Introduction 

George Farquhar (1677-1707), the last of the Restoration dramatists, is an engaging figure about whom we should like to know more about. His life and works are worthy of greater admiration and draw the attention of countless numbers of readers. His works spring from his observation of life and his style gives him a high place among other dramatists.

George Farquhar was born in Londonberry in 1677. His father was a clergyman of the church of England who was confronted with the unenviable task of rearing seven children on a stipend of £ 150 year. He was a victim of the violent aftermath in Ireland of the Glorious Revolution of 1688; since his house was  burnt and he died shortly thereafter. Farquhar, the son, began his education at the Londonderry Free School, at the age of seven. When at seventeen, Farquhar entered Trinity College, Dublin, as a sizar in 1694. The position of a sizar was a rather humiliating one, since these students supported themselves at University by small allowances which they received in return for the performance of such menial duties as waiting at table.

In 1695, Farquhar managed to escape from. the job by winning an exhibition worth £ 4. He left Trinity in 1696 and took up an acting career with the company of the Smock Alley Playhouse in Dublin. Then he proceeded to London where he tried his talents as a playwright. In December 1698, he produced his first play Love and a Bottle which achieved a moderate success. It ran for nine nights in the first season. In November 28th, 1699 The Constant Couple or A Trip to the Jubilee was performed at Drury Lane. The Jubilee years in Rome, beginning in December 1699, was the theme of all conversation at that time and Farquhar had counted on this topical element. It had succeeded and ran for over fifty nights.

At the age of twenty-two, Farquhar produced his third play Sir Harry Wildair (1701) a sequel of A Trip to the Jubilee but it proved to be a complete failure. In 1702, he also performed The Inconstant which was an adaptation of Fletcher's Wild Goose Chase (1621).

At the end of 1702, Farquhar wrote The Twin Rivals in which he had set out to make his audience laugh, but he had devised a plot for his comedy that was not particularly laughable. Farquhar's two last plays show a remarkable advance on all his preceeding marks. The Recruiting Officer (1705) is inspired by his experiences when recruiting in the West of England. His new experience of provincial life is everywhere visible in this play, composed, if tradition is to be believed, during his stay at the Raven Inn in Shrewsbury. It triumphed at Drury Lane in April 1706, was played at Dorset Garden Theatre a few months later, and at the new Queen's Theatre in the Haymarket in November.

On March 8,1707 at the Queen's Theatre in the Haymarket, Farquhar produced his last and best of his comedies, The Beaux' Stratagem. (1707). This play had been composed in six weeks and during those weeks, Farquhar was constantly ill, writing most of the time in his bed. On May 20, 1707, Farquhar died at the age of  thirty and no member of the family, not even his wife, seems to have come to the funeral.

Although Farquhar's career is a short one-some eight or nine years in all. but it shows a distinct evolution. It is on his work as a dramatist that Farquhar's reputation rests. He came at a time when the Restoration theatre had almost run its course. The type of play which has so long diverted the fashionable audiences of the two London playhouses was already finding less favour in the eyes of a public whose outlook had changed from the period of Etherege and Wycherley. The attack launched by Jeremy Collier in his pamphlet A Short View of the Immorality and Profaneness of the English Stage (1698) was a sign of the new social and moral conditions of the closing century.

The greatest achievement of comedy during that age was the comedy of manners or society comedy. The scene is usually London, and the chief persons, with few exceptions, members of high society. If the country or any city besides London is introduced, it is only for the purpose of ridicule. The scene moves usually in a restricted circle: the drawing room, the park, the bed chamber, the tavern, then the drawing room again, through which scenes move a set of ever recurring types - the graceful young rake, the faithless wife, the deceived husband, and perhaps, a charming young heroine who is to be bestowed in the end on the rake. More important is the overall tone of the play, and it is here that Farquhar's plays depart most radically from, those of Etherege, Wycherley, and Congreve. The prevailing tone of the Restoration comedy of manners is one of cynicism, stemming to a great extent from a view which sees man as a social animal whose sole function is to play the artificial game of life and love in the best possible form. It is a world in which young women and marriage are marketable commodities and the male pursues a libertine existence, marrying unwillingly and only when marriage is economically advantageous, and even then not allowing the bonds of wedlock to interfere with his pursuit of future amorous adventure. Such qualities are notably lacking in Farquhar's plays. Farquhar's view of humankind is not cynical and there is less attention paid to social form. Men, as Farquhar sees them are essentially good and marriage becomes the means of reclaiming the errant but young man from a life of dissipation. Thus by the end of the play, the hero sees marriage as the best course of action from the standpoint of both his physical and mental well-being.

What is more significant is that Farquhar's career spans the years from 1698 to 1707 which belong to a transition in comic drama where morality and virtue have begun to be demanded on the stage. The preoccupation with sexual, licence and satire of the early Restoration playwrights gradually gave way to a genteel comedy-culminating in 18th century "Sentimental Comedy". Sentimental comedy was a reaction against the belief that man was an imperfect being and against the literary conventions found in the comedy of manners which supported such a view. Added to this is the sentimentalists' aversion toward the satiric, an attitude derived, in part, from the conviction that laughter was a mean scornful expression of superiority to a deformed thing. Farquhar, however much he agrees with the idea that man is basically good, looks at humanity with the satirist's eye, deliberately invoking laughter at the follies and vices of man in an attempt to laugh mankind into better manners and morals.

Farquhar's main aim in every play is to teach a moral lesson in an amusing way, to chastise vice, to rouse laughter at folly and weakness, and to see that virtue is rewarded. The audience can feel sympathy and respect for the heroes of his play because they are honest fellows at bottom, while most of dramatists 'heroes' we have little sympathy for most of the heroes and no respect at all. It is Farquhar's tradition which Goldsmith took up more than half a century later after it had been dropped by most comic writers. Goldsmith showed himself favourable and suggested that, had Farquhar lived, he would have attained some eminence.

Farquhar's innovation in most of his plays was to breathe new life into the conventions of Restoration comedy, which were becoming stale and outworn by the time he was writing. He achieved this mainly by setting the actions in the provinces, not in London like most of the dramatists. By placing his characters in the world of small town justices, innkeepers, tradesmen and soldiers, Farquhar necessarily put the emphasis on humour rather than on wit, and opened up new possibilities for comedy since he takes the audience into a pleasanter world, where life is simpler.

Farquhar's dialogue lacks the glitter and polish of Etherege or Congreve, and the power of Wycherley, but it has an unaffected ease and naturalness often lacking in the work of these writers. The constant straining after wit is replaced by an engaging humour.

As Farquhar stands in the estimation of audiences he stands taller in the estimation of critics. Writers, from Leigh Hunt to William Connely, who admire Farquhar and find humaneness and nature in the works, really do him a disservice, for they dismiss all the early works that do not illustrate their thesis and concentrate their efforts on The Twin-Rivals, The Recruiting Officer, and The Beaux' Stratagem. Other writers, from John Palmer to Louis Kronenberger, have pounced on certain plays (The Constant Couple, The Twin-Rivals, and The Beaux' Stratagem), certain characters, certain scenes, and certain lines to prove their thesis that Farquhar killed the English comedy of manners brought to perfection by Congreve. And still other writers, from Bonamy Dobree to Frederick Boas, relying on their impressions of the plays, have found a tone of gaiety like that of the Elizabethans with some modern sentiments like that of Shaw. None of this criticism explains Farquhar's work adequately, it seems to me, and Farquhar ought to have full critical treatment if only because of his great popularity in the theatre- 

Therefore, I would like to propose a new critical study that would concentrate on Farquhar as an artist and not as autobigrapher or as historic landmark in the drama. This book is composed of an introduction, four chapters and a conclusion.

 The introduction presents Farquhar's biography, his works and a background of the seventeenth century and how the stage and audience have changed throughout this century. It also shows the main characteristics of the comedy of manners and sentimental comedy and what distinguishes Farquhar from other writers.

Chapter I entitled Farquhar's Theory of Comedy deals with Farquhar's prose essay A Discourse Upon Comedy in which he discusses the current state of the playhouse and the nature and function of comedy, and certain prologues and epilogues Farquhar wrote that deal with the art of drama.

 Chapter II entitled Love and A Botttle, The Constant Couple and Sir Harry Wildair : The Survival of the Restoration Comedy is to provide a detailed analysis of Farquhar's first three plays which have received but cursory attention. Particular attention is devoted to the morality of the plays as well as to their relation both to the earlier Restoration comic tradition and the growing sentimental tradition.  

The conclusion is an assessment of views and subjects dealt within the previous chapters to highlight Farquhar's dramatic achievements.

CHAPTER  I

A helpful preliminary to the study of Farquhar's comedies would be to examine Farquhar's own views on the drama as set forth in A Discourse upon Comedy, a prose essay in which Farquhar discusses the current state of theayhouse and the nature and function of comedy, and certain prologues and epilogues Farquhar wrote that deal with the art of drama. Of these works, the most important to an. understanding of his plays, and the one to be examined first is A Discourse Upon Comedy, for this essay, written in 1700 and published the following year, represents systematically developed critical document. Despite the modest disclaimer in the introduction that his essay contains no critical remarks but "only some present Sentiments which Hazard, not Study, brings into my Head, without any preliminary method or cogitation,"1 Farquhar nonetheless deals with certain problems current in the formal criticism of the time and also establishes the principles of comic drama underlying his own plays.

Farquhar introduces his subject by making a plea for the validity of poetry in general, and the drama in particular, representing as it does. Nature, which can be taken here to refer to the permanent and universal qualities in human nature.2 The drama, Farquhar says, "was one of Nature's eldest offsprings,whence by her Birthright and plain Simplicity she pleads a genuine likeness to her mother"3. This point established, Farquhar goes on to remark on the heterogeneity of English audience, a real problem confronting the playwright whose success or failure depends upon pleasing such a variety:

The Scholar calls upon us for Decorums and Oeconomy; the Courtier crys out for Wit and Purity of Stile; the Citizen for Hunour and Ridicule; the Divines threaten us for Immodesty; and the Ladies will have an Intreague. Now here are a multidue of Criticks, whereof the twentieth Person only has read Qwie Genus, and yet every one is a Critick after his own way: that is. Such a Play is best because I like it. 3
In such a situation, the author can endeavour only to please the most  judicious and impartial", and although Farquhar does not state which part of the audience is to have this distinction, he unequivocally denies the privilege to the critic. Farquhar's argument with the critics stems from what he considered their slavish adherence to the rules of Aristotle, and certainly, the formal critics of the period did consider adherence to the "rules" the ultimate test of dramatic merit. Farquhar wastes little time, however, attacking the critics, themselves; instead, he goes straight to what he considered the source of the problem, Aristotle's Art of Poetry, and points out the inadequacy of that work as a touchstone for the drama of his age.

As an introduction to his dissection of Aristotle's critical acumen, Farquhar places himself firmly on the side of the Moderns. Farquhar maintains that the veneration for antiquity based on the presumed decay, illiteracy, and dotage of the modern world, is mere superstition and that, in fact "the World was never more active or youthful, and true downright Sense was never more Universal than at this very Day."6 Thus, it is unreasonable to assign infallibility to Aristotle solely on the basis of his antiquity of two thousand years. This foundation of Aristotle's authority challenged, Farquhar proceeds to question the validity of The Art of Poetry as a critical document. Some of the points Farquhar makes are that Aristotle had never written poetry himself, and therefore could not reasonably set himself up for a dictator in poetry; that the Art of Poetry consists only of observations drawn from works of the Greek dramatists and what Aristotle set down as essential principles might have been mere accidents; and that Aristotle did not search into the nature of poetry but only complimented the great writers of his age.6 Farquhar's most significant argument against The Art of Poetry, however, concerns the unities of time, place, and action, for these ideas on the drama were precisely what the formal critics had exalted to such a position of eminence.7 In his attack against the "rules", Farquhar develops his own theory of comedy; for this reason one must first consider Farquhar' views on the Nature and function of comedy before examining his specific arguments against the unities of time, place, and action.

