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Compare Laurence Eusden, translation of Ovid’s Metamorphoses, 1v. 278,
‘Norshall I tell, what changes Scython made, | And how he walk’d a Man, or
tripp’d a Maid’ (1717 edition, p. 115).

Such Gvid’s nose, and ‘Sir, you have an Eye—’ (L. 118)
Why Owid’s nose? Because the Roman poet’s full name is Publius Ovidius
Naso (my italics).

Blest with each Talent and each Art to please (1. 195)
Add Dryden, Aésalom and Achitophel, 'Him he [Achitophei—Satan] attempis,
with studied Arts to please’ (1. 228).

The Second Epistle of the Second Book of Horace

At last they [the years] steal us from our selves away (1. 73)

Dryden, All For Love, ‘Ex'n steal us from ourselves’ [of the asp] (v. 475).

“An Irregular Dog’:
Gay’s Alternative Theatre

PETER LEWIS
University of Durham

The phrase is Peachum’s. Near the opening of The Beggar’s Opera this
middle-aged, upwardly mobile, double-dealing proto-capitalist, who aspires
to the condition of bourgeois respectability on the basis of highly successful
criminality, consults his register of Macheath’s gang in order to decide
whether the current stock of thieves and highwaymen are still sufficiently
preductive and profitable to justify his continued protection. If not, he can
profit from them in another way by trading them into the law for the forty
pounds reward given for information leading to a criminal conviction.
Peachum’s monologue is echoed towards the end of the play when Peachum
and his partner in crime, ‘Brother’ Lockit, are consulting ‘the Coronation
Account’ (L 5.1}, an inventory of stolen property obtained during the
celebrations surrounding the coronation of George 11 in 1727. The resem-
blance between the scenes is a dramatic embodiment of Peachum’s way of
assessing everything in monetary terms, making no distinction between
human beings and things because both are disposable commodities. One of
the rogues Peachum considers as a suitable candidate for betrayal and ‘a
decent Execution against next Sessions’ (1. 3-1-2) is Wat Dreary, alias
Brown Will, ‘an irregular Dog, who hath an underhand way of disposing of
his Goads’ (11, 13—15).1

Despite the selfreflexive element in The Beggar’s Opera, in which the
supposed author, the Beggar himself, is incorporated into the play and
finally agrees to a total reversal of his. intended dénocuement, it would be
stretching credulity beyond breaking point to suggest that Gay was surrepti-
ticusly including a thumbnail sketch of himself in Peachum’s description of
Wat Dreary. Nevertheless, as a practising dramatist Gay proved to be,
amongst other things, ‘an irregular Dog’ and there is a sense in which he did
have *an underhand way of disposing of his Goods’. If an important part of
the *Goods’ of The Beggar’s Opera is its acerbic political satire and attack on
Walpole, Gay succeeded particularly well in ‘disposing’ of it in a suitably
‘underhand way’ so as to circumvent the possibility of censorship. In the
scenes mentioned above, for example, Gay suggests a close resemblance

! All quotations from Gay’s plays are taken from his Dramaic Werks, edited by John Fuller, 2 vols
(Oxford, 1g83), a major repository of scholarly information.
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between the arch-criminal Jonathan Wi

Walpole through the figure of Peachum, manifestly modelled on Wild but
m.nn_:oz.m:\ hinting at the First Minister. The banning in 1728 of the planned
?.oanncuos of Polly, .Qﬁxm sequel to The Beggar’s Opera, can be interpreted as
Walpole's own testimony to how ‘underhand’ Gay had been in the earlier
.Emu: creating a minefield of innuendo and irony beneath a secemingly
innocuous surface. The ‘underhand’, or ironic sleight-of-hand, usually is a
feature of Gay’s ‘irregular’ plays. ’

