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THESIS

THE ANATOMY OF' },TELAÀTCHOLY AS PROSE SATIRE

lSrrmmqrrr)\ u ur¡¡rrtq! J /

Robert Burton f s Anatomv of l4ef ancho-l.y has been inter-
nreted i n ¡ r¡arietv of wavs bv ffi of criti es hrtrvu, vqv

onl-y lately has emphasis been placed on its relationship to
qr1.ipa Ane'l¡7sjs shov¡s th¡+ f1-.¡ /1 n^{-nmv is fleenlv indebted tOusvf ¡ u. ¡l¡rqrJ uJ_u ur¿vveu uftav ullg õlIouu¡i:J ru uuçI/rJ f r¡

bhe classical- satiric tradition, and, equal-l-y, is one of a
Êrrôìln of' neclliarlv EnEf i sh nF^qa qrJ--ì nos that fl.ourished jnUI¡ IJ

the sixteenth and earli-er seventeenth cenLuries.
Satire itself is a J-iterary kincl the theory of which

has been fufl of contradictions; lrut in Renai-ssance Bngland there
existed a very precise notion of what satire--in its formal verse
manifestatj-on at feast--ought to be. Satire t{as thought to be
etvmol osi cal I r¡ r-el:tcd i.n the ltsatvl" -ll the shasEv uroodlanduuvJ r J u¡¡sõÕJ

deity, and, ãccordingly, a decorum demanding crudeness and
obscurity was attacheo to it. A second mark of this formal verse
satire was the recu-rrent use of the image of anatomical dissecticli,
appropriabe enough in sati-re of a virulent scri. The product of
these characterístics is clearly visible in such formal verse satires
as the notorious Scour€ie of Villainie by Marston, the relatively
mì I der Vi røi riemiafUm Of JOSenh ija-l 'l - 6¡ t_ho rÀrâqni ql.ì onnø-'n¡,,¡'ì.'rrrr¿uer v f,f ëlrur _ Jçprr lrorr, vr vrrÇ Y!aù}Jf,ùIi, (l,rlullJllrvL,LùrJ -
wri-tten \,Vhipper Pamphl-et q.

During the same period, hor,vever, a body r¡f extremelyn^n'l cp nnnco works was being procluced, including extravaganzas
like Haringtonts Metamorphosis of Ajax, and the vituperative tracts
of Nashe and Harvey. These prose works are strikingly simifar to
the formal- verse satires both in tone and technique'; they, i;oo ,
have as their speaker a persona j-n the satyr:-mold; they display aÍl
even greater ingenuity in their use of linguistic crr.r.dities,
colloquial obscenities, and veiled personal references, than their
\/Êrsê nnrrntê1rrrâr"J--s . qi ønì f i n¡ni:l r¡ nl sn thpr¡ omnl nr¡ +l^^ + -^-^ ^+rvçIuv vvullvurIJsr vu, urörarrIUAllUIJ, qrDv) UIlEJ çllrlf aVJ UIt(: rllrd,E;E \JI

anatomical- Cissection with great frequency, j-n some i-nstances rnal<ing
it the dominant motif. It is to this group of prose satires that
Robert Burion I s Anatonly of Mel-anch<¡l-y bei ongs .

The Anatomy of MelancholJ¡, first published j-n 162I in a.

relatively compact form, achieved a widespread fame j-mmediatelV, and
r'ranr- #1"nn"-1-' five ediiions, al-1 corrected and enlarged, in itsyvulru ufl¡ vu-ótl

authorrs life; the sixth edition, the last to be proofed and expanded
by Burton, was published posthurnously in L65I. The Anatomy has un-
mistakable ]inks with the other prose satires of the day: it is,
fnr. erremnl r. dr.nondanl_ ìtnôr +L^ ^.^^4-^*-. -i-^-^ ^.^,'i ; f fì S.no:ìì.ol.¡ vr u ¡-qr¡rlJ ru t \.t(jl, r-IILTUII U L{IJ lJIl U llu dr}()v \rrllJ --rlllat3c , 6411u -L v *

Democritus Junior, is a satiric persona wiih many of the attributes
of the satyr. Bu.t the Anatomy is al-so an of f shoot of the cl-assical
European tradition of satire, and makes abundant use of the great



;atirists of antiquity, particul-arl-y Lucian, as wefl as of the
nodern representatives of the tradition such as Aretino and Rabelaj-s "

That Burtonrs aim was to produce a. satire as early as the
L62I edition can be seen from an analysis of that not-easilyl
rvailabl-e work. Lacking many of the ômbetlishments of the 165I
,¿ltià" (it is some 60/,-shorier), its vision is all- the more readily
3rasped. It reveals a mastery oi tfte techniques of satire that its
íutnor had oisplayed in his first publicati-on, the satiri-c drama.
?hilosophasterr- bui it also embodies a philosophy that had darkened
,rffig of iime: Burton, unl-ike his persona, is no
Lngenuous pedani full- of unfounded ad.miration for the hman race;
rather, one sees him mercilessly dissect the great institutions of
¡,lestern civilization, as he knew them, and. exhibit their futility'
Significantly, suiciáe j-s defended at severaf cl-imactic poin'r,s 1n
t.he Anatomv - and the first edition closes with a t'Conclusion of ihe¿¡r¡svv¡¡¿r ' 

*;^.Ã^-tt-;;; 
| -nøinfnr.r,es th atiric vision.Authõr Eo The Reader" that rej-nforces the pervasive s

A study of the post-I62J- editions consol-idates the viet¡r
bhat the Anatomi is satire. The additions and revisions, especially
f-o tho nreliminãry matter and the Preface, leave the reader in no doubt
UV

as to the tone of rn¡hat he is reading and the intent of what is to
follov¡; even the apparentlyItsci-entific" passages have their function
within the overal-l- satiric pattern. Everywhere, the post-1621
editions reveal- Burton potiêhing with loving care, endlessly inter-
nn-l ori nc tt-ra i r.oni r.. nhrase , the incongruous al l-usion, or weaving
PUrCVrrló vrfu
-r ^næ oo1-ì ¡i n nô o {-n ^nhance further the original ef fect.IOrlg ¡id.u-Lf'-Lu IJd.Þòd6cù uu sf



CHAPTER I

THE VAGARIES OF BURTON CRITICISM Æ.TD A THEORY OF SATIRE

There has been a greaË diversity of critícal opínion over

the exact naËure of Burtonfs Anatomy of Mel-ancholy. It has been caËe-

goriEed as the disorgania.ed ranbl-ing of a pedant who was old-fashloned

even in his own day, as a major sclentifíc treatise, as a greaË

Renaissance religious work, ot¡ more conmonly, as a hotch-potch qrhose

ain is either confused or confusirrg.l The problem of ascertaining

Burtonrs aim and the nature of hís AnaËomy, however, ís coupor.rnded by

the l-ack of a definitive edítion of the work. Burton supervised the

revision and publicaËion of the first fÍve editions, and had personally

1Io ,h."" íntroductory pages (1 - 7), I am províding only the
barest outlíne of the varieËy of critical opinions. Later in Ëhe
chapter, they will be considered rather more fully. As for the four
víews exenplified here: a typical proponent of Ëhe noËíon thaË BurËon
TÍas an erraËíc pedanË is the anorrymous essayist who, in Cornhill
Magazine, April 1880, p. 490, patronises the Arratomy. by suggestíng ËhaË
it-G-lã patchwork, stuck ËogeËher with scíssãñ-nã paste, a queeï
amorphous mass, in spiËe of its osËensible plan." SEí1l, he does find
tta real- charm in the o1d gentlenan.tt Foremost among Ëhose who suggesL
that the Anat,omy is an important scientific work is Sir l^Iílliarn Osler,
ftBurtonf s Anatoiny of Melancholyr" Yale RevÍew, III (Jan. , L9L4), 252,
asserti-ng thaË it is "a great medieal treaËise. " A number of critics
have atËached theroselves to the opinion that the Anatomy is essenËíally
a religious work; Ëhe most recenË of these ís l"liss Patricia Vicari, who
has delivered a paper before the 1971 meetíng of the Assocíatíon of
Canadian UniversiËy Teachers of English, entitled "RoberË Burton: The
Anatomy as Sermon, and the Sermon as Anatomy." The mosË useful Burton
critic, in many senses, Lawrence Babb, Saníty in Bedlam (Michigan StaËe
Universíty Press, 1959), considers Ëhat there is "serious dísunity" i-n
the Anatorny, and suggesËs a confusion in Burt,onts mind.
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prepared the síxth edition, vrhieh was unfortr:nately not published till

1651, eleven years after his deaËh. Yet the modern standard edition

of the Anatomy, Shilletors, ís a version of the error-ridden seventh

edíËion, which Shílleto assumed to be a faithful copy of Ëhe sixth.l

Nor does any modern editíonu for logisËíc reasons, attempt, Ëo cope with

the problem of somehow íllusËratÍng the gradual development of the text,

whfch 1s some sixty per cent longer ín the sixth edítion than iË was in

the flrsË.

The tv¡o problerns--crit,ical Índecísion and lack of a compre-

hensive Ëext--are closely interlinked 1n the case of the &þgy., for

readers have been deprived of an opportunity Ëo sËudy the growth of the

work and the authorts continuíng ?Pf.eoccupaËj-ons" YeË a sound criËical

approach can on1-y be enhanced by such a study, ands conversel-y, through

it, inproper emphases sËand a good chance of being "*po""d.2 With

respecË to the present Ëhesis, a sËudy of the additions and revisions

to the l-621 editlon lends weíght to Ëhe contention ËhaË the Anato¡ry of

Mel-ancholv ís basícalJ-y a v¡ork whose unity 1íes in its satiric character.

1-The dates of publication of the six editions are as follows:
firsË, L62L; second, L624; thÍrd" L628; fourth, L6323 fífth, 1-638; and
síxth, 1651. The Shilleto ËexÊ (George Bell and Sons, London, 1896)
q¡as based on Èhe 1660 edition.

2n. G. IIal-lwachs, "AdditÍons and. Revisíons in the Second
Edition of Burtonrs Anat,orry of Melancholy" (Diss. Princetor. 1942),
casts doubt on Oslerts interpretaÊion in this way, showing thaË Burt,on
makes no effort Ëo expand the much-mooted "scienÈ1fic" areas in Ëhe
second edition.
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Many readers have deÈected the presence of sat,ire in the

anatomy, to be sure, and one group has gone so far as to descríbe iË

as "Meníppean satire." This Èern, howevere comes Ëo be a specialised

label for a form of extended essay, and lacks the connoËaËions of
ftsatire" in the orthodox sense.l BurËonfs Anatomy, in any case, is
satíric in a much more basic sense trr"r, rr""ìI' hi.therto proposed.

Not only does iË have the characteristics of sati.re (in the connonl-y

accepted sense), buË it also has speclfic affíníties wíth a whoLe

school of Renaíssance prose writers who cerËainly regarded thenselves

as satÍrísËs, buË whom scholars have generally been loath to cLassify"

The ¡'rríÈers of fornal- verse saËire in the Renaissance, on the other

hand, have been studíed much more Íntensívely, and their work has been

shown to conËain a number of not.able dístÍnguishing feaËures:2 it uses

Ëhe ttloose'r satura form;3 it e*ploys a satyr-fÍgure as its speaker;

horthrop Frye is Ëhe leader of thís gïoup. IIis suggestions
as outlined in the A+atony of crítícisur (New york: Athenetrr-1966¡,
will receíve a more detaile¿ evàtuation later ín this chapter. A morerrorthodox" (ín ny view) definiËion of saËíre is proposed bel-ow, p. 53.

t-chapter rr is devoted to the study of Renaissance prose
satire. Ìnlorks dealing with Ëhe formal verse are: R. M. Alden, The
Fllse of Fornal Satire in land (PhÍladelphÍa, 1899); O. J. Carnpbell-,

Troilus and Cressida (San Marinä,
1965); A. Kernan, The cankerèd @; and John peËer,

laÍnt and satire in Early Engu.sh Literature (oxford, 1956).
3I 

"* indebted Ëo lrvin Ehrenpreis, The ,,Types,, Approach to
*iterature (few York: King's crown Press, 194ffi,"
"formr" and ttmoder" as Ëhey will be used throughout this thesls. Northrop
Frye, Anatomyo and René l^Iellek and Austin trrlarren, Theory of Literat,ure



it is distinguÍshed, accordingly, by excessi-vely crude language; its
main image comes from medicine, and parÈicularly from the praetice of

anaËomjcal dÍssection; ít is frequently virulent in Íts onslaughts des-

pite its protestatÍons of humane concern--so much so, apparently, that

in 1599 formal verse saËire was outlawed and many volumes of it r¿ere

consígned to the fíre.

The works of the prose satirists of the sixË,eenÈh and earlier
seventeenth centuries in England can be characËerised in the same úray as

the fornal verse satire. Prose works like Nashers Anatomíe of Absurditie

(1589), Harveyrs Pierces SupererogaËion (1593) and Sir John Haríngton's

Metamorphosis of Ajax (1596)1 conËain features similar to sone ín the

most virulent outpourings of the l-east, savoury of the verse satÍrisËs,

MarsËon. They usually have as their speaker a satyr-persona who is

incllned to ví1-ífy hís unfort,unate enemies r.ríth rurflaggÍng zest and

(Ne¡,¡ York: Harcourt, Brace and co., Lg4z) denounce the r^¡ord "genrett ast'an unpronounceable and alien thingrt' and tkind" seeins 
"r, """.f,t"b1.English equivalent for whaË we nor'nally undersËand by "genre." "Form"is used to describe the líterary vehícles (such as "novel," "short storyr"ttanatomytt) for the varíous trkínd.s.ft trModetr Eeans ttthe manner character-

istic of a kínd"; *. nay find several t'modes" operatíng within one such
conplex work as Kíng Lear.

1-rn ctrapters rr and rrr of this thesis, Ëhere is an analysis
of the major prose-I¡rorks of these wriÈers, in whÍch the close relation-
ship between their saËires and those of the formal verse satirists is
shown. A scrutiny of the revealing "flytingt' between Nashe and Harvey
makes Ít clear that each Þ/as a master of the satíric arts of invectÍve
and abuse.
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abr¡ndant moral Índignation--saeva indignú is the pass-word; they

tend Ëo use the satura form becar.rse of Ëhe opportr:nit,ies íË provídes

for Ëangential abuse of all and sundry; Ëhe najor metaphor they enploy

is the pervasive anatomical one; and their language is frequently as

crude as their inagínations can rnake it"

Burtonfs Anatomy seens Ëo me to be a meriber of thís group of
prose satíres, and ¡rould quite probably be recognÍzad as such by the

najority of hÍs contemporary readers. rts speaker, Democritus Junior,

Ís a satiric persona, sublímatíng the funct,Íons of doctor and priest
in that of the saËírisÈ"l The Anatomy fs written in the satura form,

and parodies the nedical Ëreatise whích very aptly supplies Ëhe basíc

medical image, Ëhe slgnaËure of Renaíssaîce satire. rt ís an epitome,

toon of the most sophi.sticated and explicíË satíric d.evicesr2 assaili-ng

multiËudes of Ëargets in keeping wlth its stat,ed ai_m of examining a

uníversal disease.

The Anatomyts affiniÈies with Renaissance prose satire appear

more clearly from an examínatÍon of the relatively coupact first edÍËion.

lFor ínformaEíon
I shaLl rely heavíly upon
1960), the only rnajor work
satfric mode.

and speculatÍon upon the
R. C. Elliotrs The power

origíns of satíre,
of Satire (Princeton,

dealing exclusively w.Íth Ëhe rooËs of. the

2sf"a.r Mary claire Randorph, ,rThe Medical concept in English
Renalssance sariric Theoryr" g, )offivrrr (1941), supplíes us with al-íst of the popular saËiric tools of the day, incl"àittg catalogues, mini-
anatomies, mock-odysseys, moek-encomia, irony, rídiculã, di*irr,rtio,
ínvecË1ve, and many oËhers " Burton makes use of ttren aitffiJuper-latlve effect.
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As an analysis of this edition indi.caËeso there r,ras no confusion in
Burtonts n:ind, aÈ least, over his aim: it is a saËire on Ëhe widespread

proportions of human folly, and is no more a scientífic work Ëhan

GuLLíverts Travels is an authentic Ëravelerfs Ëale. The technical pass-

ages are as ofËen as not merely parodíc, for they are the cruÈch upon

which the satura must lean, and are noË an end in thenselves. The first
edition also contains exclusively the 'rConclusion of the AuËhor to the

Read,errrr a satiric apologia at the end of Ëhe work, which brings the

anatony full circle from the'rsaËyri-car-1 prefacertt and shows the con-

sístency in Ëhe rrision that has Ínforned Ëhe enËire work. Throughout

the first edÍtíon, one can see the careful shapíng of the personars

character, sometimes as the satirist híuself, sometímes as the sat,irised;

and one can savour BurÈonrs mastery of the whole range of satiric derrices

from the dorolnanË mock-odyssey motif to the sophisticat,ed. irony Ëhat

-arks Ëhe interplay between author, persona, and subjecË.

In the editÍons after L62J-, Burton conËinues Ëo sharpen and.

deepen his saËiric vision. passages with potentlal for further satiric
development he augmented with zesto and often, when Ëhe saÈire r¡ras rioË

sufficientJ-y explícít, as Ín the titl-e and preliminary må.tter of the

first editÍ-on, he added Large gobbets of material to reuedy the defect.

The early edítÍons l/ere remarkabLy successful, and BurËon, whilst sËi11

keeping up the pretence of a scientific purpose¡ mâde rrirtually no addi_

tlons Ëo the "technicaltt mr¡s¡ial after L62I.
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T\oo factors of ímportaneeo then, seem to indicate that
Burtonfs Anatouy is a satirÍc work whose aim is by no means confused:

its relaËionship to Ëhe group of prose satires that was popular in
England duríng the sj-xt,eenth and sevenËeenth centuries; and the evídence

supprfed by a study of the additions and revisíons to Ëhe post-1-621

editions of the AnaËomy, whích suggests that Burt,onrs vísion rüas satÍric.
Since, however, the bulk of Burton critics over Ëhree hundred years have

not considered Ëhe AnaËomy t.o be satire, it becomes necessary and il_lu-

mÍnatíng to exanine their opinÍons more cl-osely, to assess their conclu-

sfons, and to ponder whether, in facË, the labe1 "satÍrer" no matËer

how conËenËious, is not the most appropríaËe for a work like the Anatomy.

rË is always a rewarding pursuit, for the student of litera-
ture to scrutinize Ëhe critical treatment meËed out to a particular
r+riter over the years, though Ít is a well-r¿arranted plaÈftude thatn

as often as notr one learns more about the críËíc than abouË his author

from such a study. In Èhe case of one who, ín the course of three hun-

dred years, has received a great deal of criËÍcal notice, it is all the

more illurninating.l Burtonrs Anatomy of Mel-ancholy has run the gamut;

hffti"t R. Muel1er, in The AnaËomy of Robert BurËonrs England.(Berkeley and Los Angeles, LgsZ),
Burton: a study of Ëhe Man, his work, and his criticsr" Diss. coluubia
L967, have boËh given rather selective outlines of najor t.rends ín Burtoncriticism, Nochímsonrs being apparenËly very much indebted. to Muelleris.Mueller shov¡s that the critícal t,rends do indeed rn-irror Ëhe ages in
whÍch they occur, Nochimson demonsÈrates that some very superfÍcial workon the part of biographers has Ied to ¡nísconceptions about Burton. My
concexn in examíning the critics Ís to evince the notion thar it is con-fusion over the essential nat,ure of BurËonts major opus that has led tothe confltcting tnterpreËations of iË
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on the one hand he is charged, like that unforËunate don of Lord

Macaulayrs "whose natural spark of wit was smothered by his pedantryr"

with col-lecting ttthe sweepings of the Bodleianr"l and on Èhe other

hand he is lauded as the foremosË exponent of a recenËly rediscovered
,

literary genre.' An examJnaÈion of the meanderings of Ëhe stream of

Burton criticism, however, shows lítËle in the way of "progress" in

crit,ical apprecíation thaË would gíve rÍse to any complacency about Ëhe

superioríty of modern critical approaeheso but it does demonstrate

effecÈively the perennial problems which the Anatomy has presented to

all who have endeavoured to draw thaË leviaËhan out wiËh a hook; from

such a realization it is hoped that cerËain positions will emerge, upon

which Ëhe superstructure of this thesls will rest.