Farquhar's first critical tenet, and the one governing his entire theory of comedy, is that "comedy is a well-fram'd Tale handsomely told, as an agreeable Vehicle for Counsel or Reproof. This is all we can say for the Credit of its Institution; and is the Stress of its Charter for Liberty and Toleration."8 This insistence on the moral basis of comedy is not original in English dramatic criticism. Sidney had made essentially the same statement in the Apology for Poetry saying: "Our Tragedies and Comedies, observing rules neither of honest civility nor of skilful poetry..... For it is faulty both in place and time, the two necessary companions of all corporal actions. For where the stage should always represent but one place, and the uttermost time presupposed in it should be, both by Aristotle's precept and common reason, but one day, there is both many days, and many places, inartificially imagined."9 This idea was tacitly accepted, if not always practised by most English comic dramatists. What is innovative, however, is Farquhar's second basic tenet that "Whatever means are most proper and expedient for compassing this End and intention Utile Dulci, they must be the Just Rules of Comedy, and The True Art of the Stage. 10 Of prime importance in determining the "means", i.e., plot, of a play is the audience and Farquhar's attitude toward the English audience is an integral part of the comic theory and accounts for his disagreement with the idea of the single plot. People differ, Farquhar contends, according to the age in which they live, the country in which they reside, and the unique constitutional or temperamental disposition forming each individual. Therefore, an English playwright must design his play for an English audience, which differs from the rest of the world by reason of its geographic situation, political situation, and temperament. These dissimilarities, Farquhar maintains, are further compounded by the fact that the English are a mixture of many nations and consequently have the largest variety of humours of any people in the world. These disparate humours produce many follies, some not formerly in existence, and must have new remedies, which are simply new counsels and instructions :

Then what sort of a Duke ... must a man make use of o engage the attention of so many different Humours and Inclinations: Will a single plot satisfy everybody?... ... To make the Moral Instructive, you must make the story diverting. The Spleenatick Wit, the Beau Courtier, The Heavy Citizen, the Fine Lady, and her Fine Footman, come all to be instructed, and therefore must all be diverted; and he that can do this best, and with most Applause, writes the best comedy, let him do it by what Rules he pleases, so they be not offensive to Religion and good Manners.12
Thus, Farquhar attacks the idea of unity of plot on two counts: it lacks sufficient diversity either to interest an English audience, or more significantly, to deal with the myriad, and often original, follies which need to be presented if the audience is to receive the proper instruction. In making this case against the single plot, Farquhar invokes his own authority, the English playwrights Shakespeare, Jonson, and Fletcher, all of whom dispensed with the single plot.13 It is somewhat surprising that Farquhar does not also call upon certain of his contemporaries to support his view, particularly when no less a figure than Dryden had taken the same stand against the idea of the single plot, as had Sir Robert Howard and Samuel Butler; although, to be sure, none had gone so far as Farquhar to damn the single plot out of hand.15

Farquhar's statements on the necessity of multiple plots are the most significant part of the Discourse upon Comedy from the standpoint of Farquhar's theory of comedy; nevertheless, his arguments against the unities of time and place are also important. In arguing against the unities of time and place, Farquhar anticipates Coleridge's later theory of the suspension of disbelief essential in any audience. It is interesting to note that Coleridge had read Farquhar's Discourse .and pays due tribute to his predecessor in his own critical remarks: "Farquhar, the most ably... first exposed the ludicrous absurdities involved in the supposition, and demolished as with the single sweep of a careless had the whole edifice of French criticism respecting the so-called unities of time and place."15

Farquhar's position on the decorums of time and place are, stated simply, that the stage can exist only by the "strength of supposition and force of fancy in the audience."16 When a man views a play he must of necessity overcome the fact that the actors are not the people they represent and the location is the stage of an English playhouse, if he is to be affected by the intended moral of the piece. In the same manner, if an audience can accept the action on the stage to cover the twelve hours allowed by the most rigid critics, when in actuality the action takes only three hours, the audience can as reasonably be expected to grant the playwright as many years as he wills. Given the above argument, Farquhar maintains, it follows that once the extent of time is allowed, change of place must be allowed also, since one follows the other. Not content to stop here, Farquhar adds the point that the initial "Fancy" (or imagination) within the spectator's mind allowing him to imagine an English playhouse any one other location should also allow him to imagine it as many locations necessary to develop the plot."17

Farquhar's plea for a drama free from the fetters of the "unities" is by no means an attempt "to make the condition of the Engish stage a state of anarchy."18 There are, Farquhar says, rules and decorums to be observed; each part of the plot must depend upon what precedes it; the characters must be realistic portrayals of recognizable human types; and the dialogue must be the "natural air of free conversation".19 These general "rules" are subsumed by what Farquhar considered the most important function of comedy: to laugh mankind into better manners and morals. Farquhar's final statement on the true test of a dramatist's merit indicates his own view better than any paraphrase:

If they have left Vice unpunish'd Vertue  nrewarded. Folly unexpos'd,or Prudence unsuccessful, the contrary of which is the Utile of comedy, let them be lash'd to some purpose; if any part of their plots have been independant of the rest; or any of their characters forc'd or unnatural; which destroys the Dulce of Plays, let them be hiss'd off the Stage: But if by a true Decorum in these material Points, they have writ successfully, and answer'd the end of Dramatick Poetry in every Respect, let them rest in Peace, and their Memories enjoy the Encomiums due to their Merit without any Reflection for waving those niceties, which are neither instructive, to the World, nor diverting to Mankind; but are like all the rest of Critical Learning, fit only to set People together by the Ears in ridiculous controversies, that are not one Jot material to the Good of the Publick, whether they be true or false.20

Although Farquhar's most sustained statement on tile art of comedy is contained in A Discourse Upon Comedy, he also dealt with the subject in some of his prologues and epilogues. Unfortunately, Farquhar wrote only four of the prologues to his plays, only three are concerned with critical problems; however, Farquhar also wrote prologues and epilogues to plays by other playwrights, two of which, the Epilogue to Oldmixon's The Grove and the Prologue to Susanna Centlivre's The Platonic Lady, further illuminate Farquhar's own theory and practice of the comic art. Moreover, although the Prologue to the Beaux' Stratagem (1706) and the Prologue to The Platonic Lady (1707) indicate a departure from Farquhar's earlier view of the serious satiric function of comedy, these prologues and epilogues are, for the most part, an extension of the basic critical tenets developed in the Discourse Upon Comedy. Because of the necessary brevity of the prologue, Farquhar obviously could not deal exhaustively with the critical problems that concerned him. Instead, in each "critical" prologue, he concentrates on one specific problem, developing it as fully as possible within the limitations of a standard piece designed to whet the appetite of the audience in the hope of insuring a good reception of the play that followed.

Of the four prologues written by Farquhar for his plays, the first, A New Prologue to The Constant Couple (1700), is not concerned with critical problems but is simply a reply to John Oldmixon, who had attacked Farquhar in a prologue because of Oldmixon's bitterness over the poor reception accorded his own play The Grove, or Love's Paradise.21 Actually. Stonehill's suggestion that Oldmixon's attack was due merely to rancor over the failure of his play is questionable in light of the Epilogue to The Grove, which Farquhar had written at Oldmixon's request. This Epilogue seems a not so subtle attack on The Grove and on Oldmixon's worth as a dramatist, a slur which Oldmixon must have recognized. Farquhar s unfavourable comments on the art of playwrighting in his own time are interesting, however, not as a possible explanation of Oldmixon's subsequent attack, but as they reveal by indirection Farquhar's view of what constitutes good drama; in this Epilogue, the emphasis is on the proper delineation of character. In A Discourse Upon Comedy, Farquhar held one of the rules of the stage to be that the characters represent realistic portrayals of recognizable human types, and he says of a badly written play that.

the characters were so incoherent in themselves, and compos'd of such variety of Absurdities, that in his [the spectator's] knowledge of Nature he cou'd find no Original for such a Copy; and being therefore unacquainted with any Folly they reprov'd, or any Vertue that they recommended; their Business was as flat and tiresome to him, as if the Actors had talk'd Arabick.22
It is precisely this unrealistic portrayal of characters that is the subject of the Epilogue to The Grove, as is evident from the following lines:

Time was when Poets rui'd and without disputes, Tum'd Men to Gods, transfonn'd their Goda to Brutes. Our Poets change the Scene, with mighty odds Make Men the Brutes, make nothing of their Gods Tis strange to see by what surprising skill, Things are transform'd by Brothers of the Quill. No more than this-high-Presto-pass, Great Jupiter's A Bull-Great Beaux's an Ass. Where'er they please to give their thoughts a loose, Jove's made a Swan, your Alderman's a Goose. Things of most differing from too we may find, By spells of poetry in one combin'd. The blustering Face, which Red-Coats bear about, Is the false Flag which Cowards still hand out,

          ……….

 They make the Villain look precise and grave, And the poor harmless Cit, a thriving knave.

         ………..

 Poets of Old chang'd lo to a Cow, But what strange Monsters Women are made now?

Females with us, without the Poet's fraud,

Change often to the worst of Beasts, a Bawd.23
This attack on false characterization also reveals Farquhar's bias toward the middle-class, and this tendency, revealed more explicity in his plays and in later prologues, to view women sympathetically, although, to be sure, this Epilogue also reveals Farquhar's awareness that not all women are virtuous. To cap this indictment of the present decline in comedy, Farquhar closes his epilogue with the couplet: "Like paint on Glass that's valu'd as such cost/Poets ne're fade, altho the Art be lost."24 Thus, the modern poet is simply a poetaster, and in this Epilogue at any rate, the cause is the poet's inability to realize characters that are true to nature. As such, the characters are invalid as a means of delighting and hence, instructing.

Farquhar implicitly expresses his views in the Epilogue to The Grove and the conclusion that he considers realistic characterisation of prime importance is arrived at by indirection: nowhere in the Epilogue does he restate the position maintained in A Discourse Upon Comedy. More explicit is the Prologue with which Farquhar introduces his third play. Sir Harry Wildair (1701). This Prologue has for its subject the author's aim of pleasing his audience, a ubiquitous topic in prologues to Restoration and Eighteenth century comedy, yet one which escapes the stigma of banality by virtue of Farquhar's original treatment of his subject. Farquhar begins his Prologue by disavowing the rules for comedy as set forth by the formal critics in compliance with the comedies of ancient Greece :

Our Authors, have in most their late Essays,

Prologu'd their own, by damning other plays;

Made great Harrangues to teach you what was fit

To pass for Humour, and go down for Wit.

Athenian Rules must form an English Piece.

And Drury-Lane comply with ancient Greece.

Exactness only, such as Terence writ,

Must please our masqu'd in the Pit.

Our youthful Author swears he cares not a-Pin

For Vossius, Scaliger, Hedelin, or Rapin:

He leaves to leam'd pens such labour'd Lays

These first eleven lines serve to introduce the actual subject of the Prologue, Farquhar's relationship to his audience. To image this relationship Farquhar uses the metaphor of his audience as the school from which he. the scholar, gleans his "rules".

You are the Rules by which he writes his Plays

From Musty Books let others take their View,

He hates dull reading, but he studies you.

