth

- century. Gambling has been called the most fashlonable
‘amusement of genteel London soclety,l* but it was not
-restricted to genteel soclety alone. Stakes were exorbitantly
“high, and fortunes were recklessly dissipated. Pepys glves

us a vivid description of his first visit to & gembling
~house? : ”

. sesthey begun 10 play at about eight at night,
vhere to see how differently one man took his
losing from another, one cursing and swearing, and
another only muttering and grumbling to himself,

- & third without any apparent discontent at all...
t0 see how easily here, where they play nothing.
‘but guinnys, a X100 1s won or lost: to see two or
‘three gentlemen come ln there drunk, and putting

- thelr stock of gold together, one 22 pieces, the
-second 4, and the third 5 pieces, and there to
-play with one another, and forget how much each
‘of them brought, but he that brought the 22 thinks
“he brought no more than the rest.,.,to see how some
~0ld gamesters, that have no money to spend now as
formerly, do come and sit and look on, as among
others, Sir Lewlis Dives, who was here, and hath =
been a great gamester in his timei: to hear thelr
cursing and damning to no purposes..to see how
persons of the best quality do here sit downeee
-and to see how people in ordlnary clothes shall
-come hlther, and play away 1CO or 2 or 300 gulnnys,
‘without any kind of difficulty...this kind of
‘prophane, mad entertainment they give themselves.lD

In addition to the three great sine of the period, there

were any numbéﬁ,qf_miﬁbru?icés.fAnyﬁhing“thatfwéé p1eés&rab1e

o 14, Sidney, Social ILife in England From the
Restoration to the Revolution, p. 314.

>15.wPepys,;l January, 1668,
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was acceptable. if. something violated previous aocial stan»

dards, 1t

sﬁapt to prove pleasurable. So went the reasonlng
of the courtiers. The behavior 0f the average gentleman
became stereotyped, He rose about naon, went to the ﬁall 1n
St. James' Park or to Hyde Park where he would meet some
wvoman, then goito lunch, thendtp;a;play,.apd,then to other
sqq;al,entertainﬁents,,enﬁing,theievening's fun with cards,
d;ce,ydancing,;and-wine,,unti; he found hilmself lying at full
length under the. table.15 In deter&ining.hig behavior, he
took his cue from the Court where he found

entire scene of gallantry and amusements, with -
all the politeness and magnificence which the in-
clinations of a prince naturally addicted to ten~
derness end pleasure could suggest: the beauties ..
were desirous of charming, end the men endeavored
to please: all studied to set themselves off to the
best advantage: some distinguished themselves by
dancing; others by show and magnificence; some by .
their wit,. 9any by their amoura, but few by their
constancy¢1 ‘ ITA :

w&thout meaning te, Jeremy cgllier gave a fairly accurate
description of a gentleman by deacribing the stage ccunterpartz

A fine gentleman, is a fine Whoring, Swearing,
Smutty, Atheistlcal Man. These Qualifications it
séems compleat the Idea of Honour. They are the Top»
Improvements of Fortune, and the ‘distinguishing
Glories of Birth and Breedingl...The Restraints of
Conscience and the Pedantry of Virtue, are unbecoming
a Cavalier: Future Securities, and Reaching beyond
Life, are vulgar Provisions: If he falls a Thinking
at this rate. he forfeits his Honcur. for hls Head

16. Sidney, pp. 309014.
17. Hamilton, p. 198‘
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was cnly made to Tun, against a Post! Here you have
a Man of Breeding and Figure that burlesques the
Bible, Swears, and talks Smut to Ladles, speaks 1ll
- 0of his Friend behind hls Back, and betrales his
Interest. A fine Gentleman, that has neither Honesty,
‘nor Honour, Consclence, nor Manners, Good Nature,
nor Civil Hypoericy. Fine, only in the Insign1f1~ “
caney of Life, t§§ Abuse af Religion and the Scandals
of COnversation.

- Ona of ‘the' signs of ‘the overall social degeneration was
the adoption of extravagant ‘and’ effeminate styles of drees
by the gentlemen; The 1aﬁies, too, adopted ‘outlandish’
fashions.‘Anthony Waod was_shecked by‘the London dress, and
he commeﬁiédvaé‘fcliéwai°

A strang effeminate age when men strive to imitate
women 4n their apparell, viz. long periwigs, patches
in thelr faces, painting, short wide breeches like
petticotes, muffs, and thelr clothes highly sented
bedecked with ribbons of all colOUrSssee
. On the other side, women would strive to be like
men, viz. when they rode on horsback or in coaches
weare plush caps like montercs, either full of ribe
bons or feathers, long periwlgs which men use to
weare, and riding coats of a red colour all be~
daubed with lace which they call vests, and this =
hablt was chiefly used by the ladies and maids of
honour belonging t0 the Queenssssl9 i

“The new fashions were fair game ‘for the playwrights, vho

frequently aatlrized them.

!bung Fashion. . Good God‘ to what a taste are women
fallen, that it shou’'d be 'in the power of a lac d .
coat to recommend a gallant to 'em=s '
Lory. Sir, taylors and perriwige-makers are now
‘become the bawds of the nation,,'tis they debauch

all the women.
Young F. Thou sayest true, for there s that fop now,

18. Gollier, A Short View, Pe 143.

W

19, Wood, I, 5090
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hag not by nafnre wherewithal to. move & cookmaid,
and by that time those fellows have dgee with him,
It gad he shall melt down a aountess‘
Hypocrisy was another main trait cf Restoration soaiety,
altheugh Rochester ccmplained that 1t wasg the only vice net
found, since "few Men here dissemble their being Rascals,

and no Woman disowns be;_g a oge 2L Hypocrisy was very

often the target for ridicule on the stage, and Otway s N
mockery of thcse gallanta whe regularly attended church as
a matter af canvenient policy 13 typical:

At Church, in Pews, 3e most devoutly snore;
And here, got dully drunk, ye come 10O roar;
Ye go to Church to glout, and ogle there,
And come . to meet more leud Convenilent hggeac
with equal Zeal ye hanour either Place.