Critics of the Anatony of Melanchol-y have been dívided over

the true nature of the work. Broadly speaking, there are three main

approaches to it, each with the rrby sËrearns and rilletsrr beloved of

Burton. The first school has tended to enphasíle the utÍlitarian func-

tion of Èhe Anatony, Ëhough often, as with each of the oËher schools,

not compl-etely ignoring all other aspects of the book. The rruËj.litarians"

feel that the Anatomy is, by desígn, a scientifíc or educational t,ext-book;

lquoted in F. P" I^Iilson's amusing and ÍnteresÈing
CenËury Prose (Los Angeles: Universíty of Calífornia Press,

SevenÈeenËh
1960), p. 33.

)-Northrop Frye, The Anatomy of Criticism is the main propounder
of the r¡:lew. Its meriËs w-il1 be discussed below, p. 22, ar.d throughout.
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the more sympaËhetically inclined of them suggest Ëhat iË is rewardíng

reading for the student seeking to amass infornation on an encyclopedic

scale. Thís "util-Ítarian' group is counÈerbalanced by a second., for
whom the personality of Ëhe author is most important. This school finds

Ëhe Anatomy to be a mirror of an erraÈic but attractive represent,ative

of a once-vÍtal way of life now defunct; al_so, Ëhis group sees in Lhe

personality of the author a moïe positive unifying príncÍple Ëhat per-

meates Ëhe Anatouy and explaíns the bookrs apparent diffuseness. Finally,
there is a group of critics who have concentrated theír aËtention, on

the literary form of the Anatomy, atternpting to defíne iË in terns of

íts LiËerary affÍnities; it is upon Ëhe approach of this last group that

thls thesís depends, as r have hinted in the opening pages. r will deal

first, however, with Ëhe 'tutil_Ítarians."

The utilitari-an approach to Burton, whí1sË predomínating amongsË

the earlÍer crítics, has had íts atavísËic modern support. rn its
orÍgÍna1- manÍfestation iË appears as either an awe-stricken regard. for
Burtonts erudítion, or as a slighting and ofËen spíËeful eontempt for hís
ttdamrabLe iteration.' The AnaËomy is called "a book of philologyr" in
which BurËon has rrpiled up a variety of much exceLlent learnÍng. t'l

lrhor"" Fuller, The I,Iorthies of England, ed. J. Freeman (London:
Allen and unwÍn ' L952), ppffily, one has t,o suspecr
FulLerrs authority: for instance, in describing É,rttorrrs work, he sayscryPtical-ly and parenthetically, t'None Ëo the native to describe a colntryr"
and one has a nasty suspicion that he is confusing Robert wiËh trrrillian,
hfs broÈher, and auËhor of A D""giptior of L.i".r (London:
Jaggardo L622) 

"
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Anthony à tr{ood, Èhe validÍty of whose inforrnatÍon is often guesËionable,

may ín Ëhis instance be Ëaken safely to refleeË the opinion of hís age

when he tel-ls us ÈhaË the Anat,omy is a book "so full of varieËy of

reading thaË Gentl-emen who have losË their Ëime pnd are puË to a push

for ínventíonn may furnish Ëhemselves with matter [fron it] for common

or scholastic díscourse and wrítirrg."1 This Ís a strikÍng foreshadowÍng

of Lord Byronrs s6rnmeot, t'rf the reader has patíence to go Ëhrough

[Burtonrs] volumes, he will be more improved for llterary conversaËion

Ëhan by the perusal of ariy ËwenËy other works r^ríth rÂrhích I am acquaíntedtt2

--a rather back-handed complimenË. Doctor Johnsonrs comrent on Burton

is q¡e1l known, and whilsE Ì¡re nay have reason Ëo doubt that he rose two

hours earlíer in the morníng to read the Anatomy--accordíng to Boswel-l,

he never rose early for anything--his remark that iË was "overload.ed

rcith quotationtt" stríkes the farniliar chord and corresponds too much

with oËher conËemporary esËimaÈions to be dismissed: many critÍcs have

lArrrhorry à Wood, Athenae Oxoníensis (London, ITZL), quoted Ín
Paul- Jordan-snith in his edírion of Phílosophaster (sranford, 1931), p.
282, à hlood ís notoriously ínaccurate ana specufative ín hís pseudo-
hístory. one gets the Ímpression that he has read Ëhe Anatony, or at
least the Preface, and has taken literally all apparently personal
remarks that, are there and applíed them to the author.

,-George Gordon Byron, Letters, ed. T" More (London, 1930), I, 98.
3.f" U. Brown, ed., The"gritical- Opinions of Sauruel Johnson

(PrinceÈon Uníversity Press, m
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felt since that the Burtonian rift,s eontaín too mueh ore, Amongsr

more modern holders of Ëhe view, Èhls damring sËatemenÈ is found:

book bears a closer resernblance to the çrorks of rna¡g1nal Prynner"l

remark calculaÈed to offend the memory of the Burton who lar:nched

bftter atËack upon Prynne and hís i1k ín the Third partition.

It isu however, an affcionado of Burtonrs (and there are many

fron Larnb onv¡ards--a group who make no notable critical contribution),

Paul Jordan-snith, r¿ho makes the defÍnitive statement on BurËonrs

eruditlon:

rt covers almosË every field of human interest: medicine,
díetetlcs, psychi-aËry, climatology, ethics, education,
theology, goverî.menÈ, magic, astrolog.y, tïave1 , horticulture,
and boËh Ëhe pleasures and pains of love" Add to all this
the fact ÈhaË on every subject the great,est masËers of his
orrn and every previous age are suumoned to give Ëheir testi-
mony; that Ëhe whole is enlivened by Ëhe poeËs of England,
Greece and Rome, and by a nulËitude of droll, Deeameronian
storiesn and even Èhen one gets bu! a slight notion of Ëhe
lnclusive naËure of this old book.¿

lArthur w. Fox,
L899), p. 434.

t-Paul Jordan-SmiÈh, Bibliographia Burtoniana (Stanford, 1931),p" 4, Jordan-SmiËhrs critical ÍË nildly,
íryressionístic: for example, he Ínforns us that given a choice of books
to Ëake to a desert island, he would opt for Ëhe AnaËorny--not, Ëhe besË
reco'nmendatíon for it, one takes leave Ëo suggest. AË times, however, in
defence of his idol, he becomes witËy, as when he dismisses Ëhe idea that
Bacon is the real author of the Anatom¿ (p. 67): "rt r^rould seem Ëhat
Bacon, taking a day off from the produòtion of Don Quixote, Montaigners
Essays, shakespeare's poems and plays, The counEGETffiroke's -
Arcadia, The Faerie Queene, and other oddè affi and
seventeenËh-cent,ury literaËure, on both sides of the Channel , not t,o make
account of the uzorks bearing his orrn name, did first the TreaËise (1586),
and Ëhen, thirty-five years later, enl-arged a¡rd revised iffi trre
AnaÈony of Melancholy.'r

the

ttno

A

the

A Book of Bachelors (4. Const,able and Co.,
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such catalogues of the AnaÈoruyfs t'ingredients" are the staple of most

of the literary hisËorÍes.

In general , the t\.7ent,ieÈh-century versíon of the ttutilitarian,,

approach envísages the Anatony as primarily an example of Renaissance

scientifÍc writing--a vÍew adumbrated as early as 1730 by Thonas Hearne,

who, in comrenËing upon the declÍníng populariËy of Burt,on in the

efghteenth cenËury (the nadir of his reputaËÍon), voices the standard

view we have already noticed: t'it hath been a com'non-pIace book for
fiLcherstt (líke sterne). HÍs next coûment is however of more ÍnËerest

to us3

now, Ëis disregardedo and a good fair perfect copy (although
of the 7th impression) ¡ mây be purchased for one shilling,
wel1 bound, which oecasioned a Gentleman yest,erday . . .-to
say that sir rsaac NewËon (he believed) would also in ËÍme be
turned to lsast,e paper, an observation which is very likely Ëo
prove true.r

Ttre analogy wíth Newton the scientist has proved fa1se, in that, the

reputatÍon of Burton has grotvn sínce the doldrums of the eighteenLh

century, and is now fairly esËablished--a course of events which may

lndicate thaË Ít is not to Burtonrs scíentific contribution thaË one

ought to look in search of his real worth. BuË the critics with whom

-Thomas lIearne, Reliquiae Hearnianae; the Remains of Thomas
Hearne, M.A. of Edmund Hal1; ed. J.-¡Ye-¡¡er !¡.¿À. v! !s¡rÀur¡s rrer¿, su. u. Dusud¡.tarÀ-.D!uwlt LrJorrcon: ugnEaur
Press, 1960), p. 409. Again, it has to be adnitted that lrearne, pic-
turesque as he may seem is not a reliable souïce, excep¡ insomuch as hereflects eight.eenth-cenËury opinion. Ilis conmenËs, wi¡h ¡he excepÈion ofthe ones above, seem to be from à Inlood, d.orrm to Ëhe very language; for
example, that BurËon was a 'rmost facetious and pleasant cornpãnión;"
indeed, so careless is he that he mentions à i^Iood in his r,.*È 

""rrtence,thus confÍrning onets suspicions, albeit r:nwittingly.
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I shall now deal- are deterrnined that the basis for our continuing Ëo

read Burton resÈs noË on his l-iterary merits, buË on his importance in

the hisËory of scientific advance. And the greatest proponent of Ëhís

line 1s the fornidable Sir Ï,Iilliam 0s1er, who ponËÍficates:

The AnaËomv of Melancholy ís a great medíeal Lreatise, orderly
in arrangement,, serious in purpose, and weíghty beyond belief
with authoriËÍes"r

The area of Burtonts scientífic efforË has been even further delinited

by another observer, who describes hím as a pioneer

who devoted his life to Ëhe study of menËa1 aberration, and
was concerned with no other branch of medicirre, excepË in so
far as it bore on his central interest.z

Burton is acclaimed as one of the founders of modern psychiatry ín Ëhis

.3
vl_ew"

p. 1.

10"l-.r, rfBurtonrs Anat,omy of Melancholy ,r, Z5Z.

2B"rg.r, Evans, The Psychíatry of RoberË BurËon (New york 
" Lg44) o

3E*r.rr"r book indulges in the dangerous if once popular practÍce
of explaínÍng the psyche, and thereby Ëhe "inËentÍontt of the author,
Ëhrough unconscious admissions made in hís creative work. Often thÍs
method shows nothing more Ëhan the insensítívity of the criËie to the
artisËic consciousness of a wríter. So we find such irrelevancies as
this: ttThe assuurption thaË she [Burtonf s mother] was donineeríng and.
¡:naffectionate Ëor¿ards him--or at least thaË he thought she was--is
supported by the intensiËy of feeling wíËh whích he so ofËen aliudes ín
the Anatony Ëo the cruelty and indifference of parents" (p. 6). Evans
continues, "H. [Burton] makes iË quite clear, in the course of his book,
that he had suffered an unhealable narcissísËic injury in his childhood,
that left him resentful, envious, scornful of hi¡oself and of others.tl
The literary value of such coûments is very difficult to ascertain, and
ËheÍr psychoanalytÍcal validity seeÐs doubtful, since they rest upon a
very imperfect notion of the naËure of the work.
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Perhaps Ëhe most aggressive and uncompromising statemenË of

this scíentific branch of the utÍl-itarian school is as follows:

A scholar who wrote in Lat,ín rÀras assured of an international
reputation, and BurËonts aim \^ras to write a medicaL texË-book.
Burton would be much surprised to find out thaÇ hís book is
read only by Ëhose who find it amusing . .r

Since BurËon did not ç¡riËe in Latin an]ñray, the poinË is not well Ëaken.

This 1-arge and prominenËly represenËed group of criËics who

tend Ëo treat Burt,on as scientist, or encycl-opedist, or conmonplace

coLlector, ís counterbal-anced by a group of criËics who are primarily

interesËed in some aspect of the personaliËy of Burton, which, Ëhey

feeL, pervades the r,rork. Some of them regard the Anatomy as a case-

book whích sho¡¿s what an odd creaËure íts compiler was, oËhers suggesË

ÈhaË Burtonts personality is Ëhat evasive unifying principle ín the

Anatouv which caused so much head-scratching.

One of thís groupts favouríte and most bizarre aËtitudes has

been a proËective and possessive feeling towards the rffantastic o1d
,)

great rnâoorf' Lanb, for example, was fuLL of righËeous indignatÍoo at

Ëhe resurrect,Íon of his protegé in modern-lookíng edítions--he associated

the Anatorryls peculiarly Burtonian flavour w-iËh the very appearance of

the volume which enconpasses his effort, seemingly preferring that he

should be dead than read. l^Iheno in the present century, we find an

1*8. L. Black, "Burton the Anatomíst¡'r English, VII (L949) " 26.

,-Charles Lamb, Works, ed. E. V. Lucas (London, 1903-5), V,27.
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article enË1tled rrQuaint 01d Treatise of Lover" \,re are suffieiently

rsarned not to be surprised at Burtonrs being described as "Ëhis st,range

old pedant'r or at his work being diseussed r¿ith good-humoured Èhough

nisplaced superíority.l

An extension of this viewpoínt became more popul-ar ín Êhe

twentieËh century, when ernphasis was laid on Burtonfs attractive

"personal-ityrr as the doninating force and saving grace ín the whole

ttamorphous mass : 
tt

The Anatomy of Melancholy, like Southey's The Doct.or, Ís
essentially a cent,o, an iumense collection of quoËations
from a very wide readÍng, moulded ínto a book by the strong
personaLíty of the coupíLer,2

The Anatomy is al-so referred Ëo as

The nultÍfarious expression of a nature as quainË, fantastic,
various and mocking as thaÈ r,¡hích created, stone by stone,
wíth infíniËe labour, thaË great edifice fNotre Dame].r

lcanaliel Bradford, "QuainÈ Old Treatise of Love: Burtonfs
Anatomy of Melancholyrrf Sewanee Rerriew, XIX (April, 1911), 183.

2Ri.h"rd Aldíngton, "BurËon the Anato ístr" Nation and
Athenaeum, )O(XVI (March 2L, L925), 861. The comparison betr¡reen the
Anatorry and The DocÈor is of interest, since Ëhere ís an implieit recog-
nition of the generic similarity involved. The DocÈor bears nany resem-
bl-ances to the picaresque novel, but also haffiãEþedients of Ëhe
Meaippean satire Èhat Frye prescribes. Southeyts doctor, however, ís
much more akín in temperament to Sir Thornas Browne, and, indeed, one of
the chapËers is headed, "Poínts of Sirnilitude and DissirniliËude beËween
Slr Thornas Browne and Doct.or Dove.'r The book night almost be read as
the development of a nineËeenth-century Thomas Brovme" It was about
this tíne that Burton T¡ras coming back into favour"

3F. Mortiner Clapp, Scribnerrs Magazine, LXlo(VIï (1930) , 22L3
This kind of anal-ogy between the arts reaches its apotheosis in l^Iylie
Sypherts work. Burtonrs Anatomy has some of the characteristics that
Sypher would associate with baroque.
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The critics who make such statexûents, sínce they see the personalÍ-ty of

Burton as the unífying prínciple in the Anatory, devoLe much of their

attention to speculating upon Burtonrs character. A typical example of

thís tendency can be found in Middleton Murryts co"r.ents; he too fÍnds

the personalíty of the man to be the pervasive force, and, for him, Ëhe

fascination of the work rests in extrícaLing from iË the psyche of its

author, who is "always ready Ëo gal1op off wÍth the dictionary Lhundering

along behind hím."1

Thís atËitude can be deLected ín much more recenË critics.

One of Ëhem, for instance, fÍnds the AnaËomy to be the r¿ork of a collec-

tor and huroaníst--characterísties that he feels are of value no longer;

buË, once again, the saving grace j-s in the man: 'rTime carinoË du1l the

princípal achíevement of the Anatomy, that of the raconËeur."2 Ríchard

L. Nochínson, ín his disserËaËÍon, sËÍ1L fínds Ëhe personality of BurÈon

and not the dÍssemínaËion of erudítion Èo be the key faetor, and one that,

so cones Ëo dorninaËe the whole work that, tthe becomes more openly arnbitj-ous

and (as Ëhe book progresses) shows an Íncreasing lack of respect for

1_.-John Middleton Murry, Countries of the ffid, First Series
(oxford, 1931) , p. 77. Murryts p@lly thar of don
lookÍng at fe1lor,¡-don; he is noË aware of any tradiËÍon other than Ëhat
of the frustrated academíc operating in Burton.

)-Siegbert Prawer, "BurËonrs Anatomy of Melancholyr" Canbridge
Journal, I (1947-48), 687. Prawer sees Burton as clergyman, doct,or and
socÍal conmentat,or, eaeh role being played separaËely and unsuccessfully;
he is noË ar,Iare of a possible harmony behind the apparent fragmentati-on,
one that we will discuss when we come to talk abouË satire and its
tradit,lons.
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respected and revered figures of the pasË." Nochirnsort, Ëoo, spends

much of his efforLs on biographical sËudyu and ís int,ent on challenging

the tradiËional notion of Burton as the man Íncapable of any self-

expression and utterly reliant upon the secondhand advice of "ancíents"
1

or Itpedantstt.- The converse of Nochírosonts approach is found in the

vier¿ thaË the "faílure" of the Anatouy sËems from the inability of the

author to fÍnd hírnself: Burton l-acks personal visíon, Ëhe argument,

runs; his grasp of Ëhe r^rorld is ttuntamed, unfocused;" and ultirnately:

IIls v¡as the Ërying experience of rnore than one sensitive
scholar of the Renaissance who grappled with mamoth problens t
faiLed to make the necessary reconcilíationsr.and lived ouË
an uncommítted career r¿ith a¡l unseËtled fn'índ"¿

The Ëhird group of crítÍcs consísËs of those who are concerned

wittr Ëhe líterary form or formlessness of Ëhe AnaËoüy; they have been

attentive Èo Burton the social critic or satiríst, the aËtacker of the

corruptÍ.ons of his own socÍety, and of mankind in general, through his

liËerary art. Many of Ëhe commentaËors I have already ue,ntioned have

sho!,rn an ar,rareness of a certaín satírical tone in specific passages t

but have evidenËly fel-t that it was a relatively uninrportant aspecË of

the total vrork. In the twentieth century, a reawakening lnËeresÈ ín the

study of genre (or "kindstt) has 1ed some of the Burton critics to exam-ine

1*Nochimson¡ p. 246.