Following this introductory image, Farquhar proceeds to classify his audience by type, corresponding to pit, box and gallery and points out precisely the aspects of his plays derived from each segment of the audience. From the beaux Farquhar learns "lessons in formality," that is, modes of acceptable social behaviour, while from the Footmen he learns "most nice morality", a phrase better understood, perhaps, if one views the Footman as belonging to the lower stratum of the emerging middle-class.27 Thus, the "nice morality" can be equated with the middle class penchant for seeing virtue rewarded, vice punished, and marriage depicted as a salutary state three indispensable ingredients of Farquhar's comedies. Not one to ignore the ladies, Farquhar also pays due attention to the front boxes where the fashionable ladies sit. From this segment of the audience Farquhar derives his style; more specifically, he learns how to present his action through dialogue that is sufficiently decorous, in order to render in an acceptable manner even the more bawdy elements of his play, or as Farquhar expresses it, "a waggish Action - but a modest Air."28 Having dealt with manners, morals, and language, Farquhar turns briefly to the more formal aspects of his play: time, place, and action. From all of the "Covent-Garden critics" (beaux, footmen, and ladies), Farquhar learns the "modem forms of action, time, and place",29 that is, whatever is necessary to please and hence instruct.

Farquhar closes his Prologue with a restatement of the author - scholar, audience - school metaphor: "Thus then the Pit and Boxes are his Schools/your Air, Your Humour, his Dramatick Rules." 30 This image is a significant index of Farquhar's aim as a playwright. Moreover, the image is a complex one which can be taken as working two ways. Farquhar does indeed study his audience, learning their manners and morals in order to mirror them in his play as a means of delighting. Ultimately, however, if Farquhar has been a good "student" he, or rather his plays, will become the means of instruction and the audience will become the students schooled in the proper mode of behaviour. Such a view of the relationship between playwright and audience is the same that is developed in the Discourse Upon Comedy, which has as its basic tenet the principle that the function of comedy is to instruct and that comedy can accomplish this end only by first delighting.

The Prologue to The Recruiting Officer (1706) seems at first glance to contain nothing of interest to the person attempting to assess Farquhar's theory of comic drama. In fact, a cursory reading would lead one to the conclusion that this Prologue is little more than a compliment to the ladies, and a rather fulsome compliment at that. This initial impression is strengthened by the fact that Farquhar seems to he trying to do two things at once. On the one hand, he is writing a prologue appropriate to the subject of recruiting that serves as the basic plot device of his play, while on the other hand he is attempting to enlist the sympathies of women in the audience. Actually, Farquhar is indeed attempting to accomplish both of these tasks, but he merges the two intentions into an integral whole with the subject of recruiting subsumed by Farquhar's main intention is supported by the means he uses to introduce the subject of recruiting, the Trojan War, fought over Helen. Farquhar begins his Prologue by bringing Helen into the foreground :

In Antient Times when Helen's Fatal Charms

Rous'd the contending Universe to Arms,

The Graecian Council happily deputes

The Sly Ulysses forth - to raise Recruits.31

This initial emphasis on Helen is significant and looks forward to the last ten lines, which bear the weight of the Prologue. Yet this real significance of Helen is not immediately apparent since Farquhar ostensibly is using her merely to introduce the subject of war and its corallary, recruitment. It is this latter topic that Farquhar deals with in lines five through seventeen, where he relates Ulysses' recruitment of Achilles, a description that is capped by the lines. Thus by Recruiting was bold Hector slain\Recruiting thus Fair Hellen did regain". 

Having dealt with the subject of recruiting, Farquhar, in line eighteen, turns to his primary concern, the ladies in the audience, linking his two subjects by figure of Helen:

If for One Hellen such prodigious things

Were acted, that they ev'n listed kings:

If for one Hellen's artful vicious Charms

Half the transported World was found in Arms;

What for so Many Hellene may We dare,

Whose Minds, as well as Faces, are so Fairs?

If, by One Hellen's Eyes, Old Greece cou'd find

It's Homer fir'd to write-Ev'n Homer Blind;

The Britains sure beyond compare may write

That view so many Hellens every Night 32

Thus, the Helen of Troy is metamorphosed into the Helens of New Troy, but with the important difference that these myriad Helens are virtuous as well as beautiful and as such, serve to inspire the playwright. One might well ask at this point just what such hyperbolic praise of English womanhood has to do with Farquhar's theory of comedy. The significance is twofold: first, Farquhar obviously aims to please the ladies; and second, Farquhar holds women in high esteem, two closely related factors are important to an understanding of Farquhar as a dramatist. In The Discourse Upon Comedy FarquharSingles out the ladies as a segment of the audience the writer must please if his plays are to be successful. In the Prologue to Sir Harry Wildair. Farquhar again, mentions the ladies, attributing to them the style of his plays. It is dear that Farquhar considered the ladies important from the-standpoint of the success of the playwright's work, yet, despite Farquhar's interest in monetary success, one should not view this desire to please the ladies as mere literary pandering. Farquhar is no hack writer; his goal of delighting the ladies stems as much from his high opinion of them as from purely practical considerations. Farquhar's admiration for the ladies, an admiration most explicity manifested in the Prologue to The Recruiting Officer, pervades all of his comedies. In fact, the peculiarly sympathetic treatment Farquhar accords the women peopling his plays is a quality that marks his comedies immediately and as departing from the comedies of the Restoration. That his heroines are treated in this approving manner is to be expected since this figure is generally an idealized version of her kind, but the approbation with which Farquhar leaves his heroines does not constitute his only sympathetic treatment of women. Indeed, Farquhar has a penchant for including in his plays and portraying sympathetically women of dubious status by Restoration and eighteenth - century standards. As early as Love and A Bottle, Farquhar depicts Trudge, Roebuck's cast-off mistress and the mother of his child, with a degree of understanding that is startling in a play of the period where such women were usually the objects of ridicule or scorn. Moreover, the play has as one of its themes the innate principle of virtue in women, an idea duly upheld by the characters of the two heroines, Lucinda and Leanthe. Again, in The Constant Couple another castoff mistress, Lurewell, is rendered in a compassionate manner and, what is more significant, the lady, whose honour is ultimtely vindicated, is one of the heroines of the play. The motif of the seduced and abandoned woman also appears in The Twin Rivals in the figure of Celia and once more the woman's situation is presented with considerable compassion. In The Beaux' Stratagem, Farquhar turns from the woman usually regarded as a social outcast to the woman trapped in a loveless marriage/and here again Farquhar treats the woman's plight with unusual sympathy. Farquhar's solution, divorce, is sane and well-reasoned and seems to stem from an awareness of the difficulties facing the eighteenth - century woman caught up in such a situation. That Mrs. Sullen, in gaining her freedom, is also allowed to regain her marriage articles further attests Farquhar's ability, unique before Richardson, to view with understanding and, in this case, shrewdness, the problem attendant upon women in a society which places them in a subordinate position.

In addition to these specific examples of Farquhar's sympathetic treatment of women, Farquhar's plays manifest a general attitude concerning marriage, the nature of women, and the male-female relationship that indicates that Farquhar viewed women as equal to men from the standpoint of intelligence and the capacity for happiness, and superior to men from the standpoint of sensibility and honourable behaviour. There are only three instances in Farquhar's plays where women appear as reprehensible. The first instance, involving the character of Lurewell in Sir Harry Wildair, is questionable in that Farquhar in this play is simply trying to capitalize on the success of The Constant Couple by writing a sequel that incorporates the same actors. The Lurewell who appears in Sir Harry Wildair is a caricature of her former self, and one can easily see why the play was singurlarly unsuccessful. One might say that the character of Lurewell in Sir Harry Wildair is unfortunate illustration of the poet's fraudulent depiction of women as monsters that Farquhar condemns in the Epilogue to The Grove. Another instance of an uncomplimentary presentation of womankind is found in the prostitute Lamorce in The Inconstant. Lamorce, however, is a minor personage used to point up the pitfalls of a rakish existence. The third female unflatteringly presented by Farquhar's plays is Midnight in The Twin Rivals, a bawd who functions as a means of complicating the plot, and by no means reflects a general condemnation of women on Farquhar's part. Aside from these three examples, Farquhar's women are all treated with sympathy and respect. There are occasions when Farquhar's attitude tends to become almost slavishly reverential, resulting in one dimensional figures who seem designed for sentimental drama instead of for the realistic comedy that is Farquhar's forte. Usually, however, Farquhar depicts recognizable feminine types whose foibles serve to set off their good points.

The problem of the relationship between Farquhar's depiction of women in his plays and his self-avowed desire to appeal to the women in the audience can be best understood, perhaps, from the standpoint of Farquhar's attitude toward women, that is, the respect and esteem accorded them, as expressed in the Prologue to The Recruiting Officer. To maintain that Farquhar is merely trying to win over the ladies does no justice to his integrity as a playwright and cannot explain the sympathetic attitude toward women pervading all of his plays. A more equitable judgment would be that Farquhar did indeed want the approbation of the ladies, and to this end deliberately employs a style designed to appeal to them; at the same time, the sympathy enveloping the feminine characters in Farquhar's plays is sincere and stems from an understanding attitude that one seeks in vain in the patronizing essays of Addison and Steele. This dual aspect of his treatment of women is nowhere better exhibited than in the Epilogue to The Twin Rivals in which Farquhar directly appeals to women in the audience to endorse his play because he has vindicated this honour, which heretofore had been cast in doubt. Farquhar opens his Epilogue with a brief account of those aspects of his play that should insure its good reception, such as plot and characterization. Realizing, however, that a well constructed plot and excellent will be powerless to save the play if the audience has decided to damn it, the author is prepared to bow to his fate when he is reminded of the power of the ladies to save a play.

To that he answers in Submissive strain,

He pay'd all Homage to this Female Reign,

And therefore turn'd his Stayr; against the Men.

From your great Queen, this Sovereign right ye draw,

To keep the Wits, as She the World in awe;

To her bright Scepter, your bright Eyes the bow,

Such awful Splendour sits on every Brow,

All Scandal on the Sex were Treason now.

The Play can tell with what Poetick care,

He labour'd to redress the injur'd Fair,

And if you wont protect, the Men will Damn him here.

Then save the Muse, that flys to ye for Aid

Perhaps my poor request, may some perswade,

Because it is the first I ever made.32

Thus, Farquhar appeals to the ladies not only because they can help assure a successful play, hut also because he genuinely regards them as admirable members of society. It is this latter conviction that permeates Farquhar's comedies, and even without such a manifesto as the Prologue to The Recruiting Officer, the reader of Farquhar could not long doubt the esteem and affection with which he holds women.

The Beaux' Stratagem (1707), the last play Farquhar wrote before his death, is preceded by a prologue of particular interest to the student of Farquhar. This is a disquieting piece because in it Farquhar departs from his basic critical tenet that the end of comedy is to instruct mankind, and substitutes for this end a new one in which comedy functions simply to delight. Such a radical shift in Farquhar's critical theory and his dramatic practice. To this end, one must first study the Prologue itself in order to see the context in which Farquhar develops this new idea.

As with many of his critical prologues, Farquhar does not immediately state his thesis, but instead, leads up to it by means of a comparison. The Prologue to The Beaux' Strategem falls into two main sections. In the first twelve lines, Farquhar compares his own age, the age of Queen Anne, with the Restoration period. This section of the prologue is further divided into two sub-sections; in the first, Farquhar describes the Restoration period, explaining why satire was then the proper function of the stage:

When Strife disturbes Sloth Corrupts an Age.

Keen Satyr is the Business of the Stage.

When the Plain-Dealer writ, he lash'd those crimes.