: Because hypocrisy was ‘so widespread, Reateration genny
tlemen were always suspicious of anyone 8 sincerity. That is

- why Gongreve and Vanbrugh accuseﬁ Gollier of deliberately

n

1eoking for “smut" to further his own enJoyment‘ The majerity

of Royallists Wwere convinced that the Puritans had been
insineere in their attempts to enfcrce maral eonformityz

They would avold a taverne and ale~house, but yet
send for thelr comumodlties to thelr respective chame
‘bers and tiple and smoake till they were overtaken
with the creature. And yet of all men, none more
than these were ready to censure any boone Royallist

20. Vanbrugh, The Rela B8, I, iii.

21. Letter to Henry Savile, 1679. Reprinted in The
Collected Wor ks_of John Wilmot, Ear of R nheste s De 263.

22. Otway, prologue to Aphra Behn's The City Heiresse.
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or any person that they saw go in or out of a
taverne or alehaus‘e

" Women especially were considered to be disaembling
‘creatures, and 1t is seldom that one can fin& a woman por~
.trayed en the comic stage who 15 not in some measure hypo»
'critical¢ Wyoherley 8 Olivia 1s the most striking example,
but the attitude that all wamen were diehonest was veneral-

wOmen may most properly said to be unmasked when

they wear vizors; for that secures them from

blushing, and being out of countenance; and next

to beling in the dark, or alone, they are most truly

,themaelves in a vizor»mask.

Another undesirabla feature of English society; which

- was cnaracteristic of all claqses, was extreme brutality.
Bullabaiting and bear«baiting and cenkfights were favorite
amusements. A hanging wag a great public spectacle, Pepys
paid a shilling to attend a hanging and to stand on the
‘wheel of a cart in order to gain a vantage point. The exe~
‘cution was witnessed by‘“la or 14 000 people;"25 Physical
'violence was commonplace, and many a duel was fought over a
trlfling 1ncident. Assaults were fairly common. Bryden, for
example, was badly maulad one night. Sir John Goventry dared

to speak disparagingly 1n Comumna of the hing 5 fondness for

23. WQOd, I, 2989

24. Congreve, he Doub;e Dealeg, III ii.
25. Pepys, 21 January, 1664.
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actressea, and he was rewarded by*béing“viéibusly assaulted
on his way home.gé Pepys walked at night accompanied by four
armed men to protect him .from robbery.27 Noblemen could
.commit acts af violence with almost no fear Qf the law, the
Earl of Pembroke was generally credited with twenty»six *jﬂ
homicldes, but his only puniahment was to be indicted twice
for manslaughter, and bcth indictments were dismissedaaa '
Prefessional muraerera weré frequently hira&. ﬁf  % _:

Sip Eavx‘ ‘Have you very good tr&ding nawadays 1n
your trade, frlend? .

‘Bloody Bones. In peaceable times a man may eat and’
drink comfortably upon 't: a private murder done
handsomely is worth money; but now that the nation's
_unsettled there are so many general undertakers,
that tis grown almost a monopoly; you may have a''

man murdered almost for little or nothlng, and N
obody e'er know who did 1t neither.29 R

man who "had great vices, but scarcely any virtues to cora
,‘reet them," a men who "delivered himself up to a mcst enor=
mous colrse of vice without any sort of restraint."30 There
ié’iiitié'ﬁbndef.that‘the'béhavior of the the Court was no=
téfibdé;ufdr‘it'waétthe'King”who‘set the stahdafdvef notori~
ety. Ghar¢es was guilty of almost every sort . of moral evil

1mag1nable, and he made no effort to conceal his indiscretions.

’26. Burnet, istorz of his own Time, D 183.
”27. Pepys, 19 September, 1663.

28. O&g, I 1380
29, Otway, Soldier's Fortune, IV, 1.
30, Burnet, p, 395.
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They were public knowledge. He surrounded himself with men -
as. brazenly dissolute as himself. Tnere wag the Earl of
Rachester, desceribed by one of hisg mistresses es follows:
q'-Lord,Rochester.is,vwitneut‘eontradictlon;wthe,«
most witty man in all England; but then he is llke=
wise the most unprincipled, and devold even of the .
least tincture of honor; he is dangerous to our sex
only; and that to such a degree that there 1s not a . .
woman who gives ear to him three times but she
irretrievably loses her reputation. No woman can
escape him, for he has her in his writingas, though
his other attacks be ineffectual, and in the age
we live in, the on 1a as bad as the other in the
eye of the publice ot . | o
- Yes, Rochester, witty, profligate, and cowardly, in and.
out. of favor with the king, set quite an example for his
contemporaries. Equally bad . was . the Duke of Buckingnam, who
"had no principles of religion, virtue, or friendshipc Plea-
"sure, frolic, or extravagant diversian waq all that he la1d
to heart.“32 Others, such as Sedley, Buckhurat, and Savile.
Joined in the circle of aocial leaders. Even after their |
disappe&runce from the scene and after the d :ath of Charles,
the tradition of 1oose conduct that they had set continued
to be followed by many membera of genteel society. _: |
| Sinee these men controlled and putronized the theater,

ip_;swlittlg wonder that the stage reflected thelr tastes.