2_ . ^, 1-Jarnes Roy King, Studies in Six Seventeênth Century WriËers
(Ohio Unfversity Press, L966), p. 91.
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the Anatony for the charact,eristics of the satiric mode, Early in the

century l¡e find references to the "lightness" of Burtonts vision:

Did Burton take hiurself so seriously? Of solemriËy he was
incapable, and time afËer time, when he is treading the skirts
of grawÍËy¡ and is on the poínË of beíng tripped up, he dances
off f.ightl-y and cracks his jest as he passes on to his next
sl-eÍght of hand. He plays \,¡ith his subject, plays \^riËh his
folly, plays rrith hís observat,ion of man and his inordinat,e
acquaínÈance r+ith books, and plays incessantly wiËh his o¡¿n
extravagant sensations. t

Such opinfons are refreshing in that they a1-1ow Burton a sense of hunour;

but they stop at thatn and make the Anatomy into a rather pedantic piece

of enterËainment. The críËic runs away, in this case, with the exten-

sions of his ow'n metaphor and the r¡ork of art is an excuse for it. This,

however, is progresse and siurilar staËements with a sirnílar bento crying

out, for amplification, begin to emerge:

ô ô . BurLonts theme ís as liËË1e to his main purpose as
RabeLaisr fable. Each is a mere excuse for huuour and
rhetorícal eubroidery. Hi-s aËtempts to cure the disease
¡shlch he det,ected in every manifestaËíon of human fol1-y,
are neither serious nor seriously mearit. IIe was less
intent to find a remedy for others than to indulge his own
geníus, æd merely rejoiced thaË he had^chosen a subject
which should express his erudite faney.¿

The anal-ogy with Rabelais rnarks a signíficanË adva¡rce in comparative

thinking, but ís explored no further. Dougl_as Bush, wiËh typical

tJohn Freeman, rrBurËon the Anatomistr'r Spectat.or 5073 (Sept.,
L925), 451,

2Ch"t1." I,Ihibley, Literarv Pcrt.rairs (New york, 1920), p. Z8Z.
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insight, talks about the om'rÍpresence of the satire, yet is unwilJ-ing

Ëo accord it najor importance: 'rBut though BurËon ís here and every-

where a realistíc satirist, a deËached observer of the human comedy,

he ís much more than Ëhat.t'l This final phrase reveal-s a view of satire

by Bush which ís fu1l of ÍnpJ-íed reservations about the merits of satire,

a Ëradítional aËt,itude ¡rhich wíl1 be discussed l-aËer.

Certaín of Ëhe crÍtics have concentrated theÍr efforts upon

the I'SaËyrícall Prefacet' of Democritus Juníor to the Reader, a satire

in a fairly recognízabLe format. Burtonts "utopiatt is seen as noË jusË

a'\ritty fancyr'but, as a cl-ear denuncíation of ttthe ldleness of an

explofËing class m¡intained at Lhe cost of the suffering of poor

workersrtt and advocatíng

dírecË pleading before judges, uníformity of buíldingsu
education of chíldren in their fatherst trades, provísion
of hospÍtals for the sick, and abolitíon of píllage and
devastation of enemy lands.2

Mueller, ín three excellent pieces on the preface, thinks of iË as a

satÍre and of the three followíng ParËitíons as a serious effort on

Burtonrs part to cure the íl-1s thaË he has exhíbited ühere. He is ín

essenËial agreement wiÊh Patríck, reiteraËing that Burton 1s no mere

1-Douglas Bush, English Literature in the Earlier Sevent,eenth
Ceritury (Oxford: Clarend

,-J" Max Patríck, "Robert BurËonfs UËopianismr" pQ, ÐWII (1948),
345-58. Patrick proceeds to conLend Ëhat Baconrs utopianTision (as
articulated in The New Atlantis) is heavily indebted t,o Burton.
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literary dabblero enjoyíng the exercise of his own virt,uositl, æd

quite unconcerned about, Ëhe abuses he treats of:

Burtonts satire is dírect . he descríbes the world as he
sees Ít, hoping to awaken less percepËíve and less thoughtful
people to its evils. Ile is neither subt,le nor oblique; he
denands no suspensÍon of disbelief. His satire bears a marked
distinetíon from Swift's "Voyage to LílLÍputr" for example.
The reader accepts Lílliput as LillipuË before he accepts ít
as England or as the world of Ëhe síx-fooË man; BurËon raises
his curt,aín on the six-fooL nån. Svríft, parËícu1ar1y in Ëhe
first two voyages of his Travels, places between the reader
a¡rd the world a naive Gulliver iniLially impressed by the
splendíd achievements of the LillipuËians and distressed by
the BrobdíngnagÍan Emperor's narror,¡ views on government and
warfare. As the reader becomes increasingly aware of the
distinctíon between the sophísËícatíon of Swift and the
naivete of Gull-iver, Lhe gap betvreen Ëhe reader and the real
world closes. In Burtonrs satire, there is no gap to close.
If there ís any obliquiËy at all in his approach, it líes in
hj-s viewing all the world as a stage, as a Comedy of Errors,
and hímself someËimes as acËor, sometimes as specËaLor and-
sometímes as dÍ-recËor, once removed from the world ítse1f.r

The most recentJ-y published, exËensive treaËmenË of the Anatomy ín
)English- ís Lawrence Babb'" Saoíjl_;þ Bedlgg, a Ëitle that is noË on1-y

í1Lian R. Mueller, "Robert Burt,onts rSaËyricall Prefacet rtt
MLQ, W (1954), 32. i{hilst ít ís satísfyíng t,o those who rake rhe
AnaËomv as satire to see Ít treated serÍously in this way (and the con-
paríson r¡ith Gullíverts Travels is a particularly apË one), yet there
are a number of línítations t,o Muellerts v-iew. He om:iËs ariy treatment
of the saËiríc persona, Democritus Junior, the complexiËy of whose role
he does not appear Ëo noËice, alËhough such distancing of author from
reader is Ëhe very point of his analogy. I shall be treating Ëhe matËer
at l-ength later Ín this thesÍs.

2_r emphasize I'Englishrtt for there is a more up-to-date v¡ork
on the AnlÈorny in French, Jean Robert Simon'" Rob"rt Brttor (1577
et ltAnatouLie jþ la l"télancolie (Paris: Oidier
treatÐent of almost every aspecË, of BurËonrs lif,e and works, c1-earing
up biographical matters, æd examiníng Ëhe Anatomy from the hisËorical
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applicable to Burton's own position in his society, but Ëo Ba.bbts

attempt to decipher the Anatomyrs form. As such, his effort is success-

ful" but Babb also proposes his solution to the problem of deciding

upon the true nature of Ëhe work by attributing a deficiency to Ëhe

anatoury. such a sol-ution surel-y has to be justified in Ëerm.s of the

individual readerrs response to the workrs totality; Babb asserËs:

The Anatony ís not jusË the book whích BurËon oríginally
planned to write. In the book rrhích he actually produced,
a purpose ís superimposed upon a purpose. He has ¡^rritËen
something which ís both a psychiaËTic treaËíse and a
coÍTmentary upon men and m¿mners. Many readers have doubt-
less been eonfused by the resulting dualíty, and some may
have felt that dísr¡nity was a serious v¡eakness in the book.l

YeË in Ëhe final analysis, Babb's ís the most useful piece of Íntroduc-

tory criticism that has been produced so far, and helps to fill- the gaps

that are inevitably left in Ëhe absence of a defínitive editíon of Ëhe

Anatom¡.

perspectíve. Símon sees Burton as belonging to the line of Renaíssance
thínkers that includes FÍcino, Pico, Erasmus and MonËaigne, all of whom
show the same tendency to copia, and rrrho are ofËen distinguished by
lnconsistency and even apparent neglígence. Though extremely forraal-
hinsel-f, Simon has 1íttle to say on the form that Burton adopts.

1-g¿lftv in Bedlam, p. 28. Babb hímself Ís not at all put ouË
by''dua1ity@'heconso1eshí¡ose1fthus:''IËnaybethat
Burton should have done it. differenËI-y. But if he had planned and
wriËÈen more rat,ionally and di.fferently, his book night have iacked a
good deal of the spontaneity and the peculiar flavour Èhat it has. It
is doubtful in any case ËhaË Ëhe author, being RoberË Burtono could
have writ,ten otherwíse than he did.r' trIe may find Babbrs contentíon
that Burtonrs strengËh lies in his weakness to be a biÈ specious, æd
hÍs finding that Burton could not have r¡ri-tten other than he did is
sureJ-y an odd kind of literary judgment.
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At last ri/e come to what \¡re may perhaps feel to be the most,

enlightened and enligtrtening group of cont,ríbutors to the "literary

school--and they are by far the smallest offshoot. They are principally

interested in a re-examination of many of the least clear but most

dearly held crítical approaches and pieces of jargon in Ëhe field of

l-ÍteraËure. Northrop Frye, the foremost âmongst them, sets out to

demonsËrate the vagueness of much tradj.tíonal thinking on literature,

holding that in quest,ions of genre espeeially there is a convenientJ-y

euphorie haze that generatíons of critics have been, somehow, reluctanË

Ëo díssipaËe:

Asked what form of prose fíct,ion Gull-íverts Travels belongs
to, there are few críËics *ho, if@e answer
rMenippean satire, I would regard it as knowledge essential
for dealing with the book, although some notion of r,rhat a
novel is js surely a prerequís1Ëe for dealing wiËh a serious
novelist,.1

Havlng int,roduced the termrrMeníppean satirer" Frye goes on to speak

of the Anatomy of Melancholy Èhus:

This creative t,reatment of edraustive erudÍt.ion is the orgartiz-
ing princíple of the greatest Menippea¡r saËire Ín English before
Swift, BurËonts Anatomy of Melancholy.¿

Frye is thus the first English crít,ic to place the Anatomy in its entirety

wíthín the category of satire. Menlppean satire is a speciaL breed r¿irh

tr*", nn. 1-14.

zrt,id., n. 311.



23.

its own peculiariË,ies; it is said to have been the inventÍon of the

Greek clmicu Meníppus, whose own works are l-ost,. FortunaËely, however,

Lucian, Ëhe Greek, and the ftsmens, Varro, Pet,roníusrand Apuleius (a11

of whom are frequentl-y cíted by Burton) carried on the tradition. Its

most notabl-e stylistic idios)mcrasy is the way in which verse and prose

are íntern:ingled, and i.ts nethod is twofold: Ëhe heaping up of tremen-

dous gobbeËs of infor¡naËion about, iËs Ëhenes, and the attack on iËs

pedantic targets with volumes of their okTn jargon.l Uu, its mâjor

target is not so much individuals as widespread rnent,aL aLtitudes:

rrPedants, bÍ-gots, crankse parvenus, virt,uosi, enthusiastso rapacious

and ínconpetent professional nen of all- kinds, are handled ín terms of

their occupational approach to life as distinct from their social

behaviour, "2

Frye, however, wíËh a rather dísconcerting stream-of-

consciousness-like effect (especíally puzzlíng in that it emanates

from one who is interested in naking criËicism a much rnore scíentifÍc

business), having mentioned the tern ttMenippean satÍrerrr decídes to

rüithdrar^r it:

t*tu., 311.

Zr¡i¿. , 309.
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Ihe word "anatomy" in BurËonts tit,le means a dissection or
analysls, and expresses very accurately the ínËellectual-ized
approach of his fonn. I^/e may as well adopt it as a convenient
name to repLace the cumbersome and in modern tímes raËher
nísleading ttMenippean saËire. "1

The reason for Fryets decision to scrap hls earlíer label seems t,o be,

1n part, his avrareness of the unsatisfactory state of the word "satire"

today, a problem I shal1 have to discuss later. But Frye shows a

r¿elcome undersËanding of Ëhe posÍtion of satlre in the pasË, and grasps

the facË that the problem in aËt,empting to grapple r,rith it is Ëhe

result of the associations and rnutatlons that have come to affect the

word itself:

The word "satiref in Roman and Renaissance Ëimes, meant eiÈher
of two specific literary forns of thaÈ namee one (thís one --
Meníppean satire) prose and Èhe other verse. Now it means a )
strucËural principle or attitude, what we have called a mythos.-

In a more recent Ëheoretíc discussion of "The English Renaissance

?
Prose Anatomyr"'Fryets caÈegories are employed, and ín ¡he case of

Burton, their inplicaLions are invest,igated raÈher more fully. The

Anatony of Melancholy is classlfied as noË only an "anaËomyr" but a

ttsatirlc anatomy" that has a good deal- ín conmon v¡iËh a number of other

promÍnenË "non-fictional" works of the perÍod; in addition, some

1-Frye, PP. 3lL'L2"
t'F=y", p. 310. I hope to demonstraËe in this Èhesis Ëhat

BurËonts An¿tgrny is a saÈire boÈh formally and in terms of Fryers
nVthos--that is, in both the Renaiss¿mce and Ëhe universal sense.

3Thor"" Edward Wright, Diss. I,Iashington UniversÍty 1963"
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ínteresting points are made about Èhe structure of the Anatomy and

iËs pérSonao whichu hovrever, owing to the theoretic nature of the

thesis and Èhe large number of works consldered in evidence, remain

suggestíve raËher than defini-Ëíve. In thls thesis I will be abLe to

deaL more ful-ly r^rith the AnaËomy's sat,iric atËributes and wil-l- use the

additíons and revisions in the five edit,lons after L62L to add weight

to the case.

All of the criËícs I have considered so far, r¿ith the excep-

tion of Babb, have t,ended t,o t,reaË the Ànatony as an unchanging nonoli-th.

Of course, this is a very understandabl-e phenomenon and paralI-e1s the

atËit,udes towards the work already noted; since Ëhe Anatomy Ís placed

in the rrnon-ficËion" category, it is felt that any changes that, occur

sinply add to its already inpressive intellecËual weighË, but conÈríbute

nothing fresh to our appreciation of iËs int,ent. Yet iË is surely

signifíeanÈ that

The composítion of Èhe Anat:g¿ continued for nearly twenty
years after iËs initiañl¡-l-ication. The 1-ength of the first
edltion (excl-uding the rnargínalia and the minor inËroducÈory
pieces) ís between 300,000 and 310,000 words. The length of
Ëhe sixth is between 4801000 and 4901000 words, an increase
of about sÍ-xty per cenÈ. r

In view of the l-ength of the AnaËomy and Ëhe Ëime required for a careful

reading of it, we c¿mnot be Ëoo suprlsed that scholars have tended t,o

eschew anv aËtemDt at a cornDarat,ive studv. One disserËation has been
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l'rrltten on Ëhe fírst and second editÍon" 11 b,ra Ít is chÍefly concerned

r¡1th the "content" and not Ëhe naËure of the work as evidenced by the

changes. As I have already mentionedo important r¿ork has been done on

the Preface, and atËention paid to the additions made there. A critical

edítfon has been coupil-ed, too, of part of the Third partiËion, the

sectíon on "Rel-igíous MelanchoJ-yr"2 which gives some ÍnteresËing insÍghts

into the t,remendous problems that r,rould aríse i.n the compilatíon of a

definiËive editlon, as well as providing a method for settÍng about

such a task, and a hint at Ëhe value such a work r¡ould have for literarv

scholars. Bensly and hlright did embark upon the Job:

rn L910 Edr¿ard Bensly published the information that t'üI. Aldís
üIright has made a collat,ion of all the editíons lof Êhe Anatony]
frorn 1621 to L676; hís work is not yeË published." wrigtrT diea
in 1-914. Tn L927 Bensly announced that t'the collations and
other materíals of the late Dr. I^I. Aldis Wright . have been
kfndly lent me by Ëhe Council of TriniËy College Canbridge, for
the preparation of an edÍÈ1on of the AtaËo@ by
Dr. trüríght and rnyself . " Bensly died ffiett
no further announcement, concerning a definítive edition.3

No one since Êhen seems to have been interested in cont.inuing

the task. The only re1ícs of the Bensly-Itlright project are a number of

erraÈa and emendations to existing t,exts of Ëhe Anat,omy which have been

contrlbuted by them Èo NoËes and__Qgerisq anci other journals as

hallwaehs, "AddíËions and Revisions in the Second Edition of
Burtonrs AriaËoriry of Melancholy."

,-D. G. Donovan, "The AnaËomy of Melancholy: tReligious
Melanchol-yt " ã critical aaitioffios.

3B"bb, p. zg.
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prelíninaries Ëo Ëhe projecËed definit.lve edition. It appears that

for Lhe forseeable future we shal-l- have to raake do r^rith Ëhose edÍt,ions

ra h"'rr".1

0f Ëhe varÍous schools in Burton criticism, therefore, I

would suggest Lhat the "líterary" group has been the more fruitful, and

Ëhat the movement towards an apprecíation of the place of the anatomy

of Melancholy in the canon of satíre seems the most promisíng of the

llterary approaches. This is a claim that the body of thÍs Ëhesis wíl1

att,empt, t,o substanËiate. As I have indícated, however, Ëhere has been

a vagueness about the notíon of satire and íts modern implicatíons thaË

makes íts atËribution to a píece of rvork only vaguely informatíve. The

matËer is further eomplícated by Ëhe fact Ëhat Renaíssance satire, of

whích Ëhe anatorny is an example, has a¡r added set of special charac-

teristics which merit a close examinat,ion of Ëheir ovm. Such an exanina-

tlon ís prowided in the nexË chapter of Ëhis thesis from the point of

vle¡¡ of Burtonrs near-contemporary praebo.tíoners of the mode, and through

the pronouncements of Renaissance ËheorÍsts. But before undertaking

that analysis of a specifíc agets aË,tiËude towards saËire, íË is neces-

sary 1n rrÍev¡ of the many problems surrounding the term to propose a

deffnítíon thaË síngles out the universal characteristics of the mode,

shared by satire both ancient and modern.

lSee Gilbert
4¡raËomy of Melancholyr"

H. Doane, ttA

The A$erícan
Checklist of the Editions of the

v (1928) , 247-249.Collector,
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The dangers involved in at,ËexûpËing a defini.Ëíon of satire
(rather l-ike ehe better-known probleme atËached to trying the seme wiËh

regard to tragedy) are adequately denonstrated by a glance at the varíous

Ëheories that have been propounded throughout Ëhe agea. Benj¡min

Franklin made a remrrk about. satirists: ,tstrange! Ëhat a man r¿ho has

enough wit to r¿rite a saËÍre should have fo11y enough to publish ít."
The same night well be sai-d of those who write theories of satíre; Èhey

are frequently open Ëo the saue kind of analysÍs as the artÍsts Ëhey

discuss" and perhaps merit the appellations t'schízonythj-ctt and "cyclo-

mythíct' 
".rar, 

roa".l I,rIe are wel1q.sarned.: ttThe r^rriËer on satire, like
Br:nyants chrÍstian, is confronted at the very out,set by a slough: the

sl-ougþ of rerrulnoLory."z Richter's amusing remark on the subjecË is
only too memorable: trDefinitíons of the comic serve the sole purpose

of belng themselves comic.tt one of the authoritat,ive works on the

matter gíves Ëhis timely admoníËion:

The incongruity Ínherent in sat,Íric and humorous wríting and
the elasticity of critical Lerrns in common^usage will convert,
any rigid system into a bed of procrustes.J

ltts"hrrorythic" satirisËs are egoËistÍcal and display aItnarrowing of Ëhe rnínd;" whilsË I'cyclomytñictt satirísts show "unchari-
tableness and lack of susËaínÍng moral background" according to hr. A.
Pannenbore' iatirís,che gchrilvery: KarakËer en TemperamenË (Assen, 1953).
Thlso and other ïà¿ les in which
statíst,ical analyses are dra¡¿n up, are to be for:rrd ín Leonard Feinbergts
extremely amusing and useful The Satirist, His Tempera¡nent,, Mot,ivati-on,
and Influence (Iowa State Uni

2p"a.=, p. zo

3D"oi¿ lÁIoïcester,
Russel-l, 1960), p. 48.