Which then infested most-the Modish Times.33
During the Restoration, a corrupt age characterized by sloth and strife, the duty of the playwright, exemplified by Wycherley, was to attack the ills of society in hopes of reforming it. Now, however, in the reign of Queen Anne, England has entered a near Edemic era, faction and sloth no longer exist, the youth of the country are brought up to lead active lives, as opposed to the decadent existence of the preceding generation, and the nation is guided by a benevolent and just Queen whose exemplary conduct strengthens her precepts:

But now, when Faction sleeps and Sloth is Red,

And all our Youth in Active Fields are bred;

When thro Great Britain's fair extensive Round,

The Trumps of Fame the Notes of Union sound;

When Anna's Scepter points the Laws their Course,

And Her Example gives her Precepts Force.

In an age such as this, satire has no place: "There scarce is room for Satyr, all our Lays/Must be, or Songs of Triumph, or of Praise".36 

Laying aside the question of the justness of this attitude, Farquhar's exalted view of Britain in 1707 poses a problem for the dramatist who had maintained in A Discourse Upon Comedy that the true end of comedy was to improve man's manners and morals. If the populace (and it is they, after all, who comprise the audience) have reached a state of moral perfection, what is the function of the stage? Farquhar solves this problem in the second major division of the Prologue in which he points out that even in such a Utopia as that depicted in the preceding lines, all is not perfect, for there remains the omnipresent fool, and it is this figure who will serve as Farquhar's target:

But as in Grounds best cultivated. TaresAnd Poppies 

rise among the Golden Ears;

Our Products so, fit for the Field or School,

Must mix with Nature's Favourate Plant - A Fool:

……….

Simpling our Author goes from Field to Field

And culls such Fools, as may Diversion field;

And, Thanks to Nature, there's no want of those, 

For Rain, or Shine, the thriving coxcomb grows.

Moreover, no one can object to such an object of ridicule, for, as Farquhar points out in the concluding line, "Fools are made for Jests to Men of Sense."37

In this second section of his Prologue, Farquhar resolves the problem confronting the dramatist by replacing the old satiric objects, vice and corruption, with a new one, the fool. Yet this solution, however satisfactory for Farquhar, raises a more serious problem for the student of Farquhar in that Farquhar here renounces his earlier avowal that the aim of comedy is to instruct. Obviously Farquhar's new view disregards this goal entirely since the ridicule aimed at the fools will be done not to make this type aware of his follies, but simply to evoke laughter from the people of good sense in the audience who are already cognizant of the absurdity of the fool. The problem lies in tile intent, not in the object of ridicule, for the fool is a recurring character type in all of Farquhar's plays, whether this figure is a tap, a country bumpkin aping the manners of gentlemen, or aboorish country squire. Furthermore, in addition to these blatant examples of characters unamenable to right reason, there are also in Farquhar's plays characters who exhibit a lapse in good sense in their erroneous attitudes toward such things as marriage, women, and faithfulness in love. Farquhar's basic satiric goal in his earlier plays is pointed up by the fact that his fools and characters who, although not fools in the strict sense of the term, have strayed from right reason, are brought to a realization of their follies and renounce them. In the case of the few characters whose aberrations from the norm are of a more serious nature (for example, Vizard in The Constant Couple and Elder Wou'dbe in The Twin-Rivals), poetic justice, and the satirist's ire, are vindicated by having these figures rejected by the society depicted in the play. This recognition and rectification of past follies on the part of his characters reveal Farquhar in this role of satirist, holding up-to ridicule the follies and vices of men in order to reform his audience. The harmony that prevails at the close of his plays is an affirmation of the proper relation- ship that can exist among men if they heed the lesson presented to them and abide by the rules of honour, good taste, and sense.

In the Prologue to The Beaux' Stratagem, Farquhar explicitly rejects this former goal, yet when one turns to The Beaux' Stratagem, one is immediately struck by the fact that the play itself differs little in kind from Farquhar's preceding works. More important, in this play Farquhar argues for the necessity for compatibility in marriage and for more reasonable divorce laws when such a relationship proves impossible. Both these subjects are important to Farquhar, and beneath the veneer of lightearted comedy are treated with the seriousness they deserve.

Taking these factors into consideration how is one to reconcile Farquhar's statements in the Prologue with his actual practice in The Beaux' Stratagem? One hesitates to say that Farquhar was not serious in this Prologue; this position would be presumptuous and would fly in the face of the careful development of thought evinced in Farquhar's other prologues and epilogues. Nor can one read the Prologue as a piece of sustained irony, a literary device Farquhar does not use elsewhere in his works. Perhaps the problem cannot be resolved except to say that despite the new direction in comedy stated in the Prologue, the idea of using the stage as a means of instructing was so deeply ingrained in Farquhar's artistry as to render impossible its removal from the fabric of his plays.

A Discourse Upon Comedy, represents Farquhar's contribution to the contemporary discussions on the nature and function of the stage. In the main, it is concerned with the classic "rules". It is concerned also with comedy. Farquhar sees that comedy's purpose is to chastise vice, to rouse laughter at folly and weakness, to see that virtue is rewarded. On the whole. The Discourse is presented with relative ease and lightness that make it more readable than most similar works of the period.
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CHAPTER II

***

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a detailed analysis of Farquhar's first three plays which have received but cursory attention. Farquhar's critical theories are related to his practice; and were pertinent, the dramatic practices of Farquhar's pre- decessors and contemporaries are related to his own practice. Particular attention will be devoted to the morality of the plays as well as to their relation both to the earlier Restoration comic tradition and the growing sentimental tradition.

Love and A Bottle, ineptly utilizing a host of stock crowd - pleasing devices, starts as a comedy of manners but ends as a comedy of intrigue. The play's moral posture is superficial: at this point, Farquhar is more interested in entertaining his audience than in instructing it. Few traces of sentimentalism are in the play, which achieves a limited freshness of tone, however, by raising an outsider to the status of rake hero.

The Constant Couple represents Farquhar's departure from the comedy of intrigue to the comedy of manners. He exposes the superficiality of london society through the manifestations of hypocrisy in each of the characters. In this play, Farquhar achieves a unified action which provides his answer to Collier and embodies the moral principles advocated in Farquhar's A Discourse upon Comedy. Farquhar escapes the sentimental by fusing the cynical sophistication of the Restoration with the broad humour of the Elizabethan and Jacobean ages.

Sir Harry Wildair, a sequel to The Constant Couple, fails because of weak characterization and because Farquhar does not provide a convincing action to support the symbolic structure of the play. Containing a hint of Farquhar's growing concern over England's stringent divorce laws, the play is of interest for its sympathetic but unsentimental treatment of a husband's efforts to avoid being a cuckold.

Critics vary in their interpretation of Farquhar's dramatic achievement. John Palmer sees Farquhar's plays as essentially manifestations of the new school of sentimental comedy which gained impetus in the early eighteenth century1. He sees Farquhar as responsible for the change from the witty comedy of the seventeeth century to the sentimental comedy of the eighteenth. Palmer who prefers the witty comedy admits that: "Farquhar killed the comedy to which he contributed the last brilliant examples."2 Herry Ten Eyck Perry on the other hand says Farquhar" was an Irishman, and consistency is not to be expected of him ...."3. He sees Farquhar as trying to keep the comic spirit of the early restoration writers alive in an age that has shifted its allegiance to a different comedy." Try to follow his humourous impulses as he would", he says, Farquhar "always ended by throwing a sop to his morality-loving audiences."4 John Loftis sees Farquhar's plays as continuing the tradition of Etherege, Wycherley and Congreve, but with an added luster.5 According to Bernbaum, Farquhar's early and late plays although containing a few sentimental elements, are written in the tradition of the Restoration comedy of manners. On the other hand, his middle plays lean heavily, toward the sentimental mode. Still another approach to Farquhar's plays is that of Bonamy Dobree who considers Farquhar's plays related to neither the Restoration comedy of manners nor the sentimental school. Rather than seeing Farquhar looking ahead, however, he envisions Farquhar looking back to the Elizabethans and thinks that the "real spirit of Farquhar is huge gust of Laughter. Life was a discoloured and painful thing to him, and the only remedy was to treat it as a game, not the delicate intellectual game of Etherege but a good Elizabethan romp."6

Obviously, such views cannot all be correct, although each may contain certain elements applicable to the comedies of Farquhar. The main problem with the views above is that each attempts to fit Farquhar's plays into a special prescribed pattern. According to my own point of view, Farquhar's plays cannot be placed between the tradition of either the Restoration comedy of manners or of sentimental comedy, because his plays differ significantly from both of these types. This is not to say that one can find none of the conventions of the comedy of manners in Farquhar's plays, indeed they abound with certain elements usually found in the comedy of manners: a plot centered around a love interest, pairs of lovers, fops, beaux and rakes, the characters and actions base on the characteristic of the Resotration comedy of manners. Farquhar imitates the Restoration in its spirit repeating theatrical cliches, but he does so as to bring a source of delight and entertainment. Like any artist, Farquhar builds on the old in order to create the new; and he should not be damned merely because he fails to recreate the exact tone f his predecessors.

 Farquhar's plays depart most radically from those of Etherege, Wycherley and Congreve. The prevailing tone of the Restoration comedy of manners is one of cynicism, stemming to a great extent from a view which sees man as a social animal whose sole function is to play the artificial game of life and love in the best possible form. Such qualities are notably lacking in Farquhar's plays, Farquhar's view of humankind is no cynical and there is less attention paid to social form. Men as Farquhar's sees them are essentially good or at least perfectible, and marriage becomes the means of reclaiming the errant but good young man from a life of dissipation.

Farquhar's first play Love and A Bottle was produced in December 1698 and published the same month. It is especially pertinent to a study of Farquhar's works because it establishes the structural principles, the themes, .and the major character types that appear in all of Farquhar's plays. He is evidently concerned more with providing the stock characters, situations, and sophisticated sentiments that he thinks his audience desires than with teaching a moral lesson.

Charles Stonehill has condemned the play :

It must be admitted that Love and A Bottle is in most respects a bad play. Farquhar has not only made use of stale traditions and a plot confused rather than picaresque, but he has no stable feeling for the characters in the play. ... For these very reasons Love and A Bottle is the most interesting play from the point of view of Farquhar's development. It-is his first piece, constructed only of the most conventional materials, replete with standardized sentiments of the Restoration Drama - All his stage tools are well-worn.

Throughout his dramatic career, Farquhar worked within certain self-imposed limits; all of his plays represent variations and refinements on the material initially presented in Love and A Bottle. In this early play one sees Farquhar's penchant for multiple plots that reinforce or help to develop one another. Moreover, these multiple plots also follow a standard pattern, consisting of two love plots, with the major love plot revolving around the protagonist, and the secondary love plot serving to Reinfoce, complicate, or develop the major plot. In addition to these two love plots, Farquhar's plays invariably contain in a farce plot, which revolves around subsidiary characters and functions as a means of complicating the two love plots. Such a mixture of serious action and farce is no doubt, the result of Farquhar's desire to appeal to the various types making up his audience. The use of complication and intrigue through such stage devices as disguise and mistaken identity are also important structural principles in Farquhar's plays and give rise to one of the most striking characteristics of his plots. In all of Farquhar's plays, the action builds rapidly from one complication to another with the climax occurring late in the fifth act, followed by a rapid denouement.