Asa m.ﬁ:& of Pope and Swift, a member of the Scriblerus Club (the only
one to commit ._:Smo_w as a writer to the theatre), and a defender of Augustan
values Gay might have been expected to have championed the ‘regular’
five-act mw:.:m of comedy and tragedy as opposed to the upstart ‘irregular’
forms which had become an integral part of theatrical entertainment since
the wmzn.:o:_w: secession in 1695 and the advent of the afterpiece. Yet Gay
was no Q:m_..m& neoclassicist and seems to have been as aware as Pope of the
irony of his cultural situation: that in the eighteenth century the successful
realization of the traditional forms most highly ranked in the neoclassical
classification .ow genres (epic and tragedy), and therefore most desirable to
create, was virtually impossible except in such radically mutated transfor-
mations as mock-epic. The great Augustan epic is an inverted epic, The
Dunciad, an epic of negation. Throughout his twenty-year career ‘as 2
n_ami.msmﬂ Gay wrote ‘regular’ and ‘irregular’ plays, but he singularly failed
to bring to any of his ‘regular’ work the originality and verve that charac-
terizes wrn best of his ‘irregutar’ work; in this he was not restrained by
dramatic convention and formal propriety, and could invent his own
structures to give free rein to his talent for salire, irony, burlesque, parody
and pastiche. Indeed, one of Gay’s chief claims to fame is .z._mﬁ,s.xr Em
masterpicce The Beggar’s Opera he created a new dramatic form, the ballad
opera, which was enormously popular in the ensuing mnnm&nmumum had a
an:m.nm.oﬁ on the development of comic opera and music theatre.

Om% s first attempt at tragedy, Dione, is a very literary effort written in
rhyming couplets, and it was not performed, although there is some evidence

to suggest that a production was planned at Drury Lane in 1720. In that year
Gay published this ‘Pastoral Tragedy” in Poems on Several QOveasions, a more
appropriate destination than the stage for what is a dramatic woﬁ.s rather
than a poetic drama. His other venture in the genre, The Captives, did reach
the stage in 1724, and with its exotic an. “ ,

d heroic ingredients is a muct
\ ! 1 more
theatrical piece. Even so, The Captives is an unexceptional and routine

tragedy of the period, and is open to the criticisms of contem

made _uw Gay himself nine years earlier in his admirable a:..—ﬂmmﬂwh.mmw m.mww
What D’Ye Call 1. S_R. Captives is one of the many Restoration and Augustan
tragedies at which. Fielding pokes fun in his first sustained burlesque of
tragedy, Tom Thumb (revised as The Tragedy of Tragedies). In writing tragedy
Gay seems to have been unable to avoid all the dangers he was acutely

ld and the arch-politician Robert
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conscious of in the work of his contemporaries. Gay’s ‘regular’ comedies, the
two substantially different versions of The Wife of Bath (1713 and 1730) and
the posthumously produced The Distress’d Wife {1734, published 1743), have
won few admirers because of their obvious weaknesses in structure, charac-
terization, and stylistic consistency, but they do provide more compensa-
tions than his mediocre tragedies.

The comedies nevertheless confirm that Gay’s imagination was not fully
stimulated by ‘regular’ forms, needing instead for its full engagement, as
some of his best poems confirm, a friction arising from the collision between
opposed clements, such as pastoral and mock-pastoral in the non-dramatic
The Shepherd’s Week, or romance and anti-romance in The Beggar’s Opera. Gay
thrives on the tension of paradox and ambiguity, the linguistic uncertainties
and reversals of irony, the interfaces where contraries meet (lown eclogues, a
beggar’s opera, a tragi-comical farce), and ‘regular’ forms inhibited this
potential. Apart from his tragedies and comedies Gay wrote eight works for
the stage, including a brieflibretto for Handel's Acis and Galatea, described in
the first edition of 1752 as ‘An English Pastoral Opera’ and in the second
edition of 1799 as ‘A Serenata: or Pastoral Entertainment’. The remaining
seven works constitute the ‘irregular’ portion of his dramatic canon (The
Mohocks, The What D°Ye Call It, Three Hours afier Marriage, The Beggar’s Opera,
Polly, Achilles, and The Rehearsal at Goatham ), although Three Hours afler
Marriage, published as a three-act play but divided ‘into five Parts in the
Representation” by ‘the Players in Compliance with the Taste of the Town’,
according to Gay’s ‘Advertisement’ in the 1717 edition, suggests that the
distinction between ‘regular’ and ‘irregular’ is not absolute. When editing
the play for the Augustan Reprint Society in 1961 John Harrington Smith
preferred the five-act ‘regular’ version even though this did not appear in
print until the Dublin edition of A Supplement lo the Works of Alexander Pope in
1758. Despite Smith’s ingenious arguments, few scholars would endorse his
eccentric judgement, and most would accept the ‘irregular’ text as the
authorized version.