The Art of Satíre (New York: Russell and
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I¡Iith due deference to all such vrords of r.zísdom, the student

must proceed with trepídation aË least to Look at the problern. The

very names rrsatírett (the form) and "saËiríctt (the rnode) d.o not, have

altogether idenËical connotatíons" trnlhereas it is granted Ëhat Burtonrs

anatomv has much in iË that is "satlrfc't there fs great unwillingness

Ëo calL the l¡ork a satire: thÍs Ís not alËogether different from Ëhe

approach of the Irísh bíshop who saíd of GulLíverrs Travels: "I dontt

beLíeve the half of ít." r have suggest,ed earl-ier that a comparison

w'Íth Gulliverrs Travels can be very fruitfuL, and I hope Ëo demonstrat,e

Ëhat the noti.on thaË some of the AnaËorny of Mel-ancholy ís satíre is a

very unsaLisfactory literary judgnent.

One of che problems in attaching the label 'rsatire" to a

líterary work aríses out of Ëhe way in whictr the meaníngs of "satiret'
and "satÍrlctt have developed over Ëhe centuri-es. one has Ë,o accept that
the terns nean dÍfferent things to different peopLe, especially in the

Ë¡veatieth cen'Ëury. The looseness of the ter¡rinology surroundíng satire
has developed sínce the Ëine of I'the last great practitioner of the

for:na1 verae satirertt Lord Byron--Ëhrough no fault of hÍs. previousry

satlre had had an honoured and v¡ell-defíned place in Western literary
culture, sËretehing baek ínto the mists of tine--místs r shall be

atteupting to dispel, or partíally dÍssipate in the next chapter. The

word is still used r¡iLh frequency and j¡r the most unexpected places:
trlf satires are no longer in fashion, satire ís perennial as an atËrlbuËe
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in Ì'IesËern Literature.ttl I{e may, wÍËh funpuníty, refer to such prose

works as AnÍ.mal Faru, Catch Twenty-Two, and Candy, as satires; plays

J-íke Pygrnalion and I^Ihofs Afraid of Virgínia tr^Ioolf, and products of the

f'TheaË,re of Ëhe Absurd" generally, courË Lhe title; of late, the motion

píeËure has become a very popular and successful vehicle forttsatíre:"

The Graduate, Petulia, and Goodbye Colurobus have all been ca11ed satlres

for one reason or another. One recent movíe, M.A.S.H., conscíously or

unconsciously adheres with astoníshíng precísion Ëo Ëhose criËeria for

the rranatomytt form that I shal-l be dÍscussíng later. For:nËains of

blood gush forth and dissected bodies abound in an aura of gleeful

abandon, and the whole cenum tradítfon is epítomized in one amusíng

parody of Leonardors paínting of the 'rÏ,ast Supper". Fellinírs adoption

of the loose satíríc fonn of the SaËvricon has also dazed many of hís

crltics.

In poetry, Roy Carnpbell ís the most proninent modern exponent

of the traditional formal verse satfre (it Ís possíble that his unpopu-

Laríty politicaLly has helped discourage any emulation by younger poets).

It has been said (of poetry at least), that thís síuply is not an age of

saËire: yeË satíre seens to be flourishing ín oËher non-poetíc forns,

and Ëhat nay be more revealing about Ëhe state of modern poetry, than

lOltphrrra Smeaton, English Satires (London:
n.d.), p. xiii.

Blackie and Son,
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indicative of the approaeh of the long-forecast ttdeath of sat,íre.trl

rn Ëhe 1ast, hundred years, the carËoonist (especíally the politically-
nínded practitioner) has ensured the vítality of the satiric node ín

iËs visual fom at leasÊ. But, always iË remains hard to pin donm:

varium et, mutabíle semper satura; "Satíre, Ëo take a uetaphor from

musi-c, is not a sinple nelody on the G stríng, but a symphony i_n dis-
tcord."- A brÍef glance through any of the more reliable handbooks of

literary terms or dicËionaries gives adequaËe proof of the varÍeËy and

vagueness of currently held noËions on satire.3

1-see such articles as II. seheffauer, "rhe Death of satírer"Living Age (Ju1y 12, l-913), 82; oro Gilbert seldes, "The DeaËh of
Satirer" New Republic (Jan. 5, L927), 193.

)-Arthur Melvíl-l-e Clark, Studies j-n Literary Modes (Edinburgh:
01Íver and Boyd, 1958), p. 33.

3_-r lnclude a few examples at this point from websterfs
Dictlonary which is substantíally Ëhe same as defínitioãG-ffi and
Ttrral-L and Híbbardts Handbook:
"(a) Orig., i1 ttre ñGõflof Roma¡r literature, a rarnblíng compositioninversedevotedËocensureofsomeprevai1-ingæfo11y.
(b) @ holdíng up human or j.ndivid.ual .rices orfolLies or abuses or shortcomings of any kínd, t,o reprobaËÍon by

means of tídicrle, derísion, burlesque or other nethòds of
@gruities, usuarly with an inËent to provoke
anendment,.

(c) Ttre branch ol l-ir. rídiculing vice or folly.(d) @nt wit, irony, or sarcasm, for the purpose of
exposíng and discrediting vice or folly. "rt ls clear that (a) gíves a very incomplete notion of the history of

saË1re as r shall show in my next chapt,er, rt is sufficient,o at this
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Many of the best-knovm liËerary theorists--such as Eliot

and Read--have given short shrift to satÍre, or have chosen to ignore

fts problems completely. But íË must be observed that those ËheorisËs

who have dealt w-ith comedy, have Ëended to include satire aaongst, the

comic forns. In theír víewo satire has traditionally had the same

naËure and Ídentícal aims, and díffers from other comíc forms only ín
1method,- For this very reason, sLudents of satire have assumed it Ëo

be a part of comedy, and have indul-ged iu description of satire rather

tha¡r defínítiono on the supposition that the laËter consÍderatlon had

poÍnt, to note that (b) gives us very litËl-e infonnation abouË Ëhe
kínds of composition, and conËaÍns a raËher dubíous stat,ement aboutrríntent.tt (c) refers Lo satíre as a "bra¡rch" of literature, buË gives
ltttl-e indi-cation of the debate upon what thaË branch precisely is.
The lasË category, (d) removes the necessity for eonfining the term
to líterature, as I have already noËed, and begs the quest,íon the
remaínder of this ehapter sets out to anslrer.

1S.. various works on the Ëheory of comedy, such as Paul
Lauter, ed. l-treoríg; of Cornedy (Nerv York: Doubleday Anchor, 1954);
Robert I^I. Corrigan, Comedy: Meani-ng and Fo_rm (Chandler Publishing Co.;
San Francisco, 1965); and, perhaps, mosË valuable, James K. Feibleman,
In Praíse of Cotnedy: À Strdy of Its ft (Iforizon Press:

re analysed;
Felbl-eman hirnself insists thaË satíre is sírnply a branch of comedy: he
defj.nes comedy according to his ovm tastesn and maintaíns Ëhat satíre
Ls one of the major ways of achiewing "Ë,he comic effect" (p" l-79).
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already been sufficíentty dealt wíth.l ett of the theorists I am

about to examíne here take it as given that satíre is a form of comedy.

In the Later nineteenËh century, C'eorge Meredith had already

made an atËelnpt at a literary analysis of the conic ln his t'An Essay on

Comedyr" reviewing Ëhe progress of the Coruic Muse through WesËern

culture as a prelininary to defining i-ts partieular characterístlcs;

he comes Ëo this conclusion:

. whenever they [nen] T¡Iax out of proportíon, overbLowno
affected, preËentious, bonbastícal, hypocritícal, pedantic,
fantastical-ly delicate, whenever Ít sees them self-deceived
or hoodwinked, gíven to run ríot ín Ídolatries, driftíng inÈo
vanítíes, congregatíng ín absurdíËíes, p1-anning short-síghtedly,
plottíng dernenËedly; whenever they are aË varíance wíth their
professíons, and r¡:Lolate Ëhe unwrítten but perceptible laws
bindÍng them in consideration one to anoLher; whenever they
offend sound reason, fair jusËice; are false ín hurnility or
mined with eonceit, individually, or ín the bulk; the SpíriË
overhead l¡í11 look hunoanely malígn, and casË an oblíque light
on them, followed by volleys of sílvery laughter. That' ís the
Comic Spirit.'

trn addition, since the problem has stimulated the ínterest
of "non-líterarytt thinkers, there has been one noticeable tendency
amongst them: "Theories of comedy focusing on the ends of the art run
more toÌn/ards psychology and philosophy than towards literary críticism
per se--a fact aLtested by the number of psychologists (e.g. Lípps and
Freud) and philosophers (e.g. Schopenhauer, Bergson, Langer) who have
writËen on the eubjecL fron this viewpoint." Lauterr p. xxo

toceorge Meredith, ttAn Essay on Comedy" in Comedy, ed. Wylie
Sypher (Doubleday Anchor, 1956), p. 48.



34.

Thig is the most frequently expounded theory of satire one comes across:

ËhaË satire pursues vice and hypocrisy, and has a generally noralistic

aím. Meredith feels that in the case of satire Ehe laughter is less

ttsllveryrtt a qualífication Ëhat we rnay find cau6e Ëo be Ëhankful for.

But what is essential to his Ëheory is Ëhe necessarily correcËive naLure

of the comíc or satiric. There is aLso the inplicaË,ion Ëhat the satirist

"sËrips off" the disguises of men ín order to make them eonfront the

essentíal sínplíciËy of life--a process that ís paralleled ín tragedyo

in which the protagoníst is forced ultímately to face up to the basic

real-ities, denuded of Ëhe trappings that have been placed around them.

In this way, Meredith and the other theorists demonst,raËe r¡¡hat Êhey feel

Ëo be the affiníty between the two modes, and accounË for our suspicÍon

Ëhat ultímat,elyr there may not be much betr,reen them. One may suspect

such reasoning, however. In satire, the "st,ripping offt' may occur, not

to reveal a sínpliciÈy of vision, but, to get ríd of síurplícity or over-

sínplÍficatíon: for example, whaË visÍon of lÍfe could be more sÍnple

than Ëhat seen through Ëhe eyes of a míser, or of anyone who eval-uates

by tangíble, obsessive, yardstÍcks? One may feel that the satiríst or

comedfan, whose or¿n artisËíc productÍone oft,en display an almost chaotic

complexíËT, is intenL upon destroying the masks which sirnplify lÍfe Ín

the eyes of the Í¡earers and upon showíng the f-nvolved nature of life

whtch men have to confront squarely if they hope to come to terms v¡ith

ít. Nor do Ëhe saËirisÈs or comedians present any facile solutíons:

whereas the tragic hero must die, and therefore has no need Ëo struggle
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r^Ifth the problem any further, the hero of the comedy or the satÍre
(Everynan) nusÈ live and must do so somehor¿ wÍthout his illusiorr".I

The Bergsonian theory on the comic and the satíric in Laughter,
has been the most influential upon Èheorrsts in this century. rt is
attractlve in Íts sinpliciËy, and. yet is inad,equate for the same reason.
Bergson sees a formula behind the comic that we innnediatel-y feer is an
advance on anything that has gone before: afÈer giving us a rather
basic exårnple of a man stunbling in the süreet¡ he canrmenÈs:

He should have alËered his pace or avoided the obstacle.InsÈead of that, through taãt of "f""ti"ity, r,hroughabsentmindedness and a kind of physi""i-o¡"tinacy, as aresult in fact of rigidity or of momentum, the musclescontinued to perform the sarne movement when the circumst,ancesealLed for something e1se. ThaË is the rrfa11-, and also for the peoplets laugha.r.i""ot 
for the man's

l'ht" theory about the complexity of the comic resolutíon isquite ímportant to an und.ersÈanding år srrrlorris satire; it wirr beelaborated upon 1n the treatment_:f 
:h. Ana=tomy. At Ëhis poinÈ, \^re uavfeel sympathy for pasternakrs character iniããior Zrr-ivagg who eschewed.discussions of the metaphysÍcs because-hil ffi"r wainea nim ËhaË Ëheytsould lead to ulcers. i.-v- T.. Greig's p"yctroioey or LaughÈer and comed.y(London:A11enand'Unwin,Lg2.)ii"E"-.ffisixtiË1es

on the subject, and ínËroån""" the student to ih. ,o"a widely heldtheories about satire and humour such as ,,the theory of degradaËi.on,,whÍch involves a sadist_ic pleasure at someone,s animaliËy; and the"theory of incongruityr" wirich-is concerned with the discrepancy bet\,ieen
3ode¡ of thought and oi behaviour. Max EasÈman in The Enjoyment oftaughter(NewYork:SimonandSchuster,1936i--t,""ffii""t
approach and deals with such theories witr, gráat zest. r sharl be look_ing aÈ the ideas put forward in Bergson, Freud, Lucas and. KoesÈrer inthe next few pages as Ëhe bases for-mosi of thå important work that hasgone on' and because from them we geÈ some fascinaling insights int.o thesocíal and arËistic nature of satire.

2'"rrti B.5e"o1r-LaugÞter, Ërans. Cloudesley Brereton & FredRothwell (London: Macm:i1h"-1911i, p. 9
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Bergson conËrasts this cornic inerËia, this mechanical rigidity of our

machine-Iíke physíeal motion, with our minds, whieh he feels to be

capable of subËle gymnastj-cs which the body can never emulate: it ís

that díscrepancy which vre recogníze when we laugh. But the laughter is

noË an end in itsel-f :

. socíeËy holds suspended over each individual member,
if noË the Ëhreat of correction, at all events Èhe prospect
of a snubbíng, whi-ch, alËhough ít is slight, is none the
less dreaded. Such must be the function of laughter.r

And Bergson never allows us to forget the "correctlve" function of

laughter. He pays a great deal of att,ent,ion to disguises, and \re are

not surprised when even nature is included as a possíble disguíse

(p. 42) " one ËhaË Èhe sat,irist, const,antly aËt,acks. But for hin morality

is aÈ the back of it all, for Ëhe didactic role is the najor one of the

humoríst:

A humorisË is a moralisÈ disguised as a scientist, someÈhing
1íke an anaËomisË who practises dissecÈion with the sole
object of fillíng us with disgust. (p. 128)

Aside from the raËher inappropríate use of "disguísedttin the senËence,

¡chlch raises extraordinary problems in the light of Bergsonrs or,m ideas

on ttdisguísertthis analogy wíth Ëhe anatomisÈ is an inÈeresËing one for

students of sat,Íre"2 There is a long and interesËing peroïaËion to

LaúghËer in v¡hich Bergson rhansodi$es on "artr" but ít is rather mis-
,.1

leading:

L.È
@'' P'135'
,-Again, a discussion of the ínplicaËlons of the word ls

reserved for the next chapter.
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So art, whether it be painting or music or sculpture or
poetryr has no other object than Ëo brush aside the
utfritarian syrnbols, the conventional and socially accepted
generalitíes, in short, everything ËhaË veí1s reality fiom
uso in order to bring us face Ëo face r.¡ith rearity itself.l

r say tt-ísleadíngr" beeause the reader agsumes Ëhat comedy is an arË-

formo a¡rd that Bergson is leading us up to ít. But he Ehen makes the

rather damring remark, as a sequel t,o his reflections on art: "aLto-
gether different is the object of comedy;ttand goes on t,o remove comedy

,)
(and satfre)- from the fíeId of art,, to some kÍnd of subsidiary socÍal

mecha¡rism, a1-though he tríes to avoid the cornmítment Ë,hus:

. comedy Lies mídway between art and life. It, ís noË
dísÍnterested as genuíne art ís. By organizing laughter,
cornedy accepts socía1 lífe as a natural envíronment,n iË even
obeys an ímpulse of social lífe. And in this respect iË
turns iËs back upon art, which ís a breakÍng away from society
and a return to pure nature.J

lr.ægfrlgt, p. L57 .
,)
-For Bergson, the ridicuLous seems Ëo be the major ingredientof both comedy and satire, and so r lump the two together. The exampLesof the comíc that he chooses are frequenËly from saËire: he uses Don

QuixoÈe, the plays of Molière, and Èhe novels of Dickens and Twain]-
Paul LauËer point,s out thaË such an identificaËion of satire and comedyis nothing ner^,: ". as long ago as Ëhe rise of Roman practícality ândChristían moralism críËics found they had to d.evise a more social and
ethicaL function for comedy than raising a laugh. Couredy bor¿ed in as a
schoolmaster r¡hose sËern task it !,ras to teach men virtue. IIow thÍs most
desÍrable goal was achieved Ëhen became Ëhe focus of critical debaËe.
Sone pictured comedy brandishing a whip r,¡herewith to scourge evil--doers;
others saw hím (ernphatically a male "Muset') earnest behind his mask
mocking fools, deviants from accepted norms, to ridícule. And at Ëhe
same t,ime, comedy was to hold up models of honorable behavior, right
rhetoric, and proper duty for emulation by the young and. impressionable.
In short, Èhe functíon of eomedy was identified, confused, with that of
satfrert (p. xix). of course, Lauterrs ímplicaÊion about the nature of
satire is being challenged in this chapter.

ttr=É,g.r¡ pp. t7O-7L.
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Bergson Èhus effectively demonst,raËes his feeling thaÈ comedy .and

satire, depend upon the mechanical, both as the mat,erial they work upon,

and as the basís for Ëheir function: Ëhey are not arË forms but insËí-

Èutions thaÈ serve first and foremost a sociaL PurPose' and thaÈ is

their major end. 0f course Bergson pays too much at,t,enÈion Ëo the

stated purpose of the comic writers, and t,ends eÈ the same time Èo

transfer the íuplicaËions of real happeníngs inËo the values underlyíng

an artistic perforrnance. At one point, iË seeras as Ëhough he ís aware

of another level of the comic:

So there ís a logic of the imaginatíon whieh is noË the
1-ogic of reasone one r¿hich at tímes is even opposed to Èhe

latterr--wiËh which, however, philosophy must reckon' not
only in Èhe study of the comíc, but in every other investi-
gation of Èhe same kind. It ís someËhing like the logic of
dreams, though of dreams that have not been left to the r.¡him

of indívidual fancy, being the dreams dreamt by Èhe r'¡hole
socíeËy.'

But he pursues the notion no further, unwill-Íng to examine the vísËa

thaÈ hls colnroenË on dreams (a striking anticipaËion of Freud) opens up.

IIe sirnply leaves the comíc more or less beyond the pale of art.

I have spent raËher more t,ime on Bergson than may have seemed

warran¡able for the símp1e reason that, any Èheoríes sínce are similar

Ëo his Ëhough perhaps emphasizing aspects of the problem that Bergson

may only have g1-anced aÈ" Freudrs posiËíon is essentially of this naÊure-.

lt"ught*., p. 4L
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He is more interested in the role of the emoËions in the comic than is
Bergson" I{e 1augh, he feels, from an economy in inaginat.ive .rr"rgyl
¡¡hich leads to a surplus of psychi-c energy that releases itself in
laughter--a release of tension that becomes (theoreÈically) a raucous

outburst" But Ëhe "correct.ivert not,Íon that Bergson stressed is very

much involved in whaË Freud feels Ëo be our sense of superiority in
comic situations t,o those v¡ho are worst,ed. Freud pays virËua11y no

attentlon to the comic as arË, but does remark once thaË iËs aim "is to

draw pleasure from mental processes;" he excuses hirnself from further

cotrment on Ëhe basis of a self-confessed ignorance about aesËheËics.2

Itlíth ArËhur Koestler and F. L. Lucas, the comic wriËer or Ëhe

satÍrÍst ís restored to thaË pedestal upon whích he had stood throughout

the centuries; Ëhey refuse Ëo see the comic as a mainly didacÈic pursuiË,

and expand Freudts suggestion about the del-iberately st,ructured aesthet,ic

1-Sigmund Freud, WiÊ and lts Relation !o the Unconscíous, t,rans.
A. A. Brí11- (London: T. f ¡1y
clear explanat,ion of r¿hat, he means cones in a passage in v¡hich he des-
cribes the effect upon us of seeing some comic act,ion: "rn the case of
an immoderat.e or inappropriate movement, on the part of the other [person],
my greater expenditure for understanding becornes inhibited statu nascendi
during the urobilLzatíon as iË ü/ere, it is declared superfluousãã-iããã
free for furËher use or for discharge through laughíng. If other favour-
able conditions supervened this would be the nature of the origin of
pleasure in comic movement--an innervation expendiËure which, when com-
pared wiÈh oners owri. moËion, becomes an inapplicable surplus ,t' (Freud,
pp. 3l-1-12).