These basic structural principles of Farquhar's plots are attended by certain character types that are standard in Farquhar's works of prime importance is the hero, Roebuck, inevitably a good natured rake whose apparent cynicism hides a basically benevolent nature. In his delineation of character, Farquhar relies heavily on the principle of contrast by which characters act as foils to one another. Helping to serve this function is the second important male figure found in Farquhar’s plays. This character, Lovewell, usually the hero's friend, has a sober disposition, in marked contrast to the libertinism of Roebuck, the hero, and more often than not, is committed to the goal of dissuading the hero from a life of dissipation. These two principal male characters are complimented by two female figures, Leanthe and Lucinda, who are also foils to one another. Generally speaking, Farquhar treats all of his feminine characters sympathetically, but he tends to favour one especially, the woman in love with the hero. This character Lucinda is constant and virtuous in contrasts with the second major female figure Leanthe who, although equally virtuous, is frequently a coquette, and often complicates the action because other erratic behaviour. These pairs of lovers making up the two love plots of  the plays are joined by a fifth character, Mockmode, usually a male, who is best described as a blocking figure. This character, whether dunce, fop, or more seriously, villain, sets himself up against one or more of the main characters and in so doing, complicates the action. In addition to these five types of characters, Farquhar's plays also contain numerous minor figures consisting of a variety of standard types (the fop, the would - be wit, the country bumpkin, the London City, and bawdy servants) who serve as a means of developing the farce plot or of adding farcical incidents or complications to one or both of the love plots.

Just as one can discern certain structural principles and character - types as standard in Farquhar's plays, so can one also recognize various ideas that preoccupied the dramatist throughout his career. The themes of love and marriage and their concomitants, courtship and jealousy and the theme of affectation, are regular thematic fare in Farquhar's comedies. These themes are of course, equally prevalent in most of the comedies of the period, although Farquhar's romantic treatment of love and marriage is a departure from the treatment accorded these two states by his contemporaries. Appearing in the plays, however, are other ideas which mark the plays as Farquhar's own. The theme of man as erring but essentially good, the theme of the double standard (treated by Farquhar from the feminine view point) and the theme of women's innate virtue, are concepts underlying all of the other thematic motifs and serve to differentiate Farquhar's plays from the other comedies of the period.

These structural  principle, character-types, and thematic motifs typifying all of Farquhar's comedies are found in his first play, Love and A Bottle, and an awareness of this fact is important in recognizing the essential unity underlying Farquhar's dramatic works. This is not to say that Love and A Bottle is important only as a means of tracing Farquhar's development as a dramatist, for the play has interest as a self-contained entity. In short, Love and A Bottle is a lively, well constructed play which upholds Farquhar's basic critical premise that the function of comedy is to delight in order to instruct.

In examining the plot, one can observe Parquhar's inept manipulation of events. Entrances and meetings of characters continually occur by chance instead of as the result of previous actions or intentions of the characters. Chance brings everyone together in the first act as Roebuck, after realistically expressing his doubt about finding his friend, immediately meets Lucinda, Pindress, Lovewell, and finally even Trudge. Lovewell's chance appearance at Bullfinch's in time to prevent Mockmode's becoming undeceived; Lyrick's happening to be in the park so that Lovewell can chat with him about the theatre. Mockmode and Trudge's chance entrance in the same scene; Roebuck's chance acquiring of a watch from a masked lady; and the final labyrinth of missent notes, accidentally dropped notes,chance meetings, mistaken identities, and opportune discoveries all betray Farquhar's apprentice jerkings of his puppets' strings.

The play opens with the most important character Roebuck, the central figure around whom the other characters revolve. Roebuck" is a typical Farquhar hero, the rake with a heart of gold." Thorndike sees Roebuck as an imitation of Willmore in Aphra Behn's The Rover. He says : "[Farquhar's] first play. Love and A Bottle, is very much like one of Mrs. Behn's. The hero Roebuck, an Irish gentleman of a wild and roving temper, newly come to London is of the pattern of her popular Rover" . Roebuck's fundamental good nature and generosity are what distinguish him from the cool, polished effrontery charcteristic of the Restoration hero. It is the business of the play to transform Roebuck from a rake to a stable member of society, and Farquhar's device for imaging such stability is marriage. Farquhar prepares the reader for Roebuck's ultimate metamorphose throughout the play, beginning with the opening scene of Roebuck's is encounter with the crippled beggar. When Roebuck is solicited by the disbanded soldier, the following conversation occurs.

Roebuck: Begging from a generous Soul that has not to bestow, is more tormenting than Robbery to a Miser in his abundance. Prethee, friend, be thou charitable for once; I beg only – the favour which rich friends bestow, a little Advice. I am as poor as thou art, and am designing to turn Soldier.

Cripple: No, No, Sir .... My rags are eacrecrous sufficient to frighten anyone from the Field; rather turn bird of prey at home.

Thus, Roebuck is initially presented as good and generous, so much so, in fact, that his inability to help is painful for him. Also, Roebuck's intention to steal in order to gain money is seen as the only course left open in a society which makes no provisions for the indigent young man of good family. "The military is the only possible career for such a person and when this fails, Farquhar implies, there is no recourse but to turn thief or beggar." The emphasis placed on the efficacy of money in this opening section is an oblique comment on the materialistic values of society and recurs both in this play and in Farquhar's other plays. Roebuck is outside of society because he lacks money, just as the beggar is, in a sense, a social outcast because he no longer has a means of livelihood. Shortly after his encounter with the beggar, however, Roebuck himself gives voice to a rather heartless materialism when, in reply to Lovewell's question concerning whether Roebuck had seduced was a gentle- woman. Roebuck says, "Pshaw! No, She had no Fortune". At the end of the play, the problem of Roebuck's lack of money is done away with once for all when Lovewell settles his estate on Leanthe and Roebuck after their marriage.

Roebuck from beginning to end he is the natural, passionate man who follows wherever his appetite or circumstance (Fortune) leads him. On the one hand his appetite causes him to chase almost every woman he sees; and on the other, the circumstance of his poverty causes him to accept Lovewell's proposition to court Lucinda, and the circumstance of Lucinda's pressing midnight proposal causes him to marry at the end of the play. His announced abandonment of "former follies" is not inconsistent with his habit of following his appetite, since he makes it abundantly clear that in Leanthe he held the most satisfying armful he had as yet discovered. If virtue can be combined with such pleasure, then Roebuck can find it easy to become virtuous. Thus, the action of the play subverts the moral tag; for Roebuck, who has scoffed at love, honour, and virtue is converted not through any of these (as Lovewell predicted his friend would be) but through the pleasures of his wedding.

But if Roebuck is ill suited to teach the value of virtuous love, as a natural man he could still serve to point out the lesser evil of natural as opposed to artificial vices. 

Roebuck: That is, I must change my easie natural sin of Wenching, to that constrain'd Debauchery of Lying and Swearing. ... The many Lyes and Oaths that I made to thy Sister, will go nearer to damn me, than if I had enjoy'd her a hundred times over.

Indeed, Roebuck's chief claim to goodness consists in his being a natural rather than a corrupt sinner. Trouble arises, however, because Farquhar tries to make Roebuck seem better than he actually is. First, Lovewell remarks on his friend's virtues.

Lovewell; No, dear Roebuck, I'm still a friend to thy Vertues, andesteem thy Follies as Foils only to set them off,14

Though natural follies may be forgivable, they are still follies, and we need to be made aware of Roebuck's virtues in order to understand Lovewell's attitude. But between chasing masques and attempting to seduce Lucinda, Roebuck has no time to display any virtues he may have. At the opening of the play, before all the chases start. Roebuck's generosity is implied though even this virtue must be taken on faith since Roebuck lacks tile means to demonstrate it.

Second, Leanthe, in an oft - quoted passage, expresses hope that Roebuck can be reclaimed because honour underlies his follies.

Leanthe: Wild as Winds, and uncoiuin'd as Air. ... yet I may reclaim him. His follies are weakly founded, upon the Principles of Honour, where the very Foundation helps to undermine the Structure.15
Leanthe's claim has even less justification than Lovewell's in Roebuck's actions; for one might view Roebuck's irrepressible gaiety and liveliness as virtues; but it would be difficult to understand how his follies are based upon principles of honour. Actually, it is because Roebuck's actions are not founded upon honour that he must undergo a taken reformation at the end of the play.

Roebuck adequately sums up his own character when he is waiting to see Lucinda saying :

Roebuck: ... This lady is reputed Vertue of Good Fortune and Quality; I am a Rakehelly Rascal not worth a Groat; and without any further Cermony, am going to Debauch her.16

But Farquhar was forced to whitewash Roebuck's character by the exigencies of the plot. Some reason must be provided for the sober Lovewell's continued esteem for Roebuck, but even more pressing is the necessity for explaining the pure Leanthe's unrelenting passion for him. Since, as the virtuous reformer, Leanthe cannot love a rake simply because he is a rake, Roebuck must be provided with a great hidden potential for virtue, which upon his union with Leanthe, bursts forth at the close of the play and justifies Leanthe's perseverance. Farquhar intended to portray a reformable rake who was worth reforming, but, though he was abundantly able to present follies, he failed in the delicate task of convincingly presenting virtues through action. Thus, Roebuck's conversion remains superficial and verbal.

A further reason for the shallowness of the conversion lies in the method by which it is effected. Throughout the play the action centres about the reclamation of Roebuck from a life of wenching and drinking to the stable existence of matrimony. William Archer finds the character of Roebuck inconsistent, saying: "he is a different person at the beginning and end of the play."17 Fundamentally, Roebuck is the same person; what has changed is his attitude toward women and marriage which is of prime importance in Farquhar's plays. Through most of the play, Roebuck cynically views all women as being no better than they should be, denies the presence of any "innate Principle of Vertue"18 in women, scoffs at "the old bombast of Love and Honour",19 and scorns marriage. But near the close of the play Roebuck has reversed his attitude towards women when he meets Lucinda.

Roebuck: ..... Her Vertue answers the uncorrupted state of Woman; so much about Immodesty, that it mocks Temptation. She has convinc'd me of the bright Honour of her Sex, and I stand champion now for the fair Female cause.20

Fortunately for us the reformation takes place only in the last scene and we have few of Roebuck's heroics to endure. The weakness of the main plot is a simple one: the reformation of Roebuck is unconvincing. Stage convention or no stage convention, we refuse to accept the sudden change. But unquestionably Farquhar did not plan that we accept Roebuck's earlier actions as ideal. The lust which motivates Roebuck is wrong in the total picture of the play. For that we miss the point, Farquhar underlines the reformation in the final speech of the play, when Roebuck scorns" to be brib'd to Vertue" by Lovewell's fortune and, as he embraces Leanthe, says:

But for bright Vertues sake, I here embarce it. I have espous'd all Goodness with Leanthe And am divorc'd from all my former Follies.21

Roebuck's reformation speeches during the final scene of the play are highly reminiscent of Belfond Junior's similar speeches at the end of Shadwell's The Squire ofAlsatia. When Sir Edward, who has allowed Belfond Junior the pleasures of the town in contrast to the severe upbringing of Belfond Senior agrees to take his youthful charge's illegitimate daughter and "provide for her like a Gentle-woman". Belfond Junior turns to Isabella and proclaims: "A long farewell to all the Vanity and Lewdness of Youth: I offer myself at your feet as a sacrifice without a blemish now!." Isabella, with apparent justification wonders, "How can I be secure you will not fall to your old courses agen" but Belfond Junior assures her: "I have been so sincere in my confessions, you may trust me: but I call Heav'n to witness. I will hereafter be entirely yours. I look on Marriage as the most solemn Vow a Man can make: and'tis by consequence, the basest Perjury to break it."22

There is, however, a basic, difference between Shadwell's attitude toward his hero's actions and that expressed in Farquhar's play. Shadwell's attitude is definitely a reflection of that masculine world which Professor Rothestein postulates for Love and A Bottle. He characterizes the world in Farquhar's early plays as "highly desirable to the individual male: women, being chaste, can be possessed and held, but this chastity does not preclude an intense and steamy physical passion: meanwhile the man can possess, before the pleasures grow climactic in marriage, large numbers of (equally) sexually greedy women, including particularly the conventionally inaccessible, nuns and other men's wives.'123 Shadwell describes Sir William Belfond, the father of the two young men, as "A Gentleman .... who in his youth had been a Spark of the Town: but married and retired  into the country, where he turned to the other extreme, rigid, morose, most sordidly covetous, downish, obstinate, positive and forward."24 Being a Spark of the Town is obviously an acceptable activity for a gentleman in his youth: Sir William is condemned not for his youthful license but for his reversal to the other extreme when he retired to the country. Likewise Belfond Junior may understandably be "Somewhat given to Women, and now and then to good fellowship", if he is, at the same time, a man of Honour and of excellent disposition and temper".