31 . ﬁamilton, p 'R 266 .
32.xBurnet,rp,‘69‘ ;,
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Both Eing and courtiers went to the playhouse regularly, and |
for a while, there was a play performed at COurt each week.33
Artlficial as many of thesa comedies seem to us today, those
whc saw them when they were first presented felt that they
}were accuzate portrayals of society. ndward Bilmer stressed
the fact that the playwrights gave an accurate representation
»of their audienee, nat to be obtained but by a great deal
Of Gbservation,“34 Filmer was one of those who saw in the
jcomedies of the time moral instruction, and he defended the
ntage a@ainst the charge that all 1ts dissolute heroes were
gentlemen oy very corractly pointing eut.
i.‘.there s a necessity of those Characters, and a a
Vertue in that Cholce, For as the greatest and best
;part of our Audience are Quallty,-if we would make
‘our’ Comedies Instructive in the exposing of Vice,
‘we must not lagh'the %ges at Wapping to mend the
ﬁfaults at Westminsteg. IR R
,The‘playhouse 1tself became a place of illnrepute, and
Drake's &efense was Just when he saidz
VIt were much %o be wish‘d that no body came to this
"Playhouse for a less innocent diversion, then that .
of the Stage; to Churches and Conventicles with a
less pious intention, than that of Devotion; to the

Park for % less wholesome refreshment than that af
Alr, etc..ﬁ S e T _ . ,

33, Boswell, The Restoration tourt Stage, pe 85.

34, Filmer, A Defense of Plays, Pe 96,

35 Filmer, Defense of Dramatlc Poetry, pe 89.
36. Drake, The Ant ent and Modern Stages Surve 'd, p. 55,
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But the fact that Drake's defense ﬁésfprcper‘iﬁﬂtnéafj‘atill
‘eould not prevent the prevailling ill-conduct that was expec-
ted dally at thie theater. - '

"~ The playwrights were condemned by critics of the stage
as beihg disreputable persons, one of them saying, "... the
comick Poets are often Hen of loose Manners, amd therefore
unlikely Persons to undertake the Promotion and EncouragementA
of Vertue...when by doing sa, they must expose their own
Character to derisioﬁ.“?7 The writers themselvea frequently
made fun of thelr personal behavior: ~ = f_ o

Lxric. .ﬂ.as the Hero in Tragedy 1s either a’ whining
eringing fool that's always stabbing himself, or a
ranting hectoring Bully that's killing everyubody
else! so the Hero 1n Camedy is always the Poet s
Characcer.
Lovewell, What's that? ‘
‘Lyric. A compound of practical Rake, and speculative
Gentleman, who always bears off the great Fortune in
the Play, and shems tgg Beau and ’Squira with a .
,Whore or Chambermaid' . , o b
- The peets, however, simply were men of tneir time. They
shared the vices of the profligate soclety of which they were
members. Some, like Wycherley, were among the most dissolute
personages of that soclety; others, like Dryden, had private

lives fairly free from scandal. To condemn them 1s to con-

3T+ Blackmore, Essays on Several Sublects, pe. 220,
38, Farquhar, Love and a Bottle, IV, ii.
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demn their generation. They themgelvqs were often aware of
the defects of the stage. 1n~their qomedies they cbntinﬁally
satlrize the loose morallty of the day. Sometlmes they
protested most strongly against tﬁe vices which they carl-

catured:

+esin the plays which have been wrote of late, there
is no such thing as perfect character, but the two
chief persons are most comzonly a swearing, drinking,
vhoring ruffian for a lover, and an impudent, ill-bred
Tomrig for a mistress, and these are the fine people
of the play; and there is that latitude in this, that
almost anything is proper for them to says but their
chlef subject is bawdy and profaneness, which they
call brisk writing, when the most dissolute of men,
that relish these things well enough in private, are
shocked at ‘em in public. And methinks, if there
were nothing but the ill manners of it, 1t should.
make poets avoid that 1ndecent way of writing.39

But even when they saw their own moral faults, they took
,little acticn to carrect them. They pan&ered to the tastes :
of the age, but they did expoae the feibles of that age, and‘
the student of Restoration society shculd make a thorough |
study of ‘the stage 1n order to understand that society.

 39. Shadwallqupggfageﬂto The Sullen Lovers.



CHAPTER EIGHT
'THE DEVELOPMENT OF SENTIMENTAL

COMEDY AND THE CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE EARLY EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

As the century passed and the pressure for reform 1n~'
creaged, there arose a new type of drama, the sentimental
comedy., Rieharﬂ Steele was the great master of sentimenhal
comedy, which became uhe representative drama of the eighta
”Leenth century. The ransition from the Restoration comeﬂy of 
manners came rather suddenly, but the older plays continued
to dominate the stage throughout the first half of the -
century, and the Restoration playwrights were more pepular .
than contemporary writers during the entire perlod.l

- It has already been noted that there had been an in«;‘,'
creasing agitation fer refcrm throughout the latter years ’
of the seventeenﬁh century climaxed by Jeremy Collier s

.attack on the sta&e in 1698‘ Ten years before the end of

1. Nicoll, A_Histo
Century Drama, pp. 129-38.
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f¢theacenﬁury»zvelyn nad.noted:-

: The 1mpudence of both sexes was now become 5o
greate and so universal, persons of all ranks
keeping their courtezans publickly, that the King
had lately directed a letter to the Bishops to
order their Cleargy to preach agalinst that sin,
swearing, &c., and to pult the Eocles%astical Laws
in execution without any indulgence.