Gay calls attention to the irregularity of his first play, The Mohocks (1712),
by labelling it a “Tragi-Comical Farce’, a generic mixture liable to reduce
any right-thinking neoclassicist to apoplexy since tragicomedy itself violated
the doctrine of the strict separation of kinds, The dedication to one of the
most dogmatic and influential critics of the day, John Dennis, s insultingly
ironic. Calling his play a tragedy, Gay claims to have rigidly adhered to
Dennis’s theoretical prescriptions concerning both form (‘the exactest Rules
of Dramatick Poetry’) and content (‘Horrid and Tremendous’) and to have
modelled his own work on Dennis’s tragedy Appius and Virginia (170g), but
The Mokocks is a short rollicking farce in three scenes, the first of which
burlesques the pretenticusness of contemporary dramatic poetry, including
Dennis’s. Gay even turns the failure of his play to reach the stage to satirical
advantage when he claims that ‘T am not at all concern’d at this Tragedy’s
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being rejected by the Players, when I consider how many of your immortal
Compositions have met with no better Reception’. The description on the
title-page of the play being ‘Acted near the Watch-house in Covent Garden’ isa
jokey reference to the action of the play itself.

Itis tempting to dismiss The Mohocks as mere prentice work, a lightweight
afterpiece which did not even achieve a production despite its topicality, but
Gay was to some extent experimenting with the possibilities of mock-heroic
and burlesque in a theatrical context, as he had earlier done in a purely
literary context with the mock-heroic of his quasi-Miltonic poem Wine
(1708). For Gay, the yoking together not of heterogeneous ideas but of
discordant subjects and styles proved to be particularly rewarding, since it
could function in two directions simultaneously, transforming the subject
while also fracturing the style. The Mokocks therefore prefigures the most
interesting developments in Gay’s career as a playwright, which culminate
in The Beggar’s Opera itsell.

The Mohocks deals with an adventure of a gang of London rakehells,
currently known as Mohocks after the visit to England in 1710 of four
Mohawk Indian chiefs from North America. After capturing the City Watch
the gang accuse them in front of magistrates of being Mohocks. This
subversive reversal is mirrored in the first scene, though not in the other two,
ini the discrepancy between the hoodlum activities and criminai aspirations
of the Mohocks and their high-flown rant, as in the opening speech by
Abaddon:

Thus far our Riots with Success are crown'd,
Have found no stop, or what they found o’ercame;
In vain th’embattell’d watch in dee array,
Against our Rage oppose their lifted Poles;

rough Poles we rush triumphant, Watchman rolls
On Watchman; while their Lanthorns kick’d aloft
Like blazing Stars, illumine all the Air.

The first two lines parody Maximin’s opening couplet in Dryden’s Tyrannick
Love (1669), but the entire speech, with its elaborate rhetorical patterning,
skilfully burlesques the ponderously inflated idiom of much contemporary
tragedy (Appius and Virginia included) by incongruously applying it to a ‘low’
subject. Gay sustains this mock-heroic discrepancy between style and
subject in the Mohocks’ burlesque oath-taking ceremony, during which the
gang swear allegiance to their ‘most High and Mighty Emperor’ and
promise ‘That we’ll to Virtue bear invet’rate Hate, | Renounce Humanity,
defie Religion’ (1. 44, 46). The swearing of solemn oaths is a commonplace of
contemporary drama from Lee and Otway to Appius and Virginia itself, in
which the conspirators jointly vow to kill Appius.

Gay has some fun at the expense of the tragic pretensions and grandilo-
quent verbiage of his contemporaries in this scene, but his reversals suggest
another possible satirical dimension. In applying a high style to low
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characters Gay not only fractures the style but also transforms the subject,
The hooligans paradoxically acquire some of the dignity of the heroic world,
and the result is a disquicting indeterminacy. If hooligans can sound like
heroes, might it not be the case that heroes actually behave like hooligans?
The band of Mohocks, presented as an assembly with its own emperor, strict
protocol, and standards of conduct, foreshadows in some respects
Macheath’s gang. The New Mohock’s respectful greeting to the Mohock
Emperor, ‘Great Potentate’ (1.29), anticipates the ironic reversals in The
Beggar’s Opera, such as ‘great Man’ repeatedly applied to Macheath, but in
The Mohocks Gay does not develop the potential of his two-way irony as he
was to do later. In any case Gay abandons blank verse for prose after the first
scene, and with the introduction in the second scene of the City Watch,
recalling Much Ado about Nothing in particular but also A Midsummer Night’s
Dream, The Mohocks takes a different, more Shakespearian, direction.