Belfond Senior underscores the idea of that masculine world when he congratulates his young brother and Isabella, when Isabella has accepted the reformed rake: "Brother and Madam! I wish you joy from my heart, adad I do; Tho between you and I Brother, I intend to have a swing at Whoring and Drinking, as you had, before I come to tho." 25 In contrast Farquhar presents early in his play the picture of Roebuck as the fallen man, and Roebuck's reformation at the end, although expressed in highly sensuous language, is accompained by no suggestion that his earlier rakish activity is justified. In the final speech of the play, Roebuck states Farquhar's thesis in highly moral terms :

Woman's our Fate, Wild and Unlawful Flames Debauch us first and softer Love reclaims. Thus Paradise was lost by Woman's Fall; But Vertuous Woman thus restores it all.26

Contrary to Roebuck's character is Lovewell's character, his friend. Lovewell had at one time been just like Roebuck as we learn from. a conversation between Roebuck and Lovewell.

Lovewell: Mrs. Trudge! My old acquaintance! Roebuck: Ay, ay, the very same; Your old acquaintance; and for ought I know, you might have clubb'd about getting the Brats.27

Lovewell represents at the beginning of the play the type of gentleman Roebuck will ultimately become, and, as Roebuck is to do, Lovewell has metamorphosed from rake to champion of women. He is convinced that there is an innate principle of virtue, in women, a view arising primarily from his acquaintance with Lucinda, but as the Lovewell - Lucinda plot develops, and Lovewell begins to question Lucinda's faithfulness his exalted view of w men undergoes a change. Lovewell's suspicious, initially aroused by Lucinda's treatment of him after his meeting with Trudge, are aggravated by the remarks of his servant Brush and the knowledge that Mockmode is a rival for Lucinda's hand. Once unleashed, Lovewell's jealousy becomes obessive and he begins to suspect Lucinda of catering to any man admitted to her drawing room. Since Lovewell had himself arranged for Roebuck to court Lucinda, he soon convinces himself that they are playing a double game. He intercepts a letter written by Leanthe to Roebuck but signed with Lucinda's name, arranging a rendezvous in Lucinda's garden. Previously, Lovewell has been fluctuating between jealousy and trust, but this letter puts an end to his wavering belief in Lucinda's faithfulness.

Oh Heavens! certainly it can't be! L, U, C, I, N, D, A; that speUs Woman.Twaa never written so plain before Roebuck, thou'rt as true an Oracle as she's a false one. Oh thou damn'd Sybil! 28

This attack on Lucinda in particular, and all women in general, reaches a climax in the final Act when Lovewell thinks Lucinda has married Roebuck. His immediate reaction to fight for the lady is quickly followed by a condemnation of her :

Lovewell: No, I've thought better; my Reason clears: She is not worth my Sword; a Bully only shou'd draw in her defence, for she's false, a Prostitute. 29

Finally, when Leanthe discovers herself to be Roebuck's bride, and Lucinda and Lovewell are reunited, Lovewell reaffirms his former faith in womankind, seconded now by the reformed Roebuck.

The jealousy motif in Love and A Bottle, although important structurally, does not constitute a serious examination of this human foible. Granted that the two victims of jealousy, Lovewell and Lucinda, make numerous errors in judgment because of their folly, there is nonetheless no doubt in the reader's mind that all will be happily resolved. Lovewell's jealousy never reaches its extremes, nor Lucinda's anger goes to its far. Because of this, the message of the Lovewell - Lucinda plot articulated by Lovewell has a hollow ring: "jealousie in Love, like the Devil in Religion, is  still raising doubts which without a firm Faith in what we adore, will certainly damn us".30 Lovewell's and Lucinda's suspicions of each other are totally unfounded and Farquhar makes this quite clear to the reader. Moreover, because Leanthe manipulates much of the action in role of Lucinda's page, the reader is always aware that everything will turn out right in the end.

Leanthe plays a main role in Farquhar's play. She suffers from having to fulfil three inharmonious roles: the stock, passive, sweetly sentimental girl disguised as a page who suffered for her love through plays like Wycherley's The Plain Dealer, the idea of the lovelorn Leanthe following Roebuck to London from Ireland in the guise of a page is a parody in Wycherley's Fidelia and an aminous infusion of the sentimental which was to butter the bread of comedy in Gibber and Steele." She is also the active, realistic schemer; and the knowingly innocent purveyor of bawdy. When Leanthe first appears, she is the romantic, long-suffering, ill-used victim of a hopeless love, who soliloquizes in the rhythm of blank verse though Stonehill prints the speech as prose.

Leanth: Methinks this Livery suits ill my Birth: but slave to Love, I must not disobey; his service is the hardest Vassalage, forcing the Powers Divine to lay their Godships down, to be more Gods, more happy here below. Thus I, poor wanderer, have left my country, disguis'd my self so much, I hardly knew whether this Habit or my love be blindest; to follow one, perhaps, that loves me not, tho every breath of his soft words was Passion, and every accent Love. Oh Roebuck; [Weeps]. 32 
This stilted opening speech would seemingly be designed to set the tone for Leanthe's character, but with the entrance of Roebuck, her repartee reveals a new character. The change is not simply that of returning to her role as a page, however, but of speaking bawdy that jars with the character established by her first speech.

Leanthe: I prick'd my Finger with a pin, till I made it bleed. Roebuck: Such little Boys as you, shou'd have a care of sharp things,

Leanthe; Indeed, Sir, we ought; for it prick'ed me so deep that the sore went to my very heart.

Roebuck; Poor Boy!.. here's a plaister for your sore Finger .. [Gives him Gold.]

Leanth: Sir, you had best keep it for a sore Finger,

Roebuck: O'my conscience the Boy's witty, but not very wise in returning Gold, ... 33

For the benefit of his audience, Farquhar capitalizes on the titillating possibilities inherent in the ambiguous boy girl figure, and the romantically feminine soliloquy is designed not so much to reveal Leanthe's character as to heighten through contrast the provocativeness of the dialogue with Roebuck. 

Pindress's ludicrous attempt to rape the page, Leanthe, provides more spice at the expense of Leanthe, who, on a whim, almost brings about her own downfall and then conveniently exits when her role of supplying bawdy is completed. The longing of Pindress for Leanthe seems to be a farcical reduction of the relationship between Olivia and Fidelia in Wycherley's The Plain Dealer. But even Wycherley's Fidelia, however out of place she may be amidst the other characters is more convincing and more consistent than Leanthe, for the loathsome situations. Fidelia faces are all forced upon her so that she remains the innocent victim of circumstance; whereas Leanthe cannot maintain this role that Farquhar thrusts upon her initially, because in Act IV she herself provokes Pindress's advances. Leanthe's momentary witlessness contradicts her third and main role as the clever strategist who breaks up the initial interview between Roebuck and Lucinda, sends a counterfeit note, dupes Lovewell in the garden scene, foils Pindress's marriage plans, and tricks her way into marriage with Roebuck. Leanthe strikes her most believable tone when near the end of the play she explains herself to Lovewell.

Leanthe: I am your Sister, Sir, as such I beg you to pardon the effects of violent passion, which has driven me into some imprudent Actions; But none such as may blot the honour of my Vertue, or Family. 34

If Farquhar had maintained this characterization throughout the play instead of also imposing on her the stereotyped convention of pining, romantic love and using her for bits of opportune bawdy, Leanthe could have been a delightful figure instead of the merely confused one she is now.

The character of Lucinda deserves to be analysed. She is presented not as a paragon of virtue but as a woman who wants to marry soon because she is "weary of lying alone" and who enjoys a "smutty jest" at the theatre. Also, though having designated Lovewell as her choice for a husband, she is eager for the sport of flirting with the unknown Roebuck. But though allowing herself flirting freedom, upon seeing Lovewell with Trudge, Lucinda flies into giddy tantrum in which she vows to marry the first man that asks her. Through the action of the play, she has apparently changed her mind; for she repulses, with the timely aid of jealous Leanthe, Roebuck's roughhouse advances and the scene with an artificial outburst of sententious self-righteousness.

Lucinda; ... I'll feed his Vanity, but starve bia Love. And may all Coxcombs meet no better Fate, Who doubt our Sexes Virtue, or dare prompt our hate.35

At the opening of Act IV, she now states she will "never marry any man", and rushes off masqued to "countermine" what she supposes to be a plot against her by the hypocrite Lovewell. Upon again finding Lovewell with Trudge, Lucinda's contempt for him is confirmed, which prepares for the seduction scene in the last act.

The apt time and place make Roebuck confident of overpowering whatever virtue Lucinda may possess: "Now, if her innate Principle of Vertue defend her, then is my innate Principle of Manhood not worth Two-pence. But Roebuck has little chance against the coldly arguing Lucinda, who has been fortifying herself by reading a polemic against men written in imitation Miltonic blank verse. Her ready attack is on his lust, and her own claims to impeccable virtue cool even the "centaur" Roebuck. Upon seeing the jewel she had given to Lovewell, however, she abruptly changes from an arguing machine into a passionately vengeful woman who is ready to marry a stranger to spite her lover. Because of her own extreme vacillation, Lucinda becomes a dubious example on which to base Roebuck's conversion to the goodness of women.

When, after hearing the name Mockmode, Lucinda lightly shuffles aside thoughts of Lovewell by saying she has "made the better Exchange" of lovers; and when she calls Roebuck "a pretty gentleman", and indignant protestation of virtue was but a sham. She is flighty, emotionally unstable creature whose affection, like Roebuck's, lights here or there depending on chance or fortune. Moreover, one would not expect a man to be overtly impressed with the steady virtue of a woman who, after first repulsing him, upon seeing a jewel of whose significance he is unaware, immediately asks him to marry her. But since, as we have seen, Lucinda's performance does convince Roebuck of the virtuous "uncorrupted state of woman," we can no more believe in the probability of Roebuck's transformation than we can believe in female virtue on the basis of Lucinda's actions. And from the standpoint of simple logic it seems clear that a Lucinda, though ever so virtuous, can no more redeem all women than a Trudge, however frail, can damn all women.

Actually, this Roebuck - Lucinda plot is superfluous, because Roebuck, through his earlier failure to seduce Leanthe, had already received ample proof of women's virtue. Ironically, it is the sober Lovewell who most needs proof of Lucinda's virtue, but the necessary trial he undergoes and the lesson he learns is overshadowed by the unnecessary trial that is supposed to change Roebuck. Thus, oddly enough, the play presents a rake who, on the basis of his past experience, has good cause not to have maintained his cynical code and a "sober and modest" gentleman who apparently has no basis in his past experience for supporting his idealistic code. This confusion is indicative of Farquhar's failure in this play to conceive his characters "in depth", which makes the characters' motivations throughout seem. so weak and unbelievable.

As there is confusion in the character of Leanthe, confusion also mars the character of Lyrick the poet, who is both the fool and the wit, the duper and the duped. Willard Connely conjectures that in creating Lyrick, Farquhar was writing about himself.37 To what extent Lyrick's lodging and habits of dress and writing represent Farquhar's is impossible to determine; but the discrepancies in Lyrick's character seem to arise from Farquhar's attempt to be both a poet and a fashionable gentleman. From early in the play, poets are subjected to ridicule.