2Fr.,rd, p. !37.



40.

nature of the comic Ín art. Koestlerrs theory of bisociatíorrl 
""

fr¡ndamental Ëo greaË art sígnificantly broadens the funct,ion of comedy;

he insists that iÉ is índeed artrand he shows the fragÍlÍty of the

divisíon beËween it and the tragic:

Thís,

vaËes

the artist . experiences the ËriviaL ín the perspectíve
of the tragic, in the líght of eËerniËy "looking through
Ëíme.tt And therein can probably be found the essence of the
arËlsË's approach. This interlacíng of the Tragic and
TrÍvÍal planes is irnplicit in all great works of art; iÈ
1s the ulËimate quality of the creative rn:ind by means of .
whích it is able Ëo Ëranscend the narrow liniËs of the self.o

of courseo deníes Ëhe BergsonÍan evaLuation of the comíc and ele-

the mode Ëo Íts rraditlonaL heiehts. Lucas Ín his remarks upon

wít, havíng dlsagreed with Freud quiËe vehemently over íËs trcorrecËíve"

functíon, goes on Ëo assert:

tr^IiË seerns to me . . . a kind of extempore artístry, empLoyíng
many devíces--epigramnatic brevíËy, syrnbolísm, allusiveness,
arobiguiËy, comparison; and all thís with a nuance of comedy.
The result ís something Ëhat suddenly challenges the hearer's
íntelligence by iËs compression and pleases hín by íts artisËic
ecoTronyr its sirnplificatíon, its juxtaposítion of unexpecËed
ideas. The challenge is easily neË if it is a good wíËËicism--
for good wít is neither nuddy nor cloudy; the menËal energy Ëhe
hearer has surmoned up, but novr finds he does not need, may
then be resolved ínto laughËer; especially íf there is a
marked comic co1lapse, or if inhibited aggressíve or sexuaL
ímpulses are simultaneously released. But there need not always
be laughter: wit can be mordant or mela¡rcholy. The hearer ís

1-Arthur Koestler, Insight and Outlook (London: Macmillan,
1949)o p. 37. IIe defines thaL rather diffícult eoncepË as, "any mental
occurrence simulËaneously associat,ed wiËh two habitually incompatible
contexts"" hÏe can easily see hovr thís is related to Bergsonrs notion
about rigid body and subtle mÍnd: but Koestler widens its application
much more meaningfully.

t-Insight, p. 380.
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nore likely Lo laugh Ëhan the utterer; the utterer may laugh
also, but his essentiql pl-easure remaíns that of a ninor form
of arËistic creation.-

Lucas feeLs thaË the literary formulaËion of such a sensation is art

of the highest fo:m, Lhe result of the artistic ímpulse. If Ëhís bears

any reLat,íon to Hobbest "sudden glory", it ls not the glory of self-

satisfactíon or superÍoriÈy, but the gJ-ory of the creatíve perceptíon

that informs all great comedy and all- great satire, which possÍbly

resulËs, ín the case of the latter, in our enjoyment of those bouËs of

invectiveu or Ëhose cuËting remarks, whieh, without losing theír

potentíal malevolence become âmusing rather than malicious.

The deveLopment from Bergson to Lucas ín modern Lheory on the

comíc¡ therefore, has been signífícanto fore Ëradit,ionally, Ëheorists

of the comíc, íneludÍng those we have examined, have attempËed Ëo take

satíre (v'rhÍch they deemed to be a specific form of the coroíc) into

account ln theír analyses. It nas generally feLt Ëhat satire, because

of the devices iË employed, was the most euphat,ícally dldactíc form of

comedy, though, as vre have jusË seenÐ rnany theorísts jusÈified all conedy

as being essentially dÍdactíc and corrective. The psycho-philosophlcal

analyets have discarded the punítive, corrective concept of iÈs nature,

and substiËuted for it the much more posíËive, art,istíc one. The attrí-

bution to comedy, and, hence, espeeiall-y to satire, of a merely ttdidactÍctt

lf. f.. Lucas, LiËeraEure and Psychology (London: Casseli- and
Co.u 195L), pp" L63-64
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role has been challenged, æd satire resËored Ëo the corporate body of

art. However, the mâtter has been debated by nany Ëheorists and prac_

tiËioners of arË over Ëhe centuríes. As early as 17rg, Edward Bysshe

r¿as makíng a claim for as much latiËude ín theorÍes about satire as was

permitted ín the less "dírecttr modes:

As no thought can be justry said to be fine, unless iË be
Ërue, r have all along had a great regard for truth; except
only in passages that are purely satirical, where some
aLlowance musË be gíven: For saËíre uay be fine and true
saËireo thor íË be noË dírectly and according to the leËter,Ërue: tTis enough çhat ít carry r,rith it a probabílity or
Senblance of Truth.r

This índícates the imporËance Ëhat the sati-risÈ at,taches to his arË:

satire must noË only "teach", for genuine art, in Bysshers eyes, must

teach and delíght; satirets funcËion to Bysshe is exacÈly the sarne as

Ëhat of the other art,s and iËs "Truth" is a by-product of its arË.

De Quíncey¡ at a tíme when the "art for artrs sakett feeling
r¿as abroad, made a te11-íng staËement abouË the notíon of didacticism in

h¿*"r¿ Bysshe, The Arr of Engrish poerry (London, 171g), i,síg. *44. Bysshe Ís noÈ a@e fígure, accordí"g tå
ê Líterarv llistory_q.f Eneland, rrr, ed. A. c. Baugh (new-york: Appleton-
Century-Crofts " L967), p. 845. He is placed amongst the mín6a criÈics
and there is some skepticism as to his ínfluence: ttTtre Art of poeËrv
fof charles Gildon] was for a tirne kepË Ín memory ty a cãÇffi-ffi
Spl-een by MatËhew Green, who asserËs of hís l"tuse that she

Draws from the spríng she fí¡rds withÍn;
Nor vainly buys what Gildon sells,
Poetíc buckets for dry wells,

such buckets, however, had a market; for one Edward Bysshe had brought
out the ArË of s"g1i"h._Ig.ttl iî L702, which ran to ten editions by
].739 "'r 

-
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poetry that is al-l the more true for satire ín the light of that moders

rmfortr¡nate repuLaËion :

WhaÈ is didactic poetry? I^ihat does rdidactícr mean when
applied as a dísËinguishing epithet to such en idea as a
poem? The predícaËe destroys the subject; it is a case of
what logicians call contra@-the unsayíng
by neans of an attri ís the subject
of that attribute you have jusL affirmed. No poetry can
have the function of teachíng. It ís inpossible Ëhat a
varíeËy of specíes should contradicL the very purpose which
contradistínguishes íËs g"trr".l

De Quincey allows the dídactic elemenÈ Ëo fr:ncËion only secondaríly Ín

a genuine work of aÍ:-.z For him, therefore, it would be absurd to

claim that the Anatomy of Melancholy \¡ras a medíeal- or educational text-

book (the c1aím nade by some of Èhe "ut,ílitarian" school of Burton

crítics) and at the same Ëime a work of art. To those theorists of the

coml c who emphasiEe the didacLÍc elemenË (especíally ín the satiric

forrn), De Quíncey would be just as hostile, suggesËíng that art sírnply

cannot teach 1n the way that Ëhey inply.

Such assumptions about the satiristrs ttintentíonr" whích have

raised a furore Ín the study of other artists, have gone wirËually

unchallenged ín the satíristrs case. Mark Tr¿ain says:

lthe colre"t"¿ wririr , ed. David Masson
(London, 1890) " XI, P. 88.

2P"r.t, p. 10, makes a siniiar claim when considering the
effects of satire: ". SaËÍre Ëends to be scornful, often reflecËing
only a token desire for reform, whereas ComplainË is correcËive an<Í

clearly does not despair of its power to correcË. In rea<iing satires
our reactÍon is one of pure tenjoymentt: we appreciate the saËiristst
virtuosity and ¿hs ¡¡irïming of the butts he chooses. In readíng complaints
we ourselves are trimued, for the simple reason that all nen are."
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llumour musË not professedly teach, and iË must noË
professedly preach, but it, musË do both if it would live
forever. By forever, I mean thirty years . . . I have
always preached. That ís Ëhe reason Ëhat I have lasted
thirty years"

There is so much írony even in hís "confessionrr ËhaL one ís ínclined Èo

consíder it as another example of hís satiric benË rather than as an

indicaËíon of the moËivation behínd a satire" Nor oughË, too much

credence be given to such early avowals as Ilal-Lrs:

The satyre should be l-íke the Poreupine,
That shoots sharp quills out in each angry 1ine,
And wounds with blushing cheeks, and fiery eye
Of hín that heares, and readeth guiltily.

In Ëerms of motivation, is iL not possíble that his boast of being

Engl-andfs firsË satiríst is much more to Ëhe fore in his scale of values?l

YeË critics have tended t,o take these men aË their word, c1aíur-ing Ëhat

the satlristfs purpose "can only be described as moral."2 Sometimes even

cot¡mon goodness is not enough:

IIe lthe satírisË] must fully possess, at least in the world
of the ínaginatíonr"the quality, the lack of which he is
deriding in others.'

Swíftn however, made a greaL deal of the subject. In A Tal-e

of a Tub, Èhis rather bitËer coüment on satirists appears:

1ao11""r.d Poems of Joseph llall. ed. A. DavenporË (Liverpool
U.P.: 1949 me who lisr,,

And be the second English Satyrist,'l
(Prologue Ëo I'Virgidero-iarum").

2r11"rr. Leyburn, Satiric Al-l-egory: Mirror cf Man (New Haven,
1956), p. 13.

3R.b"""r trrïesL, The SËrange NecessiËy (London, 1928), p" 275,
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Nown if I knor,¡ anythíng of mankind, these gentlemen night
very weJ-l spare their reproof and correetion; for Ëhere is
not, through all naËure, another so callous and insensible
a member as Ë,he worldrs posteriors, r¿heËher you apply Ëo
it the toe or the birch.r

And we remeûiber Èhe rather ironic phrase 1n his letter to pope: "I have

fíníshed my Travels; they wí1l wonderfully mend the world;" or Ëhe words

puË inËo Gull-iverfs mouËh in the leËter to trhis cousín sfmpsonr" which

preeedes GullÍverts Travels where Ëhe ínsanely nisanthropic GullÍver,

who ís being ridicuLed for hj-s pride, expressed hls disappoínËmenÈ:

r do Ín the next, place complain of my orün great wa¡rt of judge-
ment, Ín being prevaíled upon by the int,reaties and false
reasonings of you and some othersr very much agaínst míne oqm
opiniono Ëo suffer my t,ravels to be published. pray bring Ëo
your ruind how often I desired you Ëo consíder, when you
insisted on the motÍve of public good, Ëhat Ëhe yahoos røere
a species of ani'nals utÈerly incapable of amendment by pïecepts
or examples, and so íÈ hath proved; for, instead of seeing a
ful1 stop put to all abuses and corruptions, at, least in Ëhis
l-ittle island, as r had reason to expect: behold, afËer above
six monÈhs warning, r cannot learn Ëhat uy book hath^produced
one singl-e effect according to míne intentions . . ."

Much of SwifËrs ironic emphasis upon the rníssÍon of the satirist closely

resenúles, both ín J-anguage and sentiment, Burtonts own rather pompous

remarks upon the aiu of his book:

. I had a just cause to uridertake thÍs subject, to point.

6.

3Ïhe Anatouy of Melancholy, p. |-37. LaËer, I shall be speaking
abouË eighteent@ and r hope t,o show that there is
much in SwifË Ëhat is very sinÍl-ar to his pre<iecessorrs r¡ork.

at these parËicular species of dotage, thaË so nen rnight acþo-
ledge their imperfections, and seek to reform what is aniss.J

lJonathan Swift,
Basl1 Blackr¡ell-o 1957), p.

t-JonaÊhan Swifto
Basíl- Blaclcrvell-, 1959), p.

A Tale of a Tub ed. Ilerbert Davis (Oxford:
29,

Gulliver I s TraVêls, ed. ilerberË Davis (Oxford:
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Ttre whole apol-ogetÍc nature of the remark is in facË a parË of Èhe

sat.irístts Èraditíonal equÍpmenÈ. Even Dryden, in Èhe Essay on SaËire,

so qualifies his sËaÈemenË on Èhe afrn of satire that ÍË becomes diffi-

cult, to consider it as principally noralísËic; he uses the words of

Heinsíus:

Satire is a kind of poetry, withouÈ a series of actionsr
lnvent,ed for the purging of our minds; in which human vices,
lgnorance, and errors, and all things besides, whích are
produced from them in every man, are severely reprehended;
partl-y dramatically, parÈly sirnply, and sometímes in boÈh
kinds of speaking; but for the mosË parË figuraËively and
occuJ-tly; consist,Íng in a low, familiar way, chiefly in
sharp and pungenÈ manner of speech; buË partly a1so, in a
facetious and civil way of jesÈing; by whieh either haÈred,
or l-aughter, or índignatÍon is moved.'

The "purging of our minds" Ëo which Dryden refers is no more "moralisËíc'r

a notlon to a classicisÈ than Arístotlets tragic caÈharsis, and anyvüaye

the aÍm is then subsumed ín Ëhe rather more interestíng coloments he makes

upon Èhe artistic Ëechni-ques involved: it is Lhese, noË Ëhe "aimr" Ëhat,

in Lhe eyes of the Augustan, separaËe the satirist from other artists.

Dryden, again after an obeisance to his masËer, AristoËle, sets

us off on another line of 
"ppto"ch 

to the naËure of saËfre:

ArisËoËLe divídes all poet.ry Ín relation to the progress of,
1Ëe into nature without arË, art begun, and art completed."

If, Índeed, there is any truÈh in AristoÈlets contenËion, then an examina-

tlon of the origins of Ëhe saÈiric arË may prove to be an extremely

1*-Essays of John Dryden, II, ed. I^i. P" Ker (New York: Russell
& Russell, 1961) ' p. 26.

,-Dryden, p. 45.
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useful poÍnter to both its airos and íts method.s.l Dryden, íronical-1y,

finds its origín in the Garden of Eden; with mock grawiËyo he adnits

ËhaË hymrs of praise may have come first, then

After God had cursed Adan and Eve in Paradise, Ëhe husband
and wife"excused themselves, bI laying the blame on one
anoËher.'

Thus the depraviËy which the satiríst is supposed to be aËËemptíng to

eradícate íso accordíng to Dryden, part of mants fallen condiLion, and

beyond cure. AÈ the same tíme, it is iuplied that part of the satirísËfs

moËivatfon stems from his own fallen nature whích uses satíre as ¿m

expressÍon of an inËegral vindictíve urge: the satisfacËion that comes

from the welL-wrought uanifestaËion of it ís aestheËÍc and not moral

(a¡rd this is whaË Lucas iuplies) .3

An extensíon of Drydents argument appears in the notion that

satíre "kílls symbolicallLy;"4 the ofË-mentioned Archilocu"S i" th"

archeËypa1 "kíl-lertt ín the mode. Ilis name recurs frequently in saËiric

1*Nor has the approach been ignored; trIorcester, I{ighet, and
Kernan have used it; buË perhaps the most interesting work on the subject
is Robert C. Elliotrs The Power of SaËíre.

,-Dryden, p. 44.

3S"" tborr"¡ PP. 4o-4L

4*. a. Etlioro p. 4.

S¡rchilocus is said to have lived in the seventh century B.C.
and to have invenLed the mordanË iambic Poems. Ile fell in love with
Neobule, daughter of Lycambes, buË her father would not al1ow them to
marry. Archilocus avenged himself \,i-ith such biting satíres that father
and daughter, according Ëo tradiËion, hanged themselves. Hence his
posÍË1on in Ëhe hlstory of saËiric "slaying""
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works as a precedent in rrnature" for whaË the satiríst is doing ín

art--rtart completed" in Drydenrs phrase. We meeÈ hÍn in Jonsonrs

Poet,asËer:

I couLd doe worse
A::mtd wiËh Archilocust fury, write Iambicks,
Should make the desperate lashers hang themselves.
Rime rhem to death, as they doe lrish rats
In drr¡rrming tunes. r

Originally, Lhe saËiristn through hfs power over r¿ords in a society thaË
.,

r47as not full-y articulaËe, could and did killr'and Ëhe inage of the

satirisÈ, hor¿ever moderated and de-fanged by Ëime, retains iËs power in

the coll-ective r.rrrcorr""iorr",3 vre have stïong evidence as to how cautiously

nen lfke Aretino and Pope (rní1-es aparË ín methodo Yet very close in

achievement) r¿ere Ëreated by their conËemporaries; writers líke

1'Ben Jonson, eds. C. H. Herford and Percy Simpson (Oxford:
Clarendon Press;1-932) , TV, 322. The significance of Ëhe "rhyming of
Irish ratsfr is fascinaËingly unveiled for us in Sist,er Mary Randolphrs
"Ttre Medical Concept in English Renaissance Satíric Theoryr" !8, XXXVIII
(1941) , l-35-s7 "

t'Ell-iot and Síster Mary Cl-air Randol-ph' amongst others, deal
r¡ith this notíon of the saÈirisÈrs origin"

3nlLioa's reference to the concept of a "collective unconscious"
mlght not be acceptable Ëo many readers I Yet iË is a useful- u'ay of
accounting for the effecÈ of saËire. ttI am arguingr" he says (The Power
of SaËirg, p.92), "that íË lsatire] 1s a subl-imaËion of magic. Not
;*ffi-"*cern shifts from ritualisËic efficacy to aesthet,ic value does

art become free and the individual artist a maker.tt
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Hugh MacDiarmid and Roy Carnpbelll stilL wriËe as Ëhough Ëheir power

T,irere as sËrong in realiLy as it nay be syurbolically--though Chesterton

assures us that the age of satire has gone forever because rre are no

longer capable of hating our enemies rrith the vigor of our ancesËors.2

It is noticeable Ëhat often the words used to descríbe satire are

redol-enÈ with ideas of physícal víolence, such as "blisteríngr" and

"scathíng." Modern medical researchers have suggested Èhat, satíre may

stiLl have the abilíty Ëo ínflict acËual physícal d"t"ge.3

In these preceding pages, I have Ëríed Lo analyse Ëhe funda-

mental nature and function of saËíre, and to show the diffículËÍes

involved ín producing a definition thaL would be generally acceptable.

These difficuLtíes are novrhere more apparent, than in the very question

of satírets supposed didactic approach; it, therefore, seeÐs clear Ëhat

one musi go along wíLh Lauterts remark, ". . . nothi.ng would be more

ludicrous . Ëhan to claim that some new formulation will reconcile

1-Two contemporarv British satirists. Camobell was born in
South Àfrica. He supported the fascísts ín Spain in the Thirtíes--a
stance from which his reputaËÍon has never recovered. He r¡rote vícíous,
reactionary saËires, notably Terrapín and the Georgiad. MacDiarrníd
(Christopher Grieve) is, of course, well-known, boËh for his polítícal
sortíes, and for his poetry, saËirical and lyrlcal.

t'Gílbert Keith Chesteron, Twelve Types (London, 1906), p. 58.