wniscussing.the‘trend-in:the theater towards'reform and
sentimental comedy, Gray sayst

dIn comedy, furthermore, the last years of the
seventeenth century saw the approach of change. The
comedy of mamners was facing terrific attacks from
the moralistlie eritic and was about to succumb, The
art of Etherege, Wycherley, and: Congreve was sound....
That the life which they portrayed was in fact
licentious and degraded did not vitiate their art.
But the moralists who found the immorality in both
life and the plays attributed it all to the power
of the drama over men's manners. They demanded a
new kind of playmeking to reform society. For thelr
argumnents they turned to the theorles of the critlias,
and more especially to the doctrine of poetlic justice,
Ridicule was not enough for the folbles and follles
which the dramatists anatomized; there musht, be added
discomfiture and either puniénment or repentance,
Wit must be discarded for fine phrases of good
feeling and sensible morality. Those demands were
based on a theory of drama incompatible with good
comedy the world over; and they made 1t very dif-
ficult for true comedy to 1ift its volee during the
rest of the eighteenth century. The victims of the
‘attack, instead of: standing firm and asserting that
drama,. and especially thelr drama, had other ends
to serve in other ways than the direct inculeation
of morals, tried weakly to argue that thelr works
‘could stand even on the moralists! own premises.
Hence comedy became the handmaiden of morality and
her tripping tongue slackened ite pace to the cadence
of pulpit eloguence in the drawing room.>

2. Evelyn, ‘Diary, 19 February, 1690,

. 3e Gray, Iheatrical Critiecism in London to 1795,
PP 16“17 » .



Reformation of manners never deéufévdvéfnight,'and because
the eighteenth century playwrights did not follow the licene
tious pattern of writing followed by their predecessors 1t 1s
no?trué‘that theirs was‘aniage of mcra1 prgprietyq The blatant
disregerd :br'ail moral standards may'hﬁﬁéxdisappearedtand<the

emphééis nnzéeiuai libertinism*may have‘lésséﬁed; but the
.vmorality of eighteenth century London was still fairly low,
Daniel Defoe, always a critliec of contemporary behavior, wrote:

It must be confess't there 1s a great, I had almost
said a universall, defficiency among our gentlemen
in the government of themselves; thelr moralls and
manners are deprav'd and vitlated in a manner hardly
to be described, at least not fully.4 : i ‘

Steele alsc complainedt

essurvey this town, and you will find rakes and
debauchees are your men of pleasure; thoughtless
athelsts and illiterate drunkards call themselves -
free thinkers; and gamesters, banterers, biters,
swearers, -and twenty new=born insects more, are,

in their several species, the modern men of wit.5

Farquhar, in true Restoration tradition, painted the folu
- Iowing satirical portrait: ‘ '

5 ;r Harry. Come gentlemen, the newa! the news of th'
town: for I'm just arrived,

Vizard., Why in the Clty end of th' town we're playing
the knave, to gelt estates.
Standard. And in the Court end, playing the fool in
spending ‘em.
Vizerd. We are all so reformed, that gallantry is
taken for vice,

-~ Standard. And hypocrisy for religion.

4. Defoe, The Compleat English Gentleman, P. 252.
N 5. Steele, The Tatler, number 12, Hay, 1709.
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Vizard. Not one whore between Ludgate and Aldgate,
gandard. But ten tines ‘more cuckolds than evera ’

How was the theater affected by all the furor for moral
reform? ?he most notable ahange was the sterility of new
comic praductiona Vanbrugh and Paréﬁhér carried on as
Restcration dramatists for the first few years of the new
century, but the other playwrights ef the new era wrote
morally aﬁd 1neffective1y, Only Cibber and Steele deserve'
more than passing mention, and Cibber 8 plays seem very
weak teday, while ﬁhe best of Steele 8 four cogadies was
not written until 1722 after most of the contreversy had
dle& downg The theater itself resisted cxange, and many of
the same eonditions which had drawn the ire of the reformers
continued 't.c e,;ism Bedford wrote. |

,a.the tage 13 ncw ag bad asg ever, and hates to be
reform'd, that it is obstinate to the highest De-
gree, and abuseth all such who according to thelr
geveral Offices, should be a terror to eyil doers,
and & praise to them that do well.s..lhe present
Age is frequently derided by the Actors, becausea.s

there arg great Endeavara for a eﬁormatiog of
Vannersn

‘3:In~1714 a clergyman published a tract showlng that the
plays then on the stage offended a;ainst no fewer than 1400
texts in the Bible,a\Addison*addedihis volce to the chorus

0f protest i

6¢,Tge‘C0n§tanthcup;e,.1, i,
7@ Bed.fardg ppc l??“gi

"8. Turberville, Men and Manners in the Eighteenth
Centurx, P. 404,



106
It is one of the most unaccountable thinge in
our age, that the lewdness of our theatre should he
e0 much complained of, s0 well exposed, and go
little redressed. It is to be hoped, tqat some time_”
or other we may be at lelsure to restrain the =
licentiousness of the theatre, and make 1t ccntrin
bute its assistance to the advancegent of morality
and to the refor: ation of the ages?
But all the protests could net ccmpletely Chmnﬂg the
audience, Qn whose approval the theater's 1life depended,
‘Gerﬁain physical changes were made in the playhouses. For
one thing the plays were attended by & grester number of
patrons, representing a more diversified sociel strata, No
”loﬁgef”was‘the‘theétéf'a private preserve fbf'a'limitééin'
‘Qaterie of patrons. Many members of the mi¢dle.class begen
to attend as well as some members of .the lover class,
Efforts were made to reduce the intimawy of contact be=
tween spectator and player, but the audience still treated
the performers and thelr fellow patrons impolitely and were
often far more concerned with smusements in the theater
other than the stage presentation. Clowns, acrobats, and a
miscellany of foreign performers were hired to please the
audience, Italian opera enjoyed a period of great popus
larity. Comic productions outnumbered tragedies by three