Luanda: ... But why no Poets in Ireland, Sir!

Roebuck: Faith, Madam, I know not unless St. Patrick sent them a packing with other venomous creatures out of Ireland. Nothing that carries a Sting in its Tongue can live there. 38

Brush: Oh the best of Company, Sir; a Poet lives there. Sir.

Roebuck; They're the worst Company, for they're ill natur'd.

Brush: Ay, Sir, but it does no body any harm; for these fellows that get Bread by their Wits, are always forc'd to eat their words. They must be good natur'd spight of their Teeth, Sir. 39

But in the second meeting of Roebuck and Lucinda (one wonders why Lucinda does not recognize the man she had earlier accosted in the park), the talk of poets approaches Farquhar's circumstances.

Luanda; I suppose. Sir, you are some conceited young Scribler, who has got the benefits of a first play in your packet, and are now going a Fortune hunting. Roebuck: But why a Scribler, Madam? Are my Cloaths so course, as if they were spun by those lazy Spinsters the Muses? Does the parting of my Fore - top shew so thin, as if it resembled the two wither'd tops of Parnassus? Do you see anything peculiarly Whimsical or ill-natur'd in my Face? Is my Countenance strain'd as if my head were distorted by a Stranguary of Thought? Is there any thing proudly, slovenly, or affectedly careless in my Dress? Do my hands look like Paper moths? I think, Madam, have nothing Poetical about me.40

After being struck on the ear by Lucinda, Roebuck muses on the general contempt awarded to poets.

Roebuck; ... This it is to be thought a Poet; every Mix must be casting his Profession in his Teeth.41

Lucinda's abrupt reentrance, however, shows that although poets may be detested they are also feared.

Lucinda: I won't dismiss him thus, for fear he lampoon me. 42

The common notions of a poet being ill - natured, careless in dress, thin, and a subject fit for ridicule are thus presented before Lyrick's appearance. Thus our first sight of Lyrick "sitting writing in a Night-Gown and Cap" (which seems to be a stock, comic description rather than, as Connely has it, a revelation of Farquhar's own writing costume) confirms these notions. Furthermore, Lyrick's extravagant praise of his wretched verse burlesques and Pamphlet's fulsome praise of Lyrick's lines that the bookseller refuses to print portray Lyrick as conceited scribbler of trash. He is also at first satirized as a would-be wit who wonders why people fail to appreciate his jokes.

Lyrick: .... Oh, Mr. Pamphlet, your Servant. Have you perus'd my Poems?

Pamphlet; Yes, Sir, and there are some things very well,extraordinary well, Mr. Lyrick; but I don't think 'em for mypurpose. . , Poetry's a meer Drug, Sir. Lyrick: Is that because I take Physick when I write? Damn this costive fellow, now he does not apprehend the Joke. [Aside]. 43

Later, the quarrel with Mockmode stresses Lyrick's cowardice in addition to his conceit when only the epithet of "Scribler" can induce him to draw his sword, which he hastily puts up again at the first opportunity. More comedy at Lyrick's expense arises from his ignominious bondage to the sheets of his handlady, Bullfinch, and Lyrick's person displays the stock effects of his nightly payments of rent.

Lyrick: Faith you have spun me so fine, that you have almost crack'd my Thread of Life, as may appear by my Spindle-shanks. 44

But Lyrick does not remain a stereotyped figure of ridicule throughout the play. He neatly tricks the bailiffs into hauling off Pamphlet instead of himself, and later he skilfully manipulates the duping of Mockmode. In his discussion on drama with Lovewell, Lyrick functions not as the fool but as the purveyor of Farquhar's own thoughts on poets and dramatic theory. That Lyrick's statements are to be taken seriously can be seen from their similarity to the ideas expressed in Farquhar's one major essay on drama, A Discourse Upon Comedy in Reference to the English Stage (1700). In fact, to satirize a gentleman's attempt to write a play, Farquhar applies the same phrase in his Discourse that Lyrick uses in the play to describe the hero in comedy.

Here you must note, that Portico being a compound of Practical Rake, and Speculative Gentleman, is ten to one, the Author's own Character, and the leading Card in the Pack. 45

Farquhar's antipathy toward critics, and particularly his belief, which he develops at length in his Discourse, that the general public, not the critics, are the final judges of a play's worth, are also represented in Lyrick.

Lyrick ; That's the Jest. The Wit lies in their hands; and if you would tell a Poet his Fortune, you roust gather it from the Palmistry of the Audience; for as nothing's ill said, but what'a well taken, so nothing's well said, but what's well taken. And between you and I, Mr. Lovewell, Poetry without these laughing Fools, were a Bell without a clapper; an empty sounding bus'ness, good for nothing; and all we Professors might go hang our selves in the Bell-ropes. 46

Lyrick further foreshadows the Discourse by satirizing both those ladies who seek to escape moral instruction and those plays that aid such an escape. 

Lyrick: Then they hate to hear a fellow in church preach methodical Nonsense, with a Firstly, Secondly, and Thridly; but they take up with some of our modem Plays in their closet, where the Morallity must Devilish Instructive. 46

Farquhar plainly indicates his moral bias in the Discourse. 

If ourOld English plays have left Vice unpunish'd, Vertue unrewarded, Folly unexpos'd or Prudence unsuccessful, the contrary of which is the Utile of Comedy, let them be lash'd to some purpose; if any part of their plots have been independant of the rest; or any of their characters forc'd or unnatural; which destroys theDulee of plays, let them. be hiss'd off the Stage.... 49

Lyrick also does not claim that all plays are intrinsically evil; he only condemns those plays that use immorality rather than morality lessons.

Thus, Lyrick becomes Farquhar's spokesman on drama, but he also expresses Farquhar's resentment over the public's attitude of mocking indifference toward the poet.

Lovewell: What, laugh at a Tragedy!

Lyrick: I laugh to see the Ladies cry. To see so many weep at the Death of the fabulous Hero, who would but laugh if the Poet that made'em were hang'd ....49

Earlier comic references to the common scorn awarded poets have prepared for Lyrick's summation. Particularly, the spoofing dialogue between Bullfinch and Lyrick on the technicalities of writing a play becomes, in addition to remaining a satire on Lyrick, an example of the public's indifference to the serious difficulties any writer encounters in trying to produce a work of art. To please his audience, Farquhar sets the poet in a ridiculous light; to justify his own profession, he treats Lyrick with some sympathy. These two incompatible ends, however, tend to nullify each other so that Lyrick is left with little character at all. At the end of the play, Farquhar, as though repenting for having made his poet partially a wit, puts Lyrick back in his place by having him become the stupid dupe of Roebuck. The gentleman, in other words, defeats the poet both in the play and in Farquhar himself.

Farquhar's treatment of the fop represented in Mockmode is interesting, especially when one compares it with the treatment given the same subject in comedies of manners in the Restoration. In the Restoration comedy of manners, the fop is always set off by a character whose polished manner, wit and attention to clothing represent the epitome of good taste which the fop somehow never achieves. To realize the strength of this tradition, one need glance at only a few of the comedies of the period. Etherege's The Man of Mode, with Dorimant as foil to Sir Foppling Flutter; when he says ; "he (Sir Foppling Flutter) is indeed the pattern of mdoern foppery"; Wycherley's50.

Wycherley's The Plain Dealer with freeman opposed to Novell: "But let me tell you, sir, a man by his dress shows his wit nd judgement; nay, and his courage too"51 and Congreve's Love For Love, with Valentine as foil to Tattle," I thank Heaven it has always been a part of my character to handle the reputations of others very tenderly indeed".52 In Farquhar's play, Mockmode is an expendable character who functions meaningfully neither as a fop nor as a would-be man of fashion because no accomplished gentleman is around for him to be contrasted with. He seems to be present simply because it is fashionable for such a figure to be included in the list of characters, and to this extent Farquhar himself is a Mockmode of the theatre.

Certain minor characters, in fact, provide more entertainment than the tedious Mockmode. During the first part of the play. Brush's satirical jests liven things up, through after stirring his master into action he unfortunately takes almost no part in the rest of the play. Bullfinch's two appearances as an harassed landlay provide visual as well as verbal humour. Pindress, as the stock avaricious and sensual maid servant, supplies an ample share of bawdy, which Farquhar strives to include at the expense, for Leanthe, of character consistency.

Along with Farquhar's inconsistent characterization goes his groping for a suitable style. Just as his characters often represent a clashing mixture of the stereotyped and the new, so his style vacillates between following established patterns and occasionally achieving a fresh tone. The most obvious split in the style is Farquhar's sudden shiftings from prose into verse. Convention called for verse tags to point up the endings of acts and sometimes of scenes, and Farquhar naturally accepted and followed this practice; but in this first play the numerous tags often fail to stress or summarize important motifs in the scenes or acts, and thus the presence or absence of the verse becomes a purely mechanical matter, which leads to flat couplets such as the one closing Act II.

But opposite to that: this Plot shall prove; I'll serve my Friend by what assists my Love. 53

In the play's final scene Roebuck apostrophizes his wedding night joys in blank verse (a holdover from Willmore's blank verse speeches in Mrs. Behn's The Rover), which can be partially justified as an expression of Roebuck's rapturous state - - a state that must be rapturous enough to transform him into goodness. But blank verse ill suits the rake hero, because it tends to romanticize a nonromanti figure. In the mouth of Roebuck, the blank verse becomes an expression not of heightened emotion but of romanticized bawdy. Roebuck, like his creator, seems mistakenly set on proving himself a poet.

But Palmer's charge of "a passionate and Luscious treatment of sex" aimed against this passage as an indication of Farquhar's "confusion of moral values", is misleading. The "emotional and romantic treatment of sex" that Palmer sees here can be attributed more justly to Farquhar's inept retention of Mrs Behn's sentimental tendencies than to his temperament's being "not much unlike those of his nineteenth century critics".54 One passage from The Rover will illustrate the tone that Farquhar carries over to his own comedy.

Pedro: But who would not excuse a happy lover, hen soft fair Anns comfine the yielding Neck; And the kind Whisper languishmgly breathes, Must you be gone so soon?

Sure I had dwelt for ever on her Bosom. 55

That Farquhar's lines were the result of an immediate and superficial influence rather than an ingrained set of mind seems apparent from his failure to adopt this "luscious" tone in his other plays.

Although Bembaum adniitting that Farquhar's first three plays were" in general intention and effect, true comedies, their frequent vacillations toward the sentimental being invariably checked", designates Farquhar's tendency toward sentimentalism as the reason for the new tone in these plays. He says, "Farquhar's young gentlemen are too sincerely eloquent and passionate lovers to be the rakes of Restoration comedy, and are too joyously abandoned to dissipation to be the exculpated prodigals of sentimental comedy," and further, that Farquhar "admitted characters that come near being lovable, and situations that hovered on the verge of the emotional with a freedom that transcended the moat liberal practices of his predecessors."56

Applying the first criterion of Farquhar's sentimentality to Love and a Bottle, one finds that neither of the play's "young gentlemen" fit Bernbaum's description. Lovewell may be sincere, but he does not appear as an "eloquent and passionate" lover. Otherwise he would not have to admit that he had been courting Lucinda "these three years, and cou'd never obtain above a kiss of the hand." A claim for the illustration of sentimental tendencies in Lovewell might be made, however, on the basis of his being a sober: 

Lovewell; What a miserable Creature is a Whore! whom every Fool dares pretend to love; and every Wise Man hates,

Roebuck; What, morallizing again! 58

But Lovewell lacks the unshakable faith in the goodness of human nature, and for the most part is comically treated as one who does not believe what he preaches.