3*.
FacËors in Skin Dísease (New York, 1953), in wtl-ich DoetorilffiRower,

connectionbetr.¡eensatireandphysica1ai1ments
of its vicËirns.
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the school-s of criticísro that have been so long beating at one another

like Punch and Judy."l Before aËtexûPtíng, Ëhen, to supply a defínitíon,

I wiLl consider that one aspect of satire over which critics have been

most in agreement--its methods. They, aË least, aTe much more self-

evident, and wriÈers on satire, from the early rhetoricians to the mosË

nodern theoreËicíans have always been much more secure Ín this approach:

tfRheËorical devices . are alL important for Ëhe study of satire.

The skílL wiÈh which they are employed serves as a criterion between

good and bad satire."2 The characterisËics of the mode have been cata-

logued with a great deal of thoroughness:

Satíre ís a contÍnuous piece of verse, or prose rningled with
verse, of corisiderable sizer r^rith great varíety of sÈyle and

subject, but generally characterized by Ëhe free use of con-
versaËional language, the frequent íntrusion of the authorrs
personality, íts predilecLíon for wiË, humour and irony' great
vividness and concreteness of descripËion, shocking obsceníty
in theme and language, an improvisatory Ëone, Ëopical subjeets'
and the gene¡al inËention of inprowíng society by its vices
and foIIies"3

.ÀlL of thís ls raËher general buË gives an accurate picËure of the

satiric vista. Other críËics are a little more specífic: satíre conËains

MÍniature dr:mas, senËentious proverbs, and quotable maximst
beast fables (often reduced to animal metaphors), brief seraons'
sharp diaÈribes, series of vignettes, swiftly sketched but

l],arrter, p. xv.

2tr{orc"st"r¡ p. L4.

3cilb"ra Highet, The Classical Tradition (Oxford, 1949) ' 
p. 305.
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painstakingly builÈ up satiric ttcharacters" or portraits,
figure-processions, little fictions and apologíes, visions,
apostrophes, and invocations to abstracË,ions.r

Devices that are employed to give satlre Íts or^m raËher specíal Ëonal

flavour are, ttlrlíË . Ridicule . irony . . . sarcasm . .

cynicÍsm . . . Ëhe sardonic . . . invectiue."Z And as a guide through

all- of thís wB may usefully Èhínk ín terms of a satiríc "scene, character
?

and ploÈ.tt" The usefulness of such terms Èo Ëhe subjecË of this thesís

will be demonstraËed when vre come to discuss Ëhe place of the Anatorny in

the satiríc mode.4

In the course of this chapter, I have touched upon various

Ëheories in the hope Ëhat thus the gror:nd lo-ight be paved f.or a generally

acceptable definÍtíon of saÈire. It ís unlíke1-y, as I have shown, that

any defíníËion is going to be eornpletely satisfactory; the very nature

of the probLem seens Ëo prohibit absol-ute comprehensiveness despite the

sanguine words of T,auter:

\n"ry C1-aire Randolph, "Formal Verse Satirer" 4, )o(I (Ig42), 373.

2cL.rk, pp. 46-49.

3rh. c"rrkered Muse P; 7.

4In chapters X, XI, and XII of Peri Bathous, there is an
ínteresting and amusing satire on Èhe methods of r¿riti"ng poetry mísused,
which by inference we may take to be the methods of Ëhe satiristu who

ofÈen "rtrisusestt conventional Ëechniques for his or¿n ends. In a more
serious vein, Rosemond Tuve considers Ëhe decorum of satire in Elizabethan
and Metaphysical rmagery (University of Chicago Press , Lg47), pffiZ3-
and elsel¡here.
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. when all is said and done, writing about comedy and
comic theory is not an exercise Ín literary ingenuity, nor
a make-work for lean and hungry critics. One likes to thÍnk
Ëhat theorízíng has at least Ëhe vírËue of helping readers
to understand and enjoy works of art and, even, of aiding
arËists Ço exploít mosË fu1ly the forms r¡ith v¡hich Ëhey are

1

engaged. '

This nay be so, but ín the case of satire much remalns to be done. The

terms ttsaLírett and ttsaËírÍctt have noË even Ëhe same etymological root,s

(an oddity which I shal1 be discussing in the next chapter), and Ëhings

are Labelled rrsatire" t.oday r¿ith a generosit,y Èhat Ís confusing for the

student" The subject of satíre Ís given only sparse Ereatment by Ëhe

najor literary ËheorísÈs of our day, who find iË an ar¿kr¿ard, hybrid

specíes, æd seem Ëo doubt its respectability; it has been regarded ín

Ëhe past, nainl-y as a correctíve mode, Lhough such an assessrnênt of it is

in conflicË wiËh whaË for many is a rnajor canon of art, thaË ít should

not have a dídacÈic aim as its príncipal- end. I have suggested Ëhat

rather Ëhan beíng a form Ëhat presents ari ul-tírnately "sirnple" view of

11fe, it r.urveÍls in fact, a complexity that one tries to avoíd. Despite

Èhe Ínfluence of Meredith and Bergson, more recent, treatises on the

comíc have restored it to its former glory by insÍ-sting that iË is one

of the major manifestations of arË available to us.

A lot of the nísapprehensions about satire corne from the

clains rnade by iLs very practitioners, whích ought to be regarded with

1-Lauter, pp. xxvÍ-:a<vii.
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sone suspicíon. SaËirists often avow themselves to be much more "moral"

thal proves to be the case under objective appraisal; satire itself stems

from a ritualistic origin to whích litËle trace of moraliLy seeas Ëo

have ch:ng. It is much simpler to describe than to define iÈ; iË is a

task more appropriate to the pracËical críËic Èhan Ëo the aesthetician.

Bearíng in mind, however, what aPpear Lo be the key issues, I have

fo:mulated Ëhe following definítÍon:

Satire is a literary mode or kÍnd which has the apparent and
often staËed aim of arousing rídicule or concern in order to
amend, reprehend or castigate some deficiency, real or
inagined; but whose achievement depends primarily upon its
evoking a response Ëhat is aesËheÈícally and psychologically
satÍsfyíng, rather Ëhan morally affecËing.

I have deliberately rnenÈioned ttmoderr, since I hope to show

thaË Burtonts 1$!gpy_ is permeated by the mode for the good reason thaË

iË is a sampl-e of a satiric form. The reason for the phrase "real or

imagined" is Ëo al-low the ínclusion in our definition of such seemingl-y

disparate efforts as Burtonts highly praetical social critique (in the

"Prefacet') which reflecËs some rather grÍm conLemporary gríevances, and

works like Gull-iverts Travels which would be more suíted to Fryefs

ironic category, t'ficLlon.tt I have stressed "aestheËicrt' since ít is

to Èhís nebul-ous comnodity that the art of the satirist musL fína11y

rnake its appeal; and ttpsychological ,tt because I have indicated agreement

with the theory that the irnplicit aggression of the satirisÈ ís not

stirred by some external evil, but by a universally shared relish for
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such abusiveness;t henee, I have placed the tradÍtionally-sËressed

ttmoral aimtt of sat,ire last, since, by com-on consenË, saÈirísts adnuit

Ëheir r,¡ork has no notíceable effect anyhow.

I^ltrilst Ëhe above formula may have universaL appl-ícatíon, the

visíon of saËire in some ages emphasized particular aspects of the mode

which led to the neglect of other perfecËly valid manifestations of

satire. This is a noË-unfamiliar phenomenon in Lhe arts generaLLyrz

and one of the major conËributions of the hisuorical- approaeh líes in

íts pcrrnrer t,o demonstrate that Ëhe fashionable and the conteûporary may

Índeed be very confíning too. In Renaissance England a particular form

of satire was popular and has so absorbed the attention of modern

critícs that they have paid scant, aËtenËíon to the sympËoms of saüire

in works that do not conform to the pattern Ëhat rüas prevalent. In the

next chapËer I sha1l deal wiËh the sati-ric tradition and the more

ínrmedfate reasons for the flouríshíng of satÍre in the sixteenth and

seventeenth centuríes, payíng particular at,tention to Ëhe abr¡ndant

satiríc crop Ëhat grew apart from the fashionable pasLure.

lone thinks of the old t'flytínges" of, say, Dunbar and Kennedy.

,-tr{e see Ít especially in the tendency of individual artists to
break away from the fashion and revert to some almost forgotÈen technique
which has Ëhe effect of re-invigoratíng a whole movement; one thínks of
tr{ordsworth, who attempted Ëo resLore the "common language of men" to
poetry; Hopkins, who found a fresh vision in Anglo-Saxon and Medieval
poetlT; Picasso, who claimed he was trying to remeuber hor.r he painted as
a child ín order to cuÈ through the fashions Lhat had suffocated hin; all
these and other more apposÍte examples nright be suuunoned to show Ëhe

tyranny of fashíon in art as well as life--hence Èhe archetypal genius
confined in the garret.



CHAPTER II

SATIRE IN THE RENAISSANCE

DurÍng the sixteenth and seventeenth centurles in England,

Èhere existed a foru of verse satíre whose characteristics T¡rere very

pronounced, and whose exist,ence scholars have long acknowledged. ThÍs

formaL verse satire has a respectable origin ín antíquity and claims

to share the con'monly-accepted aim of al-1 art in Ëhe Renaissance, the

double goal- of teaching and delíghtfng. During thls períod t,oo, however,

Ëhere flourished a bodv of orose whích seems Ëo share the charact,eristícs

of the formal verse satire, buË which has receLved relatively little

crítical attention. Of this group, the Anatomy of Melancholy is a member"

tr{hat, exactly Renaissance Ëheorists thoughË about Ëhe funcËion of all

satíre, verse or prose, fs, in facË, surnmed up early in the Anatomy:

Though a man be lÍable t,o such a Jest or obloquy" have been
overseen, or commÍtted a foul fact, Yet it is no good manners
or humaniËy to upbraid, to hiÈ hirn ín the Èeeth wiÈh his
offence, or to scoff at such a one; tËís an o1d axiom,
turpís in reum omnis exprobatio. I speak not of such as
generally tax vice, BarclaY, Gentilis, Erasmus, $g¡.i!-Pg'
FlshcarË, &c., Ëhe Varronists and Lucians of our tíme,
Satirists, EpigrammaËists, Comedíans, Apologists, &c. but
such as personate, rai1, scoff, calumniate, persÈringe by
name, or j-n presence offend.

Ludit qui stolida procaciÈate,
Non est Sest,ius ille, sed caballus;

ttis horse-play thís, and Èhose jests (as he saith) are no
better than injuries, bíÈÍng Jests, mordentes & aculeati;
æts, leãvàasti@
ought not to be used.

55.
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SeË not thy fooË to make Ëhe bl-ind Ëo fall,
Nor wi.lfully offend thy weaker brot,her:

Nor wound the dead with thy tongue's bitter g?11,
Neither rejoíce thou ín Ëhe fa1l of other.r

Ttrls pronouncement, of Burtonrs constitutes the classical react,ion of

Ëhe Learned Renaíssance scholar Ëo the satiric traditlon, and occurs in

an importanË section of the Anat,ony of Melancholy, where an implieit

Justíflcatíon of Burtonts ornrn contríbution is nade; it is very much the

consequence of a Ëheory of liËeraÈurefs purpose and value Ëhat is much

mooted in the períod.

In this chapter I shall aËËempt, Ëo estabLÍsh the 1ínks

between Lhe formal verse and the prose satíres, and the place of each

in the Renaissance scheme of literature. But, because sat,ire is most

frequenÈJ-y, and, in my view, wrongl-y, regarded as the ¡nost didactic

fo:îm, it Ís importanË Ëo exarníne the concept of the "useful-" funct,lon

of licerature as it seems Lo have been undersËood in Ëhe Renaissance.

Onne tuliÉ punctum qu.L níscuit gÈiLe dulci runs Ëhe mot,to of

the third edítlon of the Anatony. The phrase is from Horace, and the

traditlon goes at least as far back as Arístotle; it permeaÈes the

quíte appreci-able nuuber of works on literary theory r¿ritt,en in the
)

Renaissance, both in England and on the Continent.- CertaÍnJ-y, the

lÏhe Anatöny of-I4elancholy, I, 395-6

2See EliZabéËhán CtiËical Essays, ed. G. Gregory Surith (Oxford
University Press, 1904) and Critical Essays of Èhe SeVênteênËh CênËùry'
ed. JoeL E. Spíngarn (Indíana University Press, L957). The introducËions
of Spingarn and Gregory SniLh to Lheir respective collections bear ample
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Christian HumanisËs, whether one stresses their "ChrisËianiÈyrt or their

'humanism", avor,Ied Ëheír commitment to the maxim. The DuËchman Gerhard

Geldenhauer for example prefaced the revered Utopia of More thus:

Dulcia lector amas? sunt. hic dul-cissíma quaequae.
Util-e si quaeris, ní1 legis utilius.

Síue uËrunque uo1es, utroque haec insula abundat,
Quo lÍnguam exornes, quo doceas animum.r

Much latere ín Discoveries, Ben Jonsono who is much more "humanÍst" in

the pagan sense, says that "A man shoul-d so dellver hÍnselfe to the

nature of the subject whereof hee speakes that his hearer may take

knowledge of his disciplÍne wiËh some delight ."2. Throughout Ëhe

sixteenth century, the exËremely influential preface to Terence by

Donatus insÍsts thaË arÈ, and especially comedy, has Ëhe prime funcËion

of demonstrating "what is of use in life . and whaË rnay be avoided."3

test,imony to Ëhe validity of thís observaÈlon; and it rnay be of some
ínterest to thís t,hesis to notíce Ëhat the same Eotto is atËaehed Ëo

Robert Greeners Arbasto, The Anatomie of Fort,une . . . trrlherein also
GentLemen may find plegsgunte cogceytes to purge Melancholy (London,
l-584). Burton r¿as familiar wiËh Greeners work.

lfn" Co*pf.t. Worf." gf S , ed. E. Surtz and J. H.
Hexter (tlew , p. 30. Translated it,
reads: "Reader, do you like what is pleasant? In ËhÍs book is every-
Ëhing that is pleasanË" Do you hunt what ís profitabl-e? If you wish
both the pleasant and the profitable, thís island abounds in both. By
them you rnay polish your expression and improve your mind."

zn.n ¡*., vrrr " 566.

3Dorr"trr", "or Comedy and Tragedyr" Európean Theories of Ëhe

Drama, ed" B. lI. Cl-ark (New York: Crown, 1947), p" 43"
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This same didactic view of art was propounded by Boccaccío and CinthÍo,

both of whom had considerable influence on the English theorists of Ëhe

1day.- Boccaccio clairned that the aesthetíc pleasure serves sÍmply as

the sugar-coating on the pí1-1-r2 while CÍnthio assured us thaÈ "good,

morals" ís the aírn of art.3

Sir Phil-íp Sidney, ín the Apologig for Poetríe, is the ffrst

major proponent of the concept in Elizabethan criËical theory:

Poesie therefore is an arte of init,atíon, for so Arist,ot,le
termeth it in his word Mimesis, that is t,o say, a represenËing,
a couriterfeiËing or. figIlÏãfifoorth--to speak metaphorically,
a speaking picture: with this end, to Èeach and delight.+

ThaË EngJ-Ísh writ,ers throughout the Renaissance appeared to Ëake the

dictr:m seriously is clear from such stat,ements of intent as we find

prefixed Ëo works like The Faerie Queene, whose purpose is to "fashion

ken like Sidney, Harington and Daniel, according Èo G. G. SmíËh,
were fndebËed to them, dovm Ëo the very phraseol-ogy Ëhey used.

2Bocc""cio, 
"Ttre Life of Danter" Líterary Cri!íciq4¡ ed. A. H.

Gilbert (New York: American Book Co., L940), pp. 209-LL

3Clrrahlo, "On Ëhe Composítion of Cornedies and Tragediesr"
Líterary Críticísm, p. 252.

4sriah, ,. 158. I^le find, too, in such apparentry independent
works as l^lebbe's Discoúrse of English Poetríe (SrniËh, T, 295-6), such
statements as: "The ende of Poetry is to r^rryte pleasanË thinges and
profitabl-e. PleasanÈ it is which delighteth by beeing noË too long, or
uneasy Ëo be kept in memory, and which is somewhat likelie, and not
altogether forged. Profitabl-e íÈ ís which styrreËh up the mindes to
learning and wisedomeo "
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a genLlenan or noble person in vertuous and gentle díscipline.tt' Nor

ought vre Ëo forgeË Miltonts desire of wríË1ng for Èhe "honor and

instructíon" of his country.2 The theorlst, PuËËenhan (if he is indeed

the author), in the ArËe of English Poesl-e, is equally explicíË, claím-

ing that comedy, tragedy and satíre have as theÍr aim "the reprehension
?

of vice.tt' Sir John Harington is noË speaking of satire alone when he

lnsists on poetryts function of ilreproving all vicesr"4 though his ov¡n

Metamorphosis of Ajax, a Rabelaisian revel, shows little sign of correc-

icíve zeaL. Ben Jonson cl-aims that the functíon of arË is "the correcÈion

of mannersr" and adds, in Ëhe Introduction to Volpone, that iË is "to

ímitat,e just,iee and instruct to 1ífe."5 Marston makes no díst.inction

between his comedy and his satires; he fol-l-ows Juvenalrs advice:

Quídquid agunt homines' voËum' t'ímor, ira, voluptas ' .6
Gaudía, discursus, nosLri farrago l-ibelli est. (I' 85-6)'

It is evident, thaÈ this disparate collectlon of writers 1s in

essenËial agreemenË on several naËters; Ëhey al-L clain, fírsÈ, that

poetry is desígned Ëo teach noral-ity; seeondly, that the giving of

lTtie-works of Edmund Sæ., ed. E. Greenlaw, C. G. osgood,
and F. M. P Hopkins Press, L966) ' T'" L67 '

2Th" I^lorks of John Milton, ed. Frank A. PaÈËerson (New York:
CoLumbía Un I' 1, 236.

3sriah, rr, 32"

4sríah, ,r, zog.

5Beo Jon"on, V, 21; and III, 2OB-9.

6J,r*r".r"l-, satirae xrv, ed. J. D. Duff (Canbridge UniversiËy
Press, L957), p. 3.