or four to one,l9 And the Restoration playwrights were

9;”AE&iéon,*ghéVSgectatgg, number 446, August, 1712,
10. Nicoll, Elghteenth Cenbtury Drama, p» 125,
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still the favoritea of the crowa. P ,
; The age, as. is perfectly evident@ still delighted
in scenes such as had been displayed by Etherege and
by Wycherley. Obviously there was but little definite
change in the morals of the people at large. There
wag & consclousness in the hearts of all, sure the
most fanatic, that all the Socleties for the Réformam
tion of Manners were but hypoerlsy writ larg@ease
The gallants and the beaux, in pit and boxes, they
knew, had not altered. Cynicism in this eoniefiion
*appears repeatedly in the dramas of the time,

G@lley Gibber 19 generally regardea as the founaer of
sentimental comedy and one who helped shou tne playwrights the
vay towardsmrgforma Even his-most,sympaﬁheuic cr;tic concedes
thah‘Cibﬁer‘sipérédnélﬁcharaétef°ﬁéé:Sueh that it is d1ffi-
cult to picture him as a reformer of anythgng,lg but ‘the
' fifth act rEform of Lovelesa in Cibber s first comedy, Lgxglg
Lest Shig inspired many imitations. The play, pro&uued in
1696, waa praacunced succesq. Loveless is just as much a
rake as any Restoration hera, but he gushes forth plous
sentimentality at the end of th@ play and all is forgivena

" ﬁaving ‘found the formula for suceess, Cibber followed
it in hia lmter works, and his plays make very sticky
Treading indeed. When ann thlnhs of tne hypocrisy 80 ofuen
found in the early eighteenth century, ono is 1nalined to

think ofjcibbeygrﬂe_was.culpableﬂin fqllowing many of theAU

ll@ Ibidag pm 159# f

12. Groissant §tudies in the wOrk of Gollex
Cibber, pa Z0s ( _
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vices of the.age; for example, he vas a héavy gaﬁbler;.anﬁ |
it was ndt'uneommén‘fo: him tcf;0$e.tm5éﬁund§éd-orvthfee |
hundred péuﬁﬂs afnighti‘an&;beacﬁce‘lost mcrefthan@a:ﬁﬁau&
.sand‘pounds;l3jﬁistfitiﬁgé frequently convey the impres-
slon pf»hypocr;sy“ag in his qritigigm of theAgastqraQiani
playwrights: | | |

It has often glven me amazement, that our best
avthors of that time could think the wit and .
spirit of their scenes could be an excuse for
making the looseness of them publick. The many.
ingtances of their talents so abused, are too ,
glaring to need a closer comment, and are some=
times too gross to be recited. If then to have
avoided this imputation, or rather to have had:i:
the interest and honour of virtue always in,view,
can glve merit to a pl&;s :I-gm contented that my
readers should thim such merit, the all, that .
mine have t6 boast ofs: L&bertinea of mere wit and
pleasure may laugh ot these grave laws, that
would limit a lively genlus; but every sensible.
honest man, conscious of their truth, and use, will
glve these raillers smile for smiiﬁ, and show a
due contempt for Lheir merrimenta

Juat how different Gibber 'S dialogue is fre& that of the
Restoratian playwrights may be gauged by the follawing san- J
ple written in 17013

Antonig, But can you find &monggt all your musty )
manuscripts, what pleasure he enjoys that lies. in
the arms of a young, rich, welleshaped,A ealthy
bride? Ansuer mne that, ha, sirz

Carlog. 'Tis frequemt, sir, in story; there I read
of all kinds of virtuous,. and of vicious women; the
ancient Spartan dames, the Roman ladies, their
‘beaubies, their deformities; and when I light upon
a Portia, or a Cornelia, crowned with ever-blooming
truth and. virtue, with such a- feeling I peruse their

13, Barier, hr. Cibber of Drury Lene, DPe 13,
14‘. Cibbal‘, p. 116.



fortunes, as if I then nad lived, and tagted of &
thelr lawful, envied love. But vhen I meet a 5

fessalina, tireﬁ and unsated in her foul deslres;
a Clytimnestra, bathed in her husband’s blood} ‘an
impiaus Tullia, whirling her chariol over her
father's b{gathlesa bcdy, horror invades ny
faculties, ,

Another selection from the samﬁ play shows thc sentle
mentality 80 typical of Gibber. 

Louisa. ‘What is‘t you start at? e o
Carlos. Not for your beauty; though I canfeav you'
falr to a perfection, but when that ‘beauty fades,
(as time leaves none unvisited) what charm shall
then secure my love? Your riches? No, an honest
mind's above the bribes of fortune: for though
distressed, a stranger, and in want, I thus return
them thankless; Be modest, and be Virtuous, 1'11
admire you; all good men will adore you, and when
your beauty and your fortune are no more, will
st11l deliver down your name revered to agess
Loules. Oh, say-you will be mine, and make your .
own conditions,;If you suspect my temper, bind me
by the most sacred tie, and let my love, my per=
son, end my fortune, lawfully be yours,L6

- One year later Clbber wrote another comedy, She Wou'd

end_ghe VWou'd Not. Once again the reader is confronted

with a mass of syrupy; Gloying sentiment but thera were L
lapses whan Cibber went baek te the style of tho Restoraticn@
He never backalid all the way, but a scene such as that in
which Hypolita, disguised as 8 man, proposes to Resara,"

shows a,definite;ﬁegtoraticn influenc@z,

15; Love Makes a Fan, I, i. All selections from
Cibber's plays have been taken fron texts reprinted in Hrse.
Inchbald's The British Theatre and Bell's British Theztres