In his next ‘irregular’ play Gay went one better than in the case of The
Mbokocks by adding pastoral to his generic potpourri: The What D°Ye Call It
{1715) is a “Tragi-Comi-Pastoral Farce’. The deliberate blending and
blurring of the kinds results in tragedy designed to provoke laughter and also
having a happy ending in accordanee with the conventions of comedy; farce
tending towards pathos; and pastoral defying the conventions of pastoral.
One of Gay’s three important poetic works between The Mohocks and The
What D°Ye Call It 1s The Shepherd’s Week (1714}, a series of eclogues in which
he creates a typically ambivalent uncertainty. At one level The Shepherd’s
Week operates as burlesque, mocking Ambrose Philips’s anti-neoclassical
Pastorals (170g), but Gay's poems also transcend burlesque to make an
original contribution to the genre. Gay’s shepherds and shepherdesses
lunction as antitypes to those of Philips, but still manage to possess their own
validity, independent of their burlesque purpose. In The What D’Ye Call It,
which contains a number of verbal echoes of The Shepherd’s Week, Gay
achieves something similar.

The ‘Preface’ to the play is a more elaborate and sustained exercise inirony
than either the dedication to The Mokocks or the ‘Proem’ to The Skepherd’s Week.
Following Swift’s example in A Tale of 2 Tub Gay adopts the persona of a
modern writer who claims his “Tragi-Comi-Pastoral Farce’ (o be a major
development in dramatic art because it fuses all the different genres into a
completely new form. On this basis Gay’s ‘mask’ or invented author can
defend the work against any criticism by demonstrating that objections to it
arise from a failure to understand this new type of all-embracing yet totaily
fluid drama, in which the same episode can be interpreted in terms of tragedy,
comedy, pastoral, or farce: hence the open title. The attempt by Gay’s
‘persona’ tojustify his methods is utterly confused and specious, and amounts
to a Swift-like undercutting of ‘modern’ pretensions.

Gay himself is not, of course, offering The What D°Ye Call It as a major step
forward in serious drama. As in The Mokocks, he is particularly interested in
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;.5 burlesque potential of generic mismatching, but the play is significanily
different from more purely burlesque works, such as Buckingham’s The
Rehearsal (1671) and Fielding’s Tom Thumb (1730) and The Covent-Garden
ﬂ_,n.mn@ (1732). w:.n_csmwma,m framing device, involving the rehearsal of a
Ecnr.ﬁﬁ.ﬂ.cvﬁ& inner burlesque play, serves to ridicule the author Bayes
and to reinforce the satire of the Restoration heroic play. Fielding’s two
Booﬁ.qwm&_nm wm.ed no framing device, and although dissimilar in tone both
remain securely within the boundaries of parody and burlesque. In The What
D¥Ye Call 1t the minute frame play surrounding the uninterrupted perform-
ance of the inner play has little to do with burlesque and is a fragment of
ﬁmmﬁ_o.mrwwnmm.ow:ma comedy. Some of the mixed group of rural characters
(with such comic Shakespearian names as Jonas Dock and Peter Nettle} who
are preparing to stage a play for their social superiors resemble the
unsophisticated ‘mechanicals’ in A Midsummer Night’s Dream.

~ The parallelism between the frame play and the much more substantial
inner play, in which the central pair of lovers who eventually marry are acted
bya couple who are themselves married at the very end, creates an interest in
the interaction ._oagamu the characters of the frame and the roles they
perform in the inner play. This means that an audience sees through the
roles to the nrmuwn.ﬁn_.m behind them, so that the roles, although primarily
burlesque, do achieve a dramatic existence not circumscribed by their
burlesque purpose. Deprived of the frame, the inner play would be more
purely burlesque than it is. The playful ‘Prologue’ to the inner play indicates
that Gay was well aware of the ambiguity:

This Comick Story, or this Tragick Jest
May make you laugh, or cry, as you like best;

May exercise your Good, or your Ill-nature,
Move with Distress, or tickle you with Satyr,

(L 5)
Pope records that his deaf friend Cromwell, ‘hearing none of the words and
seeing the action to be tragical, was much astonished to find the audience
laugh’, and also that [the common people of the pit and gallery received it at
mnqﬁ with great gravity and sedateness, some few with tears; but after the
third day they also took the hint, and have ever since been very loud in their
clapps’.2

Written in rhyming couplets, the inner play gives the superficial appear-

ance of sombre seriousness and tragic intensity, but as in the first scene of The
Mokocks there is a mock-heroic discrepancy between style and subject. By
citing the numerous passages from tragedies since the late 1670s either

parodied or alluded to in the inner play, the anon
3 ymous A Complete Key fo the
Last New Farce The What D’Ye Call It (1715), usually attributed to Lewis