60.

pleasure must be subordinated to that moral airn; and thirdly, that there

ís no clear dístínction ín aim beË¡n¡een the various modes. SaËíre is no

dífferent from the others in Ëhese respects. Gregory StrúËhÎs \,rords are

apposite:

Poetry (ín the Renaissance) is the sugar coatíng on the pí11,
the candy with the dose of rhubarb; Ëhe sugar coating of the
candy is Èhere because there is Ëhe necessary pill- or rhubarb;
In oËher words r-ãããlegorical usefulness of poetry is it.s 1

ratíonale, æd for thaË reason it is defended as a good thing.-

Smíthts l-ast r¿ords, frdefended as a good thingr" relnforce the idea that

much Renalssance Ëheory is ín reaction to Platots condemration of the

poet ín his Republ-ic:

. . . therefore qre shall be rÍghË ín refusíng to adnit hin
ÍnËo a well-ordered State, because he awakens and nourishes
and strengthens the feelings and impaírs the reason.¿

There is no doubË, Ëhen, that for the rnajority of wríËers ín

the Renaissarrce, art has a clear dídactj.c purposen all oËher fr:nctíons

belng seeondaryo In an age, however, that coul-d find Odysseus to be a

Christia¡r hero, and the Metamorphoses to be a moral tract, one must

consider the possíbility thaË such phiJ-osophic discussion of the utilíty

of art is only of Ëheoretic significance to the writ,ers o and that their

actual performance is based upon other critería that conscíously or

sub-conscíously have domin¿mce. One hesítates to propose such a viehr,

as ft has frequently been regarded as little more than romantic Ëwaddle,

lsriah, r, xxiv.
2Th" oi"log,r"" of ,I"ao, tr. Benjarnfn Joq¡ett (Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1875), III, 501.
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or aË best, nísguided, anachronístic Ëwentieth-cenËury criticism; yet

those who suggest that Ëhe stated ains we have been discussing really

were vital-ly significanË to the Renaissance artist are left to explain

that ínevitable discrepancy between what they claim Ís the inËenËíon,

and what they adnit is the achievemenÉ of arË in the períod. Milton

hÍnself ís charged wiËh being guilËy of the paradox in his chef d¡oeuvre,

Paradlse Lost; ín addÍtion, ne may feel that Spenserts Bovrre of Blísse

overstePs the mark of ChrÍsÈían modesty. The saËirísts of the decade

before 1-600 enjoyed their "reprehenciourl" far too much for some of Ëheir

conËemporaries: Índeede as lre shal-1 seer even the Puritans denounced.

the enËhusíasm of their own champion, "Mart,in MarprelaËe", preferring the

dull- sobrlety of the unsuccessful opposing divines--an idea that must

sureJ-y gíve us pause. How much of rhe moralizing is rnere Iíp-service

to the orthodox ideal? In the case of satÍre, which has, íf anything,

the most overtly dÍdactic aín (índeed, as I shaLl show l-ater, the

frequency vriËh rilhich the satirisÈ makes his clain may be suspieious Ín

ÍtseLf) there is a correspondÍng dearth of "moralityr' Ín the execution.

As early as trnlebbers Discourse (1586) we fínd proof that even sorne of

the theorísts are rnakíng pleasure the foremost aim of art.l when Ëhe

lsrr"h a view had, of course, already been ant,ieÍpated by eon-
Ëinental wriÈers. Spingarn shor'rs the relationship between theory at the
beginning and at the end of Ëhe English Renaissance: "AnoËher wríter of
the síxteenth century, Bernardo Tasso, tells us that in hís poem Amadigi,
he has ained at delight rather than profitable instructíon. tI have spenË
most of my effortsrr he says, rin aË.tempting to please, as it seeuts to me
that this is more necessary, and also more difficulË Ëo atÈain; for we
find by experience Ëhat many poet,s nay instruct and benefit us very much,
but cerËainly give us very litËle delíght.' This agrees with what one of
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PurlËans attacked art, they claimed that Ëheír hostílity was aroused

by this very rrabusetr--namely, the esËablishing of ttdelighLt' as more

importanL Ëhan I'profit" r'¡ithin contemporary arË--a¡rd in order to avoid

any nisr:nderstandlng ín the matt,er, Stephen Gosson feLË constrained Ëo

defend his theses in the Schoole of Abuse by appending an "apol-ogie"

Later in which he clarífied hÍs position:

My Schoole of Abuse, haÈh met with some enerules, bicause it
correcteth unËhrifty Schollers; DemosËhenes oratíons smelt, of
lampe oyle, because hís caadle burnt bríghtest, when t'heeves
were busiest. They that are greeved, are Poets, Pipers and
Players: the fírst think Ëhat I banish Poetrie, wherin they
dreárre; ühe second judge, that I condemne Musique, whereín
they dote; the last proclaim, thaL I forbíd recreation Ëo man'
whereín you may see, Ëhey are sËarke blinde. lle that readeth
with advise Ëhe book which l.wrote, shal perceive that I touche
but the abuses of all Ëhese.r

The mosË forceful- sÊatement, and l-ogical clirnax of the orLhodox

didactic view appears in Miltonrs opínion Ëhat a m¿m c¿mnot hope to be

a good poet without fírsË being virtuous; yet Mlltonfs ovrn "viTtue" has

not gone unehallenged: for instanee, by Mat,thew Arnold:

If there ís a defect, which, above all others, is signal in
M1lton, which injures him even intellecËually, which liniËs
hím as a poet, it is the defect cormron to hím with the r.rhole
Puritan party to which he belonged--the fatal defect of TEMPER;

the sanest of English critics, John Dryden (l-688), has said of verse, 'I
am satisfied if it caused delight, for delight is the chíef if noË the
on1-y end of poesie; instruction can be aduÉtted but in the second place,
f,or poesie only insËruets as it delíghts. frr Literary Criticísur in Ëhe

Renaissance (New York: Ilarcourt, Brace and Worldo 1963), p. 35.

1tstephen Gosson, The Schoole of Abuse, ed. E. Arber (tr{estnin-
ster: Constable & Co" ' 1895), P. 65.
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he and they nay have a thousand merits, but they are unnmiable.
Excuse them how one will, ìtiltonrs asperÍty and acerbityo his
wanË of srüeetness of temper, ofrthe Shakespearian largeness
and lndulgence, are undeniable.-

IrouÍcally, much of that Romanticrrsweetness of temper" has palled too,

and we recognize "rrirÈue" to be a cornmodíËy that changes from age to

age. In one of Míltonts o\,rn pronouncements on satíre, he paradoxically

dlsplays Èhe irnpliciË contradicËions in hís position; he ís discussing

Hall-ts contríbutions to the satiric rrkindrr and launches int,o a diatríbe

worthy of ful1 quotaËion, as ít-demonstrates Ëhe flagrant contradicËíon

between the acaderuic debate on the funcËion of art, æd the traditional

practice of the satirist who pays lip-serwice to his dÍdactic airns a¡rd

then proceeds Èo ignore them:

For this good hap I had from a careful-l educatíon, to be
fnurtd a¡rd seasonrd betímes with the best and elegantist
auËhors of Ëhe learned tongues, and thereüo brought an eare
that could measure a jusÈ cadence, and scan without articulat,-
lng: rather nice and hunourous in what was tolerable, then
patíent to read every drawling versifíer. I^Ihence lighËing
upon this title of Ëoothlesse Satires, I wíll noË conceale ye
whaË r thought, nea@s must be some sucking
Satir, who roight have done betËer to have usrd hís corall, and
made an end of breeding, ere he took upon him to wield a SaËirs
whíp. But when I heard hin talk of scouríng Ëhe rusted swords
of elvish Knights, doe not blame ne íf I changtd my thought
and concluded hirn sorne desperate Cutler. But why his scornefull
muse could never "bide rith tragíc ,

r
shapen to that royall buskin. And turning by chance to the sixth
Satyr of his Second book, I was conf,ir,mrd; where having begun
loftily in heavens universall Alphabet" he fals doume to that
wretched poorenesse and frigidity, as Lo talke of BridgesËreet

p. 243"
hatthe* Arnold, tti*"d U"""y" @ondon: SEiËh and Sons, 1903),
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in heavrn, and the Ostler of heavrn, and Ëhere wantíng other
maËter to catch him a heat (for cert,aine he r,¡as in Ëhe frozen
Zone niserably benumed), i.rith thoughts lower than any Beadle
betakes him to whip the signe posLs of Can¡bridge Àlehouses, the
ordinary subject of freshmens Ëales, and in straine as piËËíful-.
Which for hirn v¡ho would be court,ed the first English Satyr, Èo
abase hiurselfe to, who ruight have learnt better among the Latín,
and ltal-ian Satyrist.s, and in our ovrn tongue from Ëhe vision and
Creed of Pierce plowman, besides oËhers before hírn, ranì,fffi
a presuuptuous undertaking with a weak and unexamlnrd shoulders.
For a Satyr as it was born out of a Tragedy, so ought it Ëo
resemble his parenËage, to strÍke hígh, and adventure dangerously
at the mosË eminent víces among Ëhe greaËest persons, and noË to
creepe into every blinde Tap-house that fears a Constable more
than a Satyr. BuË Ëhat such a Poem should be Ëoothlesse I sËill-
affirme it to be a bul1, táking away Ëhe essence of that which
it calls it selfe. For if it bite neÍËher the persons nor the
¡rices, how is iü a SaËyr, and if it bite either, how ís it
toothlesse, so that tooËhlesse Satyrs are as much as if he had
said Ëoothlesse teeËh. I{hat, vre should do therefore with Ëhís
l-earned CoromenË upon teeth a¡rd horns which hath brought this
confutant ínto his Pedantick kingdome of Cornucopia, to reward
hfm for glossing upãñTãTãã even Ëo ttte ÉõFñ-ot, r know
not.

In thÍs passage, many of those compl-exities that were discussed ín Chapter

One concerning the naËure of satíre and the satirist,st motivations are

illustraËed. MilÈon, ostensibly, has set out to attack llall as a man

r:nworthy of the powerful positlon he holds. Ile wlll do Ëhis by ridiculing

the trenlnenË vices'r of this 'rgreat persontt (Ilal-l) ; in the process, he r,ví1L

ttteach" his audience about such vices, and r¿i1l- "deLighËrr Ëhen (obviously

noË Hall) by his artistry; perhaps, even, he will convert llall- hínself to

a more upríght l-ife. Ilis satire will Èhus satisfy Ëhe major criËical

stipulaËions of "teacfuing and delighting""

lttApology for Snectymluusr" Inlorks, III, i, 328-9.
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In facto however, lutilton chooses to wilify Hal1, noL by pí1-

Lorying his great vices, but by ridiculing his abilíties Èo write satire

(abilíties wtrích many later readers have adrulred); símultaneously, Milton

seents to relish the opportunity of indulging his personal vindictiveness

and displaying his wit. Thís, in my vÍew, ís a concise example of that

abuse complaíned of by Renaissance theorists of literature¡ even the

non-precisian I^Iebbe writes:

. o " as the very sum of chíefest essence of Poetry did always
for the most part consist in delighting the readers or hearers
with pleasure, so, as the nuurber of Poets íncreased, they sti1l
inclined this way rather than the other, so that most, of them
had special regard Ëo the pleasantness of theír fine conceíts,
whereby they míght draw menls minds into adrníration of theír
ínvenËÍons more than they had to the prgfít, or comaodity that
Ëhe readers should =""p úy Ëheir wortå.l

Nor is there any sígn of conpliance, ín M:il-Ëon's passage, with the obliga-

tions a satfrist ought to have to charity, which he eLsewhere feels to be

a necessary couponent of satire. The passage sËríkes one, ultinately, as

a vicious, though anusíng personal aside, in an other:r"rise rather seríous

thesfs; 1Ës ¡aoral- purpose is, at least, obscure, and though ít rnay

t'deLighttt the reader, it satisfies íts perpetrator even more. IL devfaËes

from the classical caveat agaínst personal at,tacks in saËire, and r¡ioLaËes

Milt,onrs ovrn críteria. It is aLmost as though Milton, whilst adept at

1-Elizabethan Critical Essays, I, 235-6. Gregory Snithrs very
val-uable in eals at some length with the
pleasure-profit dichotomy in Renaissance literature, and cites nunerous
Í¡.stances of contemporary aq¡areness of it" Pleasure, iL seems, far from
being Ëhe "sugar coatingt' on Lhe moral pill, becomes the complete aim of
many of the rs-ríters whom Ëhe Purítans attacked.
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theorísing on one thing (satire in the general, classical sense) prac-

tices somethíng quite oËher whích he knorn¡s to be a¡rathem¡ in terms of

his own Christian beliefs, and contrary t,o the most respected theory.

In this" he is no exceptíon, as the remaÍnder of this chapter wíll illus-

trate. The danger, however, 1-ies in takíng too seriously Ëhe satirisËrs

professed aius: Ëhough Miltonrs practíce may conflict wlth his theory,

vre can scarcely attest that the scathing attack here is not a consÍdered

and delÍberately contrived one" trIíÈh thís kind of qualification in míndu

ít fs of eonsiderable importanøto re-ex¡m'íne Ëhe various notions abouË

satire and rrsatyre" Ëhat are Ëo be found in Lhe ú/rÍËing of the period.

There is an abundance of informatíon in Renaissânce verse and

prose about saËíre: more often than not ít refers specifícally Ëo Ëhe

so-called formal- verse saËire--r'saLyre";1 brra descrípÈíons of Lhe

atËribuËes of rrsaËyre'r (and, as I shall show, the r¿ord has wider use in

the Renaíssance Ëhan special-ísts ín general have been willing Lo concede)

teLL the studenË a 1ot íncidentally abouË satire generaLly, as both

wrfters and cou¡nentat,ors conceived of it. The povrer of satire seems to

have been regarded in the Renaissance with suspicion, and it,s reputatíon

for salacity (or some such thing) was responsible for íts "prohíbitíon"

(though it is hard to see any aotable decline in output) in June, 1599.

1rh" fotr ls variously spelt "saytyre", "satyr", llsatyre" and
"satire" (less frequently); I shal-l distinguish then from satyr, Lhe
woodland deity, and satire in íts modern, inclusive sense, by the use
of quotation marks
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As a result of the ba¡r, satire fled to Ëhe drama to escape annihílation"

Yet the facË remaíns thaË it was an ímportant enough kind in the Renaís-

s¿mce Ëo meriË stríngenË prescriptions--as the plethora of opinfons

âmongst pracËiËioners a¡rd theorísËs indicates. The fÍrsL appearance of

"satyr" as a literary label in Englísh Ís Ín Alexander Barcl-ayrs Ship of

Folvs of the tr^Iorld in 1509. The ¡r¡ork Ís a translaËion, hor,rever free,

of Sebastian Brandtfs Narrenschiffe and the term appears in a Prologue

annexed by Barclay hirnself:

Ttrís presenL Boke myght have been callyd nat inconvenyently
the Satyr (that is to say) the reprehencion of foulysshnes,
but the neweltye of the rrane T¡ras more plesanË unËo the fyrst
actour Ëo call it the Shyp of foles: For in lyke wyse as olde
Poets Satríens Ín dyvers Poesys conjoyned repreved the sinnes
and ylnes of the peple at that tyme lyr.rynge: so and in lyke
wyse thís our Boke representeth unto the iyen of the redars
the stat,es and condicions of men.¿

The word ttsatyr" as Barclay uses iË does not apply only to so restrícted

a forn as the verse satire. The laËter, however, has so gripped the

attention of scholars sínce as to lead to the relative neglect of other

interest,ing manífestaËíons of the kind ín the English Renaiss¿rnce.

'There 1s a 1oË of speculation abouË what exactlv did cause Ëhe
ban of L599, whether the salacity, personal abuse, libel, or the atheísm
of the satírists. tr^Iorks dealíng wíth this matter and with satire ín the
Renaissance generally, are: R. M. Àlden, The Rise of Forma1 Satire in
England (Philadelphia, LB99) i O. J" Carnpbell, Comicall SaËyre and
Shakespearels Troilus and Cressida (San Marino, 1965); A. Kernan, The

Çankered Musãl G. n. Or¿st; Literature and Pulpit in tuledieval Ungland
(Canbridge, 1933); and J. Pet,er, Cornplaint and Satíre.

t 

-

*Ship ollolys of the t^Io_r_111, quoted in Alden, p. 1.9. There
is general that thÍs is the first use ofttsatyrtt as a líterary Èenn.
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hlhereas, ín his Preface, Barclay Ëraces the origins of saËire

to Arist,ophanes and laÈer, the Nev¡ Comediansrl th"r" was another nore

wideJ-y acknowledged source, to be found Ín Aelius Donatusr discussfon

of the history of the kind, whích was often aËtached to Elizabethan

grarrxûar-school edit,ions of Terence, and hence, presumably, nas fodder

for every schoolboy. DonaÈus also penetrates beyond Ëhe New Comedyn

and suggesÈs Ëhat the scandal-ous 01d Co¡nedy, whích was apparenËly

suppressed because of its excesses--so much for Èhe aesthetic l-i.beralisn

of the ancients--was replaced in effect, by a kÍnd of satyr-play in which

Lhe s¡me vicious personal attacks (for no good rtmoral-" reason) occurredo

but this tfme under the mask of the satyr, the uncouth and priapistic

woodland deity of nyËhology. Thís satyr-play too hTas prohlbited, and

the Nev¡ Comedy became its even nore diluted subsÈitut,e;z hence, satire

had acquíred the kind of "respectable" background (no matter how seedy),

the search for which hras so dear to the hearts of Renaíssance men. (e

sinllar phenomenon r¡ras the desire, no maËter how perverse, to find roots

for England fn the myËhical soil of Troy.)

1, 
"r not so much interested in showing the actual historical

or etymological sources of "satyre"--a problem cleared up since Ëhe
ti¡ne of Casaubon--as in exploring Èhe connoËations of the word itself
ín the El-izabeÈhan artisÈs' minds.

2Mo"t of this material has already been suggesËed in Alden,
Canpbel-1-, Peter, and Kernan; I am indebted to Èhem. IÈ is int.erestíng
to noËe, however, how "history" has a habít of repeaËing itself: Ëhe
hypothetÍcal flight of "satyre" inËo drama in 1599, bears a sËrÍking
sinllariËy to DonaËusr theory abouË Ëhe dramatic origin.
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Barclay and Donat,us indfcaËe Ëhe nature of Ëhe central tenets

of most Elizabethan theory on the verse-"satyre": a hypothetlcal dramatíc

origin, a moralistic puïpose, and a crude nethodology. Thomes Langleyfs

forrnuLation is typical of those current Ëhroughout the cenËury:

A satire is a Poesíe, rebuking víces sharpeLy, not regarding
anye persones [it] is very raiLing, onely ordained Ëo
rebuke vÍce . The Satires had their name from uplandyshe
Goddes, that were rude, lassivÍous, and wanton of behavior"l

Despite the fact, thaË varianÈs in etymology vrere considered, there was

a preconcepË1on about the fundamental qualities of satire which ensured

Ëhe propagation of a rather circumscribed vier,r of íts naËure. Thomas

Drant,ls prefatory poem t,o Horacers fírst two satires (1566) bears

test,imony Ëo the ingenuíÈy and l-earning of the Renaissance scholar, and

shows a greaË deal of ínsight int,o the possibiliËíes of satire:

A Satyre is a Ëarte and carpyng kynd of verse,
An instrument Lo pynche the prankes of men .

A name of Arabique to iÈ they gave:
For Satyre Ëhere, dooth signifie a glave. .

Or Satyra, of Satyrus, the mossye rude,
Unclvile god: for those that wyll them write .

Satyre of r^rrithl-ed waspyshe Saturne may be naude

0r Satyra of Satur, thauthors must be full .
0f fosÈred arËe, infarst in ballasde breste.'

1*Thomas Langley, An Abridgernênt of Èhe Notable l^lorks of Polidore
Vergile (1570), sigs. cii-ciii.

2rho,n." Drant,, Medieínable Morall (London, 1566), sig. A4v.
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The suggestions of an Arabic orígin are especially interesting, as \¡re

shall see, and the reference t,o "satur" seems to be the firsÈ step

Ëor.rards casaubonrs definítive findings. The "gl_ave" or "butcherrs

cLeavertt that the "arabique" etymology suggests can obviously be tied
in vríËh the notÍon of the "anat.omisË"r1 and j-n viev¡ of E11íotrs cont,en-

tíon about the historical relationship betvøeen satirist, priest, an¿

doct.or ("medicine man"), is not Ëo be discounted too easilv.2

Thomas Lodge takes the more orthodox view of the origíns of

satire ín his Reply Ëo Gossonrs School of AÞuse; he retuïns t,o the drama

as its source" AnËicípaÈing Milton, he sees t,he archetypal drama as

belng a tragedy.3 Tragedy in ancíenË Ëímes was merely a thanksgiving

to the gods--a notion, he avers, to which even Gosson cannot object.