16@ Ibldu yIV; i'a ’
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H olita, xo be short with ye, madam, I have ‘reason
to belleve 1 snall e &isiﬁhwrited ir 1 don t narry
you. o
Hogara. And what have you reason.to helieve you .
shall be, 1f you do marry me?
Hyne In the upanﬂ.s‘l fashion, I suppe.;e, jealous to
8 degrees ~
Rosara. You may be in the English faahion, and
something else to a degree. :
Hyps Oh, if I have not enough courage bto prevent
that, madam, let the world think me in the English
city fashlon==content to a degree. Now, here in
Spaln, 'c¢hild, we have such things as back rooms,
varred windows, hard fare, pciaan, dagvers, bolts,
chaing, and so forth,
Rosara., Ay, sir, and there are such. things as bribes,
plots, shams, letters, lies,. xalls, Jladders, Leys,"
kccnfidents, and so forth.
Hyp. Hey! a very complete reviment indeed*17

‘The best of Cibber? B plays is The Caveless Husba

written in 1704. This work' is written in the purest atyle of
fsent;mental esme&y as ‘we witness the“refarm of a seemingly
‘hbpeléag”rakévin"thg last met, Once agaln there are scenes
;réﬁiniSGeﬁt~cf those which were considered conventlonal -
“only a foew years earlier¢ |

Lord Morelove. Pray, my lord, what did you marry for?
Lord Foppingbton. To pay my dabts at play, and disine
herit my younger brothers: : .
Lord M. But there are some things due to a vifes
Lord Fe And there are some debts I don't care to
.pay, to both which I plead husband, and ny lord.
Lord M. If I should do so, I should expect to have

z my own coach stopped in the street, and to neet my
W fe with the windows up in a hackneye

s Then would I put in bail, and order a

separate maintenance, .

Lord Hs So pay double the sum of the debt, and be
married for nothing.

17. She Wou'd and she Wou'd HNot, III, 1.
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an~dE Now, I thinh, dﬁferring a dun, and geﬁting :
In the 22%&?%i%?""if’fiig’i?‘éhmii&Z‘%ii’f@ble swests
In the scene just cited we can see in Lord lorelove the
‘persenification of the theory of the new plhywrights that
there should be a dldactic purpose to comedy.
'_ In contrast to Clbber, whcse real interest lay in the
comnercial revards cf his plays, thereﬁist51r Richard Steele,
who felt a definite interest in reforming the namers of his
ganeration» Steele is the real leader of genteel, sentimenbai
comedy. It was his cententien that no one ever wrote bawdy
language except fcr a dearth of 1nvention.19 He firmly _
believed that a play should provide noral instructicn, and
he cited ghe countrx wifg as an example of a play in which
~the author did not conelude his play with the proper stroke
of poetic justiae,gg John Dennis, Whﬂ despite same faults '
often shawed exeellent critical juﬂgment, disaareed with
Steele: | , .
IWhen Sir: Richard’ gaye that anything that has its
foundation in happiness and success nust be the a
. sublect of comedy, he confounds comedy with that .
species of trage&y vhich hag a happy catastrophe.

‘When he says that -'tis an improvement of comedy
to 1ntrcduce a jo¥ too exquisite for laughbter,

”f1&¢ The Gareless Husbagﬁ, 1I, 11,

ige Sgeet&tog, 51, April, 1711¢
”““20; Ihe Ta?.le;, 3, April, 1709,
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- he takes all the care that he can to show that he
knovs nothing of the nature of camedy.gl

Steele's first comedy was The aneral, written in 1703.a
and we see a definite departure from tbe fare to whzch the
theater audienees had become accu«tomedo Gnly sccasionally
is thare any dialovwe suggestive of the conventional
fcomedies. About as close as Steele oame to emulating his
contemporaries may 56 seen in the followmng dialogue between |
Hademaiselle D*Epingle anﬂ Campley* '

@aglez. But, prithee, mademciselle, why hmve ycu

- lost your English tongue all of & sudden? Methought
when the follow called us French vhores, as we cane
along, and sald we cane to starve their own peocople,
you, gave him pretty Englishj he was a dog, a rasca1,
you'd send him to the stocks.
Mademoiselle, Hal hal ha I wag in a passion and
betrayed myself, but you're ny lover's friend, and
a-man of honour, therefore you'll do nothing to
injure us. Vhy, Hr, Campley, you must know I can
speak ag good English as you, but I don't for fear -
of losing my customers, The English will never give
a price for anything they understand. Nay, I've
known some of your fools pretend to buy with good
breeding, eand give any rate rather than not be
thought Fggnch erough to know what uhey were
A0ingesee _ .

‘ﬂ‘cfﬂhis'next play;«steele wroté, "The‘désignvof it is to
bagish out of_converaatién all entertainment which does not
proesed from simplicity of mind, good=-nature, friendship,

and honour."23 The hero is an insipid creature, who would

21, Dennis,-“Remarks on a Play Called The Conscious
Lovers, a Comedy," reprinted in Adams and Hathaway, eﬂitore,
.Dramatic Egsays of the Neoclagsic Agg, D 208s