Theobald and the actor Benjamin Griffin (although it may have been an

2 .
The Correspondence of Alexander Poge, edited by George Sherburn, 5 vols (Oxford, 1956}, 1, 282-83.
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ironic Scriblerian venture involving Gay himself}, illustrates how closely
Gay adheres to the rhetoric and stock situations of contemporary tragedy,
especially the ‘pathetic’ variety: from Banks’s The Unhappy Favourite (1681)
and Otway’s Venice Presero’d (1682) to Philips’s The Distrest Mother (1712) and
Rowe’s Jane Shore (1714). But for the court and city settings and the
aristocratic and mythological personages of contemporary tragedy Gay
substitutes a humbte rural milieu and a collection of low-life characters, such
as servants and soldiers. In the mouths of peasants the tender sentiments,
torments of love, and spiritual anguish of high-born characters sound
ludicrously incongruous, so that what in a serious play was supposed to tug
at the heart-strings becomes a source of mirth. Gay’s mockery is directed at
all the facile methods, invelving melodramatic situations and tear-jerking
rhetoric, used by contemporary tragic dramatists intent on moving their
audiences and providing at least a lump in the throat and, if possible, 2 good
wecp. Falscly accused by Dorcas of making her pregnant, and ordered by the
Justices either to marry her or be forced into the army, Filbert rejects her
with the grandiose rhetoric and vocabulary of a tragic hero: **Tis false, "tis
false — I scorn thy odious Touch’ (1. 1.5). His true love, Kitty, responds to
his fate with a promise of selfless loyalty and devotion which resembles those
appeals to the emotions that in pathetic tragedy are intended to arouse moral
admiration for virtuous actions and qualities, but the deliberate bathes of
the final couplet is especially effective in transforming pathos into something
ristble:

Yes, yes, my Thomas, we will go together;

Beyond the Scas together will we go,

In Camps together, as at Harvest, glow.

This Arm shall be a Bolster for thy Head,

I'll fetch clean Staw to make my Soldier’s Bed;

There, while thou slecp’st, my Apron o’er thee hold,

Or with it patch thy Tent against the Cold.

Pigs in hard Rains I’'ve watch’d, and shall I do

That for the Pigs, I would not bear for you?

(L1.73)

At one level Gay’s characters are antitypes of those in contemporary
tragedy, just as they are antitypes of the nymphs and swains of Golden Age
pastoral. Yet at another level they possess a reality which relates to the
actual world of tenant farmers, impressed soldiers, corrupt magistrates, and
rural hardship; they belong to contemporary England, not to literary
pastoral. Gay seems to be implying that their sufferings, however amusingly
portrayed, are more genuine than the factitious ones of tragic heroes and
hercines.

The inner play is built around two incidents: the forcible separation of the
lovers, Kitty Carrot and Thomas Filbert; and the preparation for the
execution of an army deserter, Timothy Peascod, who is Dorcas’s brother.
Parallels to both these situations abound in tragedies of the period, and they
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are usually scenes of highly-charged emotions aimed at arousing pity and
tears. Where Gay differs totally from the tragic stereotypes is in his
burlesque reversal of the usual outcome: in his comic dénouement the lovers
are happily reunited and Peascod is saved by an unexpected reprieve, a
device prefiguring the last-minute rescue of Macheath from the gallows in
The Beggar’s Opera. As burlesque the inner play is so successful because it
constantly recalls well-known scenes from contemporary tragedies. The
rivalry between Dorcas and Kitty over Filbert alludes to that between
Octavia and Cleopatra over Antony in Dryden’s All for Love (1677) and also
to that between Statira and Roxana over Alexander in Lee’s The Rival Queens
(1677). Kitty’s sad speeches resemble Andromache’s lachrymose outpour-
ings in The Distrest Mother, while Kitty’s and Filbert's declarations of love are
similar to those of Belvidera and Jaffeir in Venice Presers’d, and their farewell
scene (partly adapted from Hobnelia’s monologue ‘Thursday’, the fourth of
the eclogues in The Shepherd’s Week) recalls those of Essex and his wife in The
Unhappy Favourite, of Oroonoko and Imoinda in Southerne’s Oroonoko (1695),
and of Hastings and Alicia in Jane Shore.