Roebuck is passionate, but neither sincere nor eloquent. His sincerity is compromised throughout, since he constantly declares his love to women he does not love; and his eloquence is of the rough and ready type best expressed in the stage direction "catches her fast, carrying her off'.59 Furthermore, the reformation Roebuck undergoes is effected through an appeal not to his emotions, as would be the case in a sentimental comedy, but to his senses.

Bernbaum's assertion concerning Farquhar's freedom is admitting "situations that hovered on the verge of the emotional" also does not apply to Love and A Bottle. Only two spots in the play offer either an approach to the sentimental or a situation that in any way could hover "on the verge of the emotional". Roebuck's soliloquy on marrying Lucinda approaches the sentimental when he thinks of Leanthe, but as has been shown above, the sentimental tendency is immediately checked. The preceding boudoir skirmish between Roebuck and Lucinda might possibly be viewed as hovering on the excessively emotional, but the artiflciality of the dialogue prevents one from believing that any significant emotions are involved. Nor do Lucinda's boasts of virtue produce any change in Roebuck's attitudes or intentions. He does not fall to the floor and beg forgiveness for his wicked attempt on her honour; he is merely baffled. The sentimental comedies eagerly developed, ie not exploited by Farquhar. In Fact, one can find more sentimental tendencies in Congreve's Love For Love than in Farquhar "s Love and A Bottle.
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Conclusion

***

From our study, Farquhar emerges not as a writer merely seeking the transient gratification of applause but as a writer seriously engaged with the important artistic, moral, and social issues confronting his age. One of these issues involved the very life of the stage, which was threatened by Collier's attack in the same year that Farquhar's first play appeared. His first play Love and A Bottle contains some undigested bits of criticism that later form a part of his Discourse Upon Comedy, but his second play, The Constant. Couple, explicity takes up Collier's challenge by impugning the motives of the reformers and by justifying the stage on the basis of its power to lead people into virtue through striking examples of good and bad behaviour. Farquhar's continuing concern for the life of the stage helps shape the ideas in his Discourse. The basic ideas concerning comedy emerge from the sources that comedy is meant to entertain, to instruct and that comedy must have form. In his Discourse, Farquhar gives the basic rules the playwright must follow if he is to meet this second requirement of delighting the audience: his play must contain varied and lively action; each part of the plot must depend on what precedes it; the characters must be realistic portrayals of recognizable human types; and the dialogue must approximate natural conversation.

The change in Farquhar's attitude toward form in comedy from ridicule to healthy respect is reflected in his plays. The two early plays, written while he was expressing contempt for the rules, are long, sprawling, and loosely connected. With Sir Harry Wildair, Farquhar, began a series of four experiments in which he was trying evidently to write a unified play to satisfy his critics and himself, for with the Discourse Upon Comedy he came to look on form as an important requisite of comedy. In this play, Farquhar solved the problem of unity by dispensing with the low comedy plot altogether and fusing the two love plots into one action. In The Inconstant Farquhar's solution was slightly different, for although Farquhar again dispensed with the low comedy plot, he separated the two love stories, however at the same time minimizing the secondary love story of Bisarre and Duretete until it became a mere series of episodes rather than a plot. Although The Twin-Riwals was like the other two experiments in that it did not contain the low comedy plot, still it differed from the other two in that its solution was not the way of economy of plot and character but the way of wealth of plot and character, and the two plots of The Twin-Rivals achieve a measure of unity through a parallel structure.

In his two next plays he turned to the large form of three plot strands of Love and a Bottle and The Constant Couple. However, the experiments in the middle plays influenced the form of The Recruiting Officer and The Beaux' Stratagem. The Recruiting Officer manages to achieve a degree of unity of its three plots  through the fusion of the comic plot of recruiting and the main plot and the parallel structure of the two love plots. The Beaux' Stratagem also uses these methods of fusion and parallel structure by fusing the robbers' plot with the beaux' plot and by balancing the inn, the habitation of the low comedy characters, against the country house, site of the love plot. Thus, the forms of The Recruiting Officer and The Beaux Stratagem represent real artistic improvement over the form of the first two plays, an improvement accounted for by the experiments in the middle four plays.

Similar growth can be traced in the plays with regard to Farquhar's humour. In all of Farquhar's critical remarks there runs the idea that a comedy ought first of all to entertain – to move all sections of the audience to laughter. For example, this desire to provide something - for every member in the audience seems to have motivated the humour of his first play Love and a Bottle. The young playwright provided an overabundance of intrigue, an overabundance of low comedy characters, and an overabundance of wit. Most likely this comedy succeeded mainly for its sheer quantity of comic effects rather than for the quality of its effects. It is least successful in its wit, for although it makes some interesting comments on love, honour and comedy, its wit is too studied and is too incongruous when placed in the mouths of the Rover, Roebuck, and the landlady, Bullfinch. 

The second play, The Constant Couple, capitalized on these two kinds of comedy that Farquhar found most natural to him in Love and A Bottle: comedy of intrigue and comedy of character. Although The Constant Couple has a witty first scene and although its lovers make some witty remarks, still it is best remembered as a bustling intrigue comedy filled with a number of effective comic characters.

In Sir Harry Wildair, the comic characters and intrigues are cut to a minimum, seemingly to give unity to the plot and an opportunity for the characters to be witty. Clincher, alone, remains of Lurewell's comic lovers of the original, and only one bedroom scene in the sequel in Act IV, in which the husband finds three lovers in his wife's bedroom, equals the gaiety of such situations in the original. This de - emphasis of comedy of plot and character gives all the characters a chance to exercise their wit on such topics as love and marriage, war, and men of honour and women of quality. But Farquhar feels too seriously about these topics, and the wit becomes heavy.

The Inconstant represents still one more step in Farquhar's efforts to achieve this balance between wit and humour. In turning to the Wild Goose, Farquhar found the hero capable of making witty remarks and two women, Oriana and Bisarre, capable of matching his wit. This play offered Farquhar plenty of opportunity for comic situation in Oriana's tricks to capture Mirabel. However, Farquhar's audience must surely have been disappointed because of the lack of comic characters, although Duretete and Old Mirabel help somewhat to fill in this gap.

Perhaps because of these two failures Farquhar turned comedy, The Twin Rivals, whose comic effect rested mainly on situation and character. The intriguing of Mrs. Midnight to get Elder Wou'dbe's fortune and fiancee from Young Wou'dbe and to engineer Richmore's amours and the efforts ofTeague to foil her, form much of the humour of the play. As for wit, the play is almost devoid of it, except for a few witty remarks ofAurelia and Richmore and Aurelia and Trueman.

The comedy of The Recruiting Officer, like that of The Constant Couple, rests on its characters (Brazen, Kite, Bullock and Rose) and its intrigues (recruiting and the disguises of Silvia, Kite and Lucy). Although there are flashes of wit in The Recruiting Oficer, the characters are too busy intriguing to carry on much witty talk and are really outside the pale of high society. 

The Beaux' Stratagem comes as fitting climax then in this search for balance and humour and wit. Humorous situations are provided by the beaux' stratagem and the robbers' plot, and a great deal of humour is provided by such characters as Bellair, Sullen, Foigard, Gibbet, Scrub and Lady Bountiful. However, in addition to these humourous elements, wit is provided by Archer, wittiest of all Farquhar's heroes, and such other initates in the ways of society life as Aimwell, Freeman, Mrs. Sullen, Dorinda and Cherry who gets her knowledge from novels). Even Sullen, after a conversation with Sir Charles Freeman, is able to participate with his wife in the wit combat that separates them at the end of the play. Thus, The Beaux' Stratagem that combines humour of character and situation with wit achieves the balance that Farquhar was seeking all through his career as a play- wright.

To these requisites for comedy - form and entertainment - Farquhar added a third-instruction. Farquhar meant by this instruction - satire. He further defined the kind of satire to be used as general and not particular. Love and a Bottle, that rich storehouse ofFarquhar's ideas and methods, first of all contains a burlesque of the moral code of Restoration comedy - the double standard. Farquhar, in his satire of Restoration Comedy, has Lyrick label the Morality of some of these plays as "Devilish instructive" and characterizes the hero of Restoration as "a Compound of practical Rake, and Speculative Gentleman". Roebuck also sees that there is no "innate Principle of Virtue" and that people derive their own principles of virtue through experience but Farquhar knows that this opinion is rather from the Devil. However, Roebuck goes on his whoremastering way according to the "Principle of Honour", and Lucinda remains a virgin in deed (but not in thought) according to the same principle.

The Constant Couple carries on the attack begun in Love and a Bottle against the double standard in the words and example of Lady Lurewell. The difference in the attack is that the code does not encourage a woman to live up to the highest ideals. In The Constant Couple, Farquhar attacks the hypocrisy of his age in Vizard and Smuggler who profess to live according to God's law but really live according to their own self interest.

Farquhar's play. Sir Harry Wildair, is very interesting for discovering his ideas because they are stated explicitly rather than dramatically. Again Farquhar seems to be exploring' ideas concerning practical moral principles which are that the man of honour (Sir Harry Wildair) and the woman of quality (Lady Lurewell) live by. Sir Harry, towards the end of the play, comes to realize that the rules for right conduct cannot come from the conduct of the corrupt people of his own age, but from morality.

After the preachiness of Sir Harry Wildair Farquhar turned to the rather frivolous The Inconstant. And yet here Farquhar seems to be trying to work out dramatically his ideal of feminine love in Oriana. Oriana, in her heroic'action, at the end, truly becomes "beauty without art, virtue without pride and love without cermony". Thus her action inspires Mirabel to virtue. 

The Twin-Rivals differs from the other plays of Farquhar m that it tries to present a number of positive examples of virtue in Elder Wou'dbe, Trueman, Constance, and Aurelia. More important than this, the play presents the problem of justice in the world, easily recognizable as the one Farquhar has pictured in his earlier plays - the world where men are governed by their self - interest. In such a world justice is not obtained through the state nor through being good (religion). Instead one believes in the ideals of love and bravery and develops a stoical attitude toward life and hopes for the best.

The country setting of The Recruiting Officer appears at first to have little in common with the world of the earlier plays, but one soon realizes, as he sees almost everyone from the justice to the clown motivated by self interest. In such a world men are exhorted, in the words of Silvia, to practice such virtues as "bravery, knowledge, policy, justice", and women are inspired, through the example of Silvia, to "noble, generous manly friendship".Silvia's selfless love becomes a shining example in this dark world, and there is hope for the regeneration of Plume through love of Silvia as Balance has been reformed by Silvia's mother.

In The Beaux' Stratagem, the hypocrisy of the age is revealed as Archer and Aimwell explain the reasons back of their disguise as the world's delight in appearances rather than reality. Then Farquhar proceeds through the organization of the play that balances the society world of the country house and the underworld society of the inn to show that the gentlemen are no better than rogues and the ladies are not so good as the lowly innkeeper's daughter. Indirectly through songs and fooling, one leams that in such a world life is a trifle and death an opportunity for one's heirs, and love is clean linen and religion offers an easy, comfortable way to repentance. This last play represents a comedy that balances wit and humour and through this wit and humour and its form presents a satirical view of the life of his time. Thus our study of Farquhar ends with a note of triumph rather than with the note of despair with which so many studies of Farquhar ends. This play represents not a promise of things that he might have fulfilled had he lived longer, but it rather reresents the fulfilment of promises he had made in his criticism and earlier plays. This thesis that began with the very timid suggestion that perhaps Farquhar should be considered first of all as an artist and that perhaps Farquhar's plays would reveal artistic growth and development ends with confirmation of these opinions.
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