22. The Eggefa;, III, ii.
23, Preface to The Lying Lovers.
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have been laughed off the stage twenty years earlier. He
flirts with women, but he has absolutel; no intention of
seduction¢ His great vice is thah he tells lias about his::
own accomplishments. Bub in the final act, Boohwit the
hero, is stric;en with remorse, and we reach the inevitable
denoument of sentimental comedy' Steele never is qulte as -

sic&ening as Clbber, but much of hiﬂ sentiment 1s so over-
"drawn that it oeGOﬂes laughable, ag may be geen in Laveu
more's repentence after he has made a jealous tiraﬁe
against Penelopez ,
-Oh, Penelope! that look, that Aisdainful look has
plerced my soul, and ebbed ny, rage to penltence
and sorrows I own my fault; I'm too rashes.s Hot
a fond mother of e long-wished-for only child
'ZghﬁigsagighdguggrL%niotZ §2ra her infant offe
4 o
. Steele led the movement toward sontimental refsrm, and
with the 1ntroduction cf sentimental comedy the peried of
Regtoration coaeéy came to an end. It had been a brilliant
period and the genius cf the playwrights has uade their
cnmedies live despite their grassnes». No one ean deny that
there are many offensive scenes, although there might be a
just centention that 3cenes as bad have been produced oen the
modern Ameriaan stage,,By undershanding the condibions under
which they were praauced, one oan under Land and excuse many

of the faultss just as one can excuse the ex cessive senﬁiuj

.mentality diaplayed by the el*hteenth century writers* ‘

21"6 lbidl, II, ii



CHAPTER NINE

/ LATER CRITICISM OF THE
RESTORATION AND FIN&L SUW&ARY

o ‘Restoration comedy, because cf its brilliance and wit,
has in general been sympathetically treated by its critics,
although alwavs candemned fcr 1ts immorality. John! Dennis,
himself a praduct of the age, was & staunea cﬁfender of the
stage 1n the early eighteenth ﬁentury. D@nnis conceded that
,1m~crality existed, buz he tried to claim that a moral pura
pose was usually 1nvolved in the portrayal cf immorality, and
in this attempt he failed miserably, For despite tho fact
‘that such a defense had been used by some af the playwrights
themselves, the vary nature of their writings refutes their
elatmy [ L e o | ‘
Oolley cibber usually seems hypacritical in hia cwn
analysis of the stagea As haa been previoualy shown, cib«
ber sharad the faults of early eighteenth century playwrights,,

who often set & standard of false, hypocritical and come
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nerclal morality. Cibber made meny comments on the state of
the theater as he found it, mOSu of them to tne effect that
he ha& ne interest in perpetuating 1ts vie@sa He wrote of
"all thaxabuses,qi‘the_stage, 2ll the low, loose, ¢: 1mmora1
supplements to wit, whether in makipgvir%ué fidiculd§é;°df"
vice agreesbls” es being the common eharacteriSﬁic5 6f}ﬁhe*
'Restorations; : - } | o

Later eighteenth century critics incluﬁea Colley's son,
@heqphilu&,‘whq'waskreasonably sympathetic, and Dr, Samuel.

Johnson,. who in his Lives of the Po oetn, dismissed the come=

dies of both Dryden and Gongreve as being too low for pubu«
lic reaﬁinu‘ _

The Roaantlecs invesuigated the 1eading comie writeru in.
some aetail, end one of the most famous criticisms of Resa
toratiqp}comedy is that of Qnarles Lambe meb_maintained, -
that one could not Judge Restoration comedy by any moral
standards, that it portrayed a fairyland and was completely
artificial, therefore it could not be immoral, Speaking of
the characters in Restoratlon comedy he wrote:

They are a world of themselves almost as much as
falry land., Take one of thelr characters, male or
female {with few exceptions they are alike), and
place it in a modern play, and my virtuous indig~
nation shall rise against the proflipate wretch as

warnly as the Catos of the pit would desirej be-
~cause in a modern play I am Lo judge of the right

1, Cibber, -_p; AT
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and the wrang.u@.it cannot liVe here; It has got
into a modern world, where it has no businesse¢.¢3ut
in its own world do we fescl the ecreature is so very
bad? The (characters) do not offend my moral SenSCisas.
They seem engaged in their proper elements They break
through no laws or conscientious restraints, They:
know of noneasseNo good person can be justly offended
as a spectator, because no good person suffers on the
stage. Judged morally, every character in these playse-
the few exceptions only gre mxstakesanis alike esaenti«
ally vain and worthlesso S S ‘
It is Lamb's defense mhinh is artifieial, rcr Restoration
soeclety, theugh 1ta portrayal ofﬁen seems removed fram reality
today, was a real and vital saciety, and Restoration Gemedy
was written partivularly to appeal to the depraved tastes of
that scciety by presentiﬁg tc it in comic slituation its own
vicesg E
| vLeigh Hunt published an editlon of the major Restoratlon .
cemic playwrights. Like other Romantias, he too wasg- prone te
'éiaregard the realities of the situatlcnu It was Hunt's ‘con=
-tentlon that Restoratlon characters don't mean what they |
actually say and do, and that they are nol really such hard
“aharagterswasf@hey,appgar.3hﬁunt,,in summing up the four
authors whose works he edited, says: |
0of the four dramatists.s¢Wycherley wag the most
reflective for reflection's sake, the most terse

with simplicity in his style, the most original in .
departing from bhe comedy in vogue, and adding

gy Lamb,‘ "on the Artificial Comedy of the Last
Gentury." From the Egsayg of Elle, Pps 277-8s

' 3. Hunt, editor, The Qramat;c Works of Wycherley,
Congreve, Venbrush, and Farquhar, Introduction, p. 1xiil.