BuË 'tas the dayes whereín íË was used dyd decayett--Ëhe passÍng of Ëhe

lcf. p.a"r, Complaint, p. 303.
t-see ELl-iotr p. L54. Mary claire Randolph would partÍa1J.y

supporË Elliotrs stance, as r¡re can Ínfer from her article "The Medical
concept,r', p. L57, where she says ËhaË ËhoughttNo attempt has been made Ëo
Prove that Ëhere exists any positive generÍc affiliaLions betv¡een Celtic
and English saËirer" yeË "cerÈaj.n sirnilarítíes have been noted.." And
she does not preclude similarities Ëhat uay be even more universal
regardíng the whole kind. Drantrs theories are iruplied in Burtonts
Anat,omy Ëoo: Ëhere we have the melancholiac, born under SaËurn, anato-
rnfzing r¡liËh hís cleaver in a literary form that is replete with variants
in the "pudding" mariner; and at Ëhe same Èíme, we have a persona who
cl-aíms to bring medícine for the spirit. These are some of the aspects
of Burtonfs Anâtömy thaÈ will be dealt vrith in the next chapter.

3Abo.r., p. 66 .
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GoLden Age, presumably--and "vrit,t" developed (a consequence of the

Fa11?), Èhe tragedy became ¿ fl¡¡mâ in which were depícËed'rËhe sol¡rer

fortr¡re of many exiles, Ëhe miserable fa1 of haples princes, the

reuínous decay of many couln]t,ryesr" and the llves of satyrs were

presented "So that Ëhey night, wiselye under Èhe abuse of Ëhat nâmsr

discover the follies of Ëheír folish felow citesens."l Lodge descríbes

his saËyr Èo us in the Discontented Satyre which is appended to Scillaes

Metamorphosís (1589):

St,earne were his lookes, afflicËÍng all- Èhe feelds
That were in view; hís bushie lockes undresË ,
With terror hang, his havíour horror yeelds

This is the standard descríptlon of Ëhe melancholiac that, merges wíth

thaË of Èhe satyr-persona in many Renaissance saÈires.3

Puttenham is the best-known exponent in the sixteenËh century

of the traditionaL vier"¡--but wíth a difference; in the Arte of English

1^Corpfet"__tlort"_, ed. E. I^1" Gosse (New York: Johnson ReprinÈ
Corporation, L966), I, 36.

rbld" " T1 32.

3rt.t" is an important factor in those satires thaË are not
sinply crude and vicious; the ningling of satyr and melancholiac can be
used to accounÈ for the puzzlingly composiËe personae of such satires as
Burtonrs and Donners  lratomies, the latter of which is represented to us
by Paulson as Èhe best of Èhe Renaiss¿mce satires (ín The FicJions of
Satire: Johns Hopkins Press, L967). G. L. Hendrickson, in "Arehílocus
ã¿-th. Vlctirns of his Iambicksr" 1\19, )O,VI (1925) adds fuel to Èhe fire
by claíning ÈhaË ttsaÈire" and "satyl" stem from two different roots '
and that our word ttsaÈiïett Stems from ttsat,uratt whílst ttsaËirizett and
ttsatiricaLtt come from ttsatyret'.
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Poesie (1-589), he indicates that the satyr-play ís the source of boËh

comedy and tragedy. Put,Èenh:mts preference is the converse of Lodgers

ando later, Miltonfs theorÍes, and indícates that, for him, the didactic
element is the most fundament,al Ín the literary aïts.1 No. d.oes he

negJ-ect to ment,j-on the father of English saÈÍre, the author of pfers

Plowman:

There was yet another kínd of poet, who ÍnËended to taxe the
common abuses and vice of the people in rough and other
speaches, and Èheir ínvect,ives \¡rere called satyres and. them
selves satvrtques. such were Lucilius, .lnvè.tãIl-and persius
among the Latines, and with us he that ¡^rrot,e ttre booke caued
Piers plowman.'

Passages in the satirícal wríting of the period seem to indÍcate

thaË the satirists took the theories seriousLy: Èhey assert repeatedly

that Èhey speak as satyrs, "ragrd and barer" emerging from a "hollow

vast desertful denr" with faces "rough and hayrie l-ike a goaË.,,3 The

stereotype appears again and agaín with monotonous predictabilitv.4

1-George PuÈtenham, The Arte of Engl-ish poesie, ed. G. D.
ï^I1lLcock and A" I^Ialker (canbridge university eress, 1936), p. 3l ff"

,-The Àrte, p.26. John peter Ín Coroplaint and G. R. Owst ín
Literature ããEit- in Medieval Englgnd ããsor. ínreresËing Ëhings
t,o say abouÈ the nat,ive element in Englj-sh satÍre ín their respective
works, though laËer invesËigaÈors like M. c. Randolph and Ellio¿ have
dÍscovered a universality in the attribut,es of Ëhe kind that are of
more stríkÍng significance"

3T,h"". phrases are from HaI1, Virgiderniarum (London, 1597), I,
76; Rankins, Séaven Satyres (London, 1598), l, i-4; I^lirher, Abuses
Wtiipt and Stiipt (London, 1613), I, Line 6.

tt'I wil-l- shor,¡ later that the prose satirist,s present an irnage
of Èheir roLe that, is even more unprepossessing than this.
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To conclude this part of the treatment of the influential

theories proposed about satire, it míght be wise t,o deal- briefl_y with

Ëhose severiteenÈh-century wríters apart from Burton (wtrose eontribution

wí11- be t,reated separat,ely) who had someÈhíng to say on the matt,er.

ÏheÍr positions tend to emerge in the practice of satire rather than in

theoret,ic statements. They sËíll acknowl-edge the tradition but inveÍgh

against fts abuse--another tradÍÈion. Ben Jonson, who "quarrelled with

Dekker, quarrelled with Marston, quarrelled wiËh Inigo Jones, quarrelled

with everybodyr"l protested that his Epigrán¡nes would noË conform to the

expeèted mal-ignanË norm:

It r¿Í11 be lookld for, booke, when some but see
Thy tít.le, Epigrammes, and namtd of mee,

Thou shouldrst be bold, licentÍous, full of ga11,
trIormerrood, and sulphure, sharpe and tooÈhrd wiËha1l;

Becone a petulant Ëhing, hurle ínke and wit
As mad-men stones: not caring wfrom ttrey'hia.2

This very claim of innocence lmpuÈes guilt to others. But,

líke all- his satirical forbears, he proceeds to Ígnore his or,m precept

in many of the poems Ëhat foll-ow. He connnents upon virulent satire 1n

Discoveries, too, when discussing poetryrs decLine:

IIee is upbraydingly ca1led a Poet, as if it r¿ere a most con-
Ëenpt,ible Nick-name. BuË the Professors (indeed) have made
the learníng cheape. Rayling and Ëi"ckiing Riuers, whose
t{ritÍngs the vulgar more greedily reade; as being taken with
the scurrility, and petulancie of such wits. Hee sha1l not

14. 
". 

Cruickshanko

2tloat" , vTîT, 27 .

Ben Jorison (Durham, 191-2), p. 18.
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have a Reader now unless he jeere and lye. rË Ís the foodof men?s naËures: the diet of the tirnes! Gallants cannot
sleepe else. The l^rriter must lye, and the gentle Read.er
rests happy, to heare Ëhe worthiest, workes misinËerpret,ed;
the clearesÈ actions obscured; the innocent,?st. life traductd;
And in such a licence of lying, a fÍe1d so fruiÈfull of
slanders, how can Ëhere be matter wanting t,o his laughter?
Hence comes the Epidemicall infection. For how can they
escape Ëhe contagion of the I^Irit,ings, whom the virulency of
the cah¡rnníes hath not stavtd off from reading?r

The charges of I'railing" and "scurriliËy't are famiríar-sounding, as is

Lhe protest against rrcalunny'r; these, of course, are a1J- forgotËen as

he mounts his own attack on John Taylor, Ëhe unfortunate "I^Iater-Poet,".

The irnage of an ttepidemÍcal infectiontt is one that occurs ofËen in

satireo and the relaÈed image "contagiontttakes us squarely into thaü

debate that raged on Ëhe double effect of satíre: íË may be seen as the

curer of vice and as infect.or or incj-ter to vice, in that Ít. inculcates

inÈo its readers vices previously unknown Ëo them. The "Coney-Catching"

panphlets, for example, were thought to be teaching confidence tricks

whilsË cl-airning to expose them.

There are other ÍnËeresting buÈ not, entírely iovel contributions

to Èhe debate about satire in the earlier part of the sevent,eenth cenËury.

Butn ln iËs laËer stages, according Ëo Randolph, much of the fury has gone:

Mants critical at,tention is fastened for the most. part on his
reason, his will, Èhe workings of his mind, and his place in
and relaËion to society; and satire acquires a ne\¡r and quieter
vocabulary of çomparatívely exact, philosophical and psycho-
logícal termso'

L--trIorks, VIII, 572"

@¡ PP. Lz5-6.
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Men like Milton (in his comments on Hall), and Michael

Drayton (in his remarks on Nashe), however, show a keen appreciation

of the aËËributes associated with the kind. Etymologicallyo Isaac

Casaubon gave definíËíve grounds in theory for r¿haË had been the prac-

tíce for cenÈuries any$ray. He recognized Ëhat sat,ire was originally

a LaÈin word "saËirart anciently """trr"" (medJ-ey, hotch-potch) and was

certaínly noÈ from the Greek $á'i,tto5 "a satyr"ol J. I,rïight Duff sums up

succinctl-y:

The supposed connectíon with Ëhe Satyrs of Greek mythol-ogy,
count,enanced by ancienË grarnmaríans, buÈ exploded by
Casaubonrs fauous essay of 1605, led to a great deal of
confused Èhinking and fanciful speculaÈfon in the past, and
dled all the more slowly in England because the o1d spelling
of tsatireî was rsatyrt--Drydents form in fact spelÈ and
pronounced indistinguishably from the Englísh form of the
Greek word with v¡hich iË has no kindred. IÈ is noteworÈhy
that the derivatíve adject,ives tsatirict from rsatiret andrsatyricr from tSaËyrr sÈill sound exactly alike to the ear.
This confusion led in Ëhe sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
t,o the curious notíon Èhat the half-bestial woodland demo4s,
Èhe Satyrs, r¡rere endornred with Ëhe gíft of censoriou"rr""".2

trIhether as a direct result of the "satyrtr concept, or no (and,

after aL1, Juvenal-, a major acknovrledged influence upon all Èhe saÈirists,

fits pre-eminently into the "satyr" category though his age did not

share the eÈynological confusion), certain attributes rrere looked for

in the satirísts? work that showed compliance with accepted sat,iric

'l
'Cf. Isaac Casaubonts De SaËyrica Graecorum Poesi et Romanorum

SaËira Libri Duo (Paris, 1605) .

2J. 't^Iígha Duff , Roman SaËire (Berkel-ey: UniversiËy of California
Press, L936), p. 3.
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decortrm. Barclay suggested thaË I'mery speche" must be used, and that

his saÈyr must be rreloquent,tt and "jocunde"--necessary tools for the

proper arousing of ttreprehencioun. rt But since there was a heavy

dependence upon Ëhe Aristotelian notÍon of mimesis, any treatment of

base maËter (especially by a saÈyr), plurnbing Ëhe depths of folly and

error, requires an appropriate style. As Spenser says in

Ilubberd's Tale:

MoËher

No Muses aide ue needes heer to call: .t

Base is the style, and matter meane wiËhaIl.-
t

trIhil-st there are many contemporary conmenËs upon Lhe decorumr-

Marston who makes the mosË int,erest,íng sfatenent in defence of

worke whích incldentally reveals a 1oÈ about the decorum of the

ir is

his own

kind:

Iftror¿ I hate Èo affect too much obscurity, and harshnes,
because they profit no sence. To note vices so thaÈ no man

can undersÈand them is as fond as the French execution in
picture. Yet, there are some (Èoo many) that thinke nothíng
good, that, is so curteous as to come within their reach.
Teanning a1-1 SaËyres (bastard) which are not pal-pable darke,
and so rough writ, that the hearing of them reade would set
a manrs teeth on edge. For whose unseasoned pallate I wrot,e
the first SaÈyre in some places too obscure, in all places
rnisLyking rne . . . Persius is crabby, because antient, and
his ierks (being perËiculerly given to private cusÈomes of his
tíme) dusky. Juvenall (upon the like occasion) seemes Ëo our
judgement,, gloomy" Yet both of Èhem goe a good seemely pace'
noÈ stumbl-ing, shufling. Chaucer is hard even to our under-
standíngs: who knor,res not the reason? Hovr much more Ëhose o1d

1-tr{orks., II, 108.

,-oFor example, Adrianus Junius, NomencláËor, Èr..John Higins
(London, 1-585), p. i1t "satyra, invecËut in *oies poema{uíupc'
a Satyrorum petulantia dicta. Un esguillon des vices. A nipping kind
of poeËry tawnt,ing and sharplie showing men thej-r f aulÈs . "
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Satyres which expresse themselves ín terms, that breathed
not long even in Ëheyr dayes. But had we then lived the
r:nderstanding of Ëhem had beene nothing hard. I wÍIl not
deny there is a seemely decorum Êo be observed, and a
pecul-ier kínd of speech for a Satyres 1ips, which I can
r^rillínglier conceave then dare to prescribe; yeË let me

have Ëhe substance rough, not. the shadow. I cannoË,¡ oây
I will not delude your sight with nists; yet I dare defend
my plaínnes against the veriul'ce face of the crabbedrst
SatyrlsË that ever stuttered.r

For his ovflt part, MarsLon scrupulously avoíded one kind of ttobscuriËies"

to the extenË of nani-ng names, and his saËíres do more Lhan just hínË

at the vices Ëhey el-aim Ëo analyse. Yet he does poínt to the ancients

as exempl-ars_ of Ëhis I'difficult'r aspect of the satiric art, finding the

satyr-fígure ín Ëhem also, though its existence lías a Renaissance

íLLusion. The mention of Chaucer is ÍmporËant--Èhe English saËirists

díd noË see him as the origiaator or perpeËuator of some specifically

"natíve" saËiric strain12 br.r, place hÍn v¡íth Langland in the European

tradition of the satiric kind, to whích f-ineage a r:níversalÍty is

aËtríbuÈed. The t'obscurity'r of Chaucer and Langland stems from the

ttËearmes" they ernpl-oy--co11-oquial , non-liËerary language whích has been

one of the attractíons as wel-1 as one of the sturnbl-ing-bl-ocks of satíre.

(Marston himself o Nashe, and renor.¡ned figures like Rabelais have suffered

lJohrr MarsËon" The Scourge of Vitláinie, êd. G. B. Harríson
(New York: Barnes & Noble, L966) ¡ pp. 9-10.

2O*"4 and PeËer would have us believe ín Ëhe native strain--as
r¿oul-d such extravagarlzas ¿s f,¿z¡míanrs Development of EnglÍsh l{umor (New

York, L965) "
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as a result of their employing so merry colloquialísrns and slang. rn

chaucerrs case, Ëhe subsequent development of the Englísh language has

noË helped nat.ters). As for Marst,onts coument on I'subs¡¡nssrr and

"shadowt', we have to decide for ourselves whether the former Ís his main

concern. Certafnly the Augustans felt thaË MarstoD. T^ras enjoying hímself

just a littLe too much to be taken seriously as a reprehender of více.l

The entire idea of the need for I'dj-ffículËy" sounds more odd

to us today Ëhan to those in the pre-modern era; over-affection for

obscurity ís a crítícism that night be applied to the r¿hole system of

a¡rcíent rhetoric Íf we can credit the t,a1e of the oId rhetorician who

encouraged his pupÍl , ttyo,rtre wríting so well now I can hardly underst,and

iË myself ." The tradition that demanded obscuriËy r,ras a hallowed one,

even ouËside satire.2 BuË there \¡ras sone debate as to honr far i.Ë should

be Ëolerated; Gascoígne, for ínsËance, felË that whílst "obscure and

darke phrases" night be all right ín their place, they are gravely inde-

coroua ttin a pleasanË sonet..tr rË nay be Ëhat the inabiJ-iry to grasp the

personal- references Ín }lorace, Persius or JuvenaL rras responsibLe for Ëhe

notion that satire T¡ras deliberately obseure.3 But cor:ntering this there

1
5̂ee

(París, 1955),
his death.

)-See Arnold Stein,
Tradlrion," E, xrrr C1946),

3sa*írr', p. lo5.

"Doffrets 0bscuriÈy a¡rd the ElizabeËhan
98-118.

A. Jose Axelrad, Un Malcoritent Elizabéthain: John l4arston
pp. 313-330, for
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was a feel-ing that does more crediË to Ëhe intellecË of the Ellzabethan

arËist--namely, that the difficulty would lead the reader to ponder more

deepl-y Ëhe import of what was being said, and profiË Ëhe more from it.

On the other hand, the devÍce could be abused¡ ánd obscuríty could be

utilísed to cover lack of content. There vras Ëoo, a notíon that popular-

ity ought to be eschewed as something plebeian and uudesirable, and

deliberate obscuríËy r,ras a sure me€ms of avoÍding universal approbat.ion.

Donne has been assessed from both points of view in the conËext of this

debate; Ben Jonson avowed that he would go unread because of his diffi-

culty, yet Arthur l,rlil-son praísed him for íË:

Thou dost not sÈoppe unto the vulgar síghË"
Buto hovering hígh1y in the aíre of tr{itt,
IIoldsË such a pitch that few can follow it.l

ThÍs feel-íng about the need for diffículty is shared by T.

who claims ín our cent,ury, perhaps for differen.Ë reasonse

our clvílízation as it exists aË DresenË must be difficult.

S. Eliot,

"poets in
,

tla

In prose, one can see the move t,or^rards the Senecan or

"Ilopping Li-psían" style--rather rmsatisfacËory labels, but indícaËíve

of a frame of uind that tended awayfrom the often rnellifluous compla-

cency of Euphuism to a more tortured and Ëortuous mode of expression.

lJoh,' Donne,
p. 394, lines L4-L6"

2r. s. Elior,

Poems: 1633 (Menston: Scolar Press " L969) 
"

Ilonage to Dryden (London, L924), p" 31.
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It has been observed, "There is notÍceable towards Ë.he end of the

síxËeenth century a grow-ing tasËe for diffículty ín art, and this, like

the basíc atËitude towards expression and the changíng tast,e ín souud,

fÍrst becomes evident in prose."l It is enËirely possible that ín

studying the development of satíre, too, Íi'e may learn uuch from the

prose of the period that would indicate its precedence to poet.ry ín terms

of sÍgnifícanË change, in tíne íf not in qualíty,

Another contemporary of Marston, Guilpin, makes this provoca-

tíve assertion abouË the nature of saËire:

No, No, avaunt, bace Feare, íL cannot bee,
Tell hírn, the Satyre may noË be deposd,
So long as Trueth sings his Apologíe:
Nor is he of so bace a mould composd,
As Ëo be subject Ëo a slight impressíon, .)

For a true SaËyrets guyltles of t.ransgression.o

One becomes raËher skepËical abouÈ Ëhe satyrts "guy1t1es" pursuiË of

"Trueth" v¡hen oÈher motÍves for wriÈing appear r,riËh conspieuous regularity:

IlaLL vrrítes not l-east for fame, Lodge for exereise, Harvey for spiËe, Nashe

for fr:n. Canpbell makes an interesting coument, on wtrat. he feels naay be

the reaL airn of nany of the satires: rrln writÍng them, thei-r auÈhors were

consciously devísing an antj-doËe Lo the influence of the popular poeËic

cuLt of Pet,rarchísm and iLs nanífold developments."3 It uight noL be

lsa"in.o p. 115.

)-The l,Jtripper Parnphlets, ed. À. Davenport (Liverpool University
Press, i-951)o rr,48, lÍ:ees 223-8"

3canpbe1L, p. 33.
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irrelevant in the cont,exË of thÍs argument to consider the escalatÍon

of philosophic