The same is true of the part of the play that is concerned with Peascod
awaiting death, which has analogues in many plays of the period, including
The Unhappy Favourite, Venice Preserv’d, Jane Shore, and Banks's The Albion
Queens (1704). The mock-heroic distance between Peascod’s trivial delin-
quencies and his sober remorseful language produces a superb burlesque of
the maudlin and didactic speeches of penitence common in the dénouements
of pathetic tragedies:

O Fellow-Soldiers, Countrymen and Friends,

Be warn’d by me to shun untimely Ends:

For Evil Courses am I brought to Shame,

And from my Soul I do repent the same.

Oft my kind Grannam told me — Tim, take warning,

Be good — and say thy Pray’rs — and mind thy Learning.
But I, sad Wretch, went on from Crime to Crime;

I play’d at Nine-pins first in Sermon time:

I rob’d the Parson’s Orchard next; and then

(For which I pray Forgiveness) stole — a Hen.

(1. 1.5)

Yet Peascod, like Kitty and Filbert, survives his burlesque function to
emerge as an appealing figure in his own right. The scene between Peascod
and his illegitimate daughter Joyce does burlesque a stock-in-trade device of
the dramatist intent on producing very touching scenes: the introduction of
defenceless and innocent children, leading to extended reconciliations
between erring parents and forgiving children. Octavia’s gambit in All for
Love 10 win back Antony by sending her two young daughters to him is a
serninal example. But the non-burlesque level is near the surface in Joyce's
lines about her upbringing, in which she exposes the corrupt reality that
frequently underlies the righteous appearance of parish charity (‘our
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Church-Wardens | Feast on the Silver, and give us the Farthings’ (11.4.13)),
just as it is at the opening of the inner play with its attack on the petty
officiousness and inhuman severity of country justices. The What D*Ye Call It
contains more than a few traces of the social criticism more fully embodied in
The Beggar’s Opera and Polly.

As one of the finest plays in the Restoration and Augustan burlesque
tradition, The What D’Ye Call It thoroughly deserved its popular success on
the eighteenth-century stage. Despite its originality, Gay’s next play, Three
Hours afler Marriage, enjoyed only a short-lived succés de scandale. This work
bears little relation to its “irregular’ predecessors, its hallmark being extrava-
gance and exaggeration rather than subtlety and obliqueness. Gay wrote the
play in collaboration with Pope and Arbuthnot, two other members of the
Scriblerus Club, but both the ‘Advertisement’ in the 1717 edition and a letter
from Gay to Pope written after the first production in January 1717 suggest
that Gay was the major contributor. As the sole dramatist of the triumvirate
Gay seems to have been responsible for the narrative and the total dramatic
conception, while Pope and Arbuthnot provided some of the Scriblerian
satire. Nevertheless, it was probably Pope’s participation which provoked
the play’s noisy reception during its Drury Lane production, the actors
having to contend with choruses of hisses. In the same year John Durant
Breval, using the pen-name of Joseph Gay, published a satirical account of
the production in the form of a short farce, The Confederates.

Although Three Hours afler Marriage does contain burlesque elements these
differ considerably from the ironic mock-heroic of the two earlier ‘irregular’
plays, being situational and theatrical rather than verbal and literary. The
plot supports a superstructure of wide-ranging satire and personal invective
in true Scriblerian style. The palacontologist and physician John Wood-
ward, who had accused Pope and Gay of plagiarism, is mercilessly ridiculed
as the foolish doctor, Fossile. The eccentric poet Lady Winchelsca is
caricatured as Fossile’s niece, Phoebe Clinket, who is busily writing an
abysmal verse play, The Universal Deluge. John Dennis, the victim of Gay’s
irony in the dedication to The Mokocks, is portrayed as Sir Tremendous, ‘the
greatest Critick of our Age’ (1.382)}, who demaolishes Clinket’s ‘monstrous’,
‘abominable’, and ‘execrable’ play (Il 501, 537, 538) but is himselfas much a
satirical butt as she is. Such personal attacks can, howcver, be interpreted
gencrally as well as specifically. Clinket represents a certain type of writer,
by no means restricted to the female sex. Similarly, the treatment of Sir
Tremendous satirizes obsessively doctrinaire and inflexible criticism as well
as Dennis’s personal mannerisms, Through the pseudo-scientific pre-
occupations of Fossile the authors make typically Scriblerian attacks on false
learning and misdirected intellectual energy. Three Hours afier Marriage is
plainly a dramatic satire, foreshadowing Fielding’s dramatic satires of the
1730s, but it is also a grotesque comedy, full of quasi-surreal humour derived
from an unorthodox burlesque method.