117

marals to manners, and the least so wlth regard to
‘plot and character: that Congreve was the wittiest,
most schblarly, most highly bred, the most elaborate
in hisg plots and language, and most pungent but
least natural in his characters, and that he had the-
least heart: that Vanbrugh was the readiest and most
straightforward, the least superfluous, the least
self-referential, mistrusting or morbid, and there-
fore, with more pardon, the least scrupulouses ..
‘caring for nothing but truth (as far as he saw it)
and a strong effect: and that Farquhar had the .
hizhest animal spirits; with fits of the deepest
sympathy, the greatest wlsh to please rather than to
strike the most agreeable diversity -of character,
the best instinct-in avolding revoliling extravagances
of the time, and the happiest invention in plot and
gltuation; and therefore is tc be pronounced upon
‘the whole, the truest dramatic genius, and the most
likely to be of la Eting populariﬁy. as indeed he
‘has hitherto been, ‘

'Hazlitt also wrote a critical review of the four major
comic dramatists. In his review Hazlitt is particularly
 friendly-to Wycherley and to P&fquhérQ“w&intéihing that thelr
ingenulty compensated for their indecency. He is extremoly
eritical of Vanbrugh, whosé morallty he considers to be
quité 16w without the compensation of artistic genius.

In the lata nineteenth century’ the accent on conventional
mmrality was ) strong that 1% was impossible for Restoration
comedy to find e receptive reading public. Lord Macaulay
wroté the most famous and the most scathing critieism. Other =
| léadihg*éritics such as A.W. Ward and Richard Garnett tended
to follow Maceulay's dictum that the imuorality far over=

4, Ibide, Ds Llxile
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shadowed ‘the artistic meritso Ward, however, did aﬁmit that
those artistic values existed and diseussed them at some
length withaut as Macaulay had done, custing continual |
disparagement on the ethical standards.

In the twentieﬁh century thera have been notable criti-
cism and atudy by such men as Nicoll, SHMAGPS, Kruteh, and
Dabree. Nicoll.haa done a major jcb in surveyihw the peric&
in studyin& in detail not anly the eamedies, but the stage
conditicns existing, Summers has done a great deal of woﬁk |
in editing the plays, and Krutch has made an emcellenﬁ stu&y
of the moral struggle and particularly of the Gollier cono
troversy. In general the twentieth century critics have o
rrecognized the artistic value of the ccmedies a8 warrantinv
thair atudy by mcdern readers. o n , ,

By way of summary, it should be said that Rcstoration
comedy “g indecent,‘completely imqoral,‘and licentious. It
was deliberately written that way by 1ta authors to pleaae
an audience wnich craved sueh entertainment.vxet the comedy
cantains many intrinsie values. It is funny and entertaining,
which is the real purpose of comedyg It 13 witty and ingenious,
and 1t is carefully contrive&« It suffers from a sameness of
plot, presentation, and eharacterization. 1t is, above all,'
the produet of a great age of c0mic writersa

| There 1s no real excuse for 1ts immorality,‘and yet

there is extenuation. To &eny that imnorality exists, or to
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assert thet the ﬁlé,ys provide moral instruction is riail'
culous, AL the same ‘time one should note that many cf the
characters are satirical and that they were use to point
out some of the flave of the age¢ But while they made fun
of many of the vices, the playwrights showed no resl inter-
est in refOrming them, and transgreasors are not punished
for their wickedness. The callousness of the characters
‘an& their utter disregard for moral conventlon are the keys
to Reatoration comedy‘ They are playing a game of deliberate
dehauchery; and the object of that game is to succeed through
wit in accomplishing their gcal, Rather than coudemn the‘
charaeters for their conduct one must aecept them fer what
ﬂthey are,

' Aa for the playwrights themselves, 1t should always be
remembered that they were sueeeSﬂful. Had they written
otherwise they probably would not have been. Tney were .
writing to entertain thelr 288, and they succeeded. Whether
they ‘should be censured for their writinos should depend in
part on their own»gttitudes. Dryden seems to have suffered
moral qualns abaﬁt ﬁhegloosehess'bf'ﬁié*ﬁfitiﬁgs;»qgngreve,
Vanbrugh, and Wycherley apparently did’hotjﬂavéfsnéh'feelings
toward their own wqu.‘Coﬁgreve\éna Vanb#ugh»écﬁveyiihe
impression that what they are writing is good fun, and that

the accent is on thé situation which produces licentiousness
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rather ‘than on licentiousness itselfa Wycherley 8 gener&l_' -
disregard for soci&l convention and his pattern of 11ving _
stamp him as a man whose persenal moral cade was 1ow, and‘
who for that reason felt no shame about his writing. Y@t;
- more than the others, Wycherley in his plays has ‘references

to mor&l critiﬁiSM¢.‘
| Shadwell apparently thought of himself as a moral
writer, bvt with what was perhaps a lack of critical judg-
ment, hevoften stgope fully as low as the others. Sedley,
D‘Grfey, and others of thelr 1lk, were the debauched
counterparts of their own characters. Aphra Behn seems to
have deliberately prostitubed her writings to please the
tastes of her audienceg Farquhar had a more wholesome
alr of immorallty, 1f such be an apt term of expresslon.
Hé never reaches the depths that those before hlm had
plumbed, and his comedies are pregenﬁed in a spirit of
rollicking geod humor.

There is noc moral formuls wnich will satisfy all ages.
What,is proper today may be lmpropey tomorrovw. However,
it is incorrect to clalm that the immorality of the
Restoration stage 1s relative.'ﬁestcraﬁimn comedy wag
immoral to its own audlience, the behavior of which was

deliberately contrived to be immoral, because in their



| 121
reaction to Furitanisﬁ'tﬁé nembers of that audience tried
te reach the opposite eytreme. In considering the immoralie
ty of Hestoration comedy it ghould be stressed that auch
'1mmoralitj la the keya Ft is a deliberate defiance of
waral conveﬂtion whieh forms the whole purpose of the ,

comediea of the Restcratian playwrighus.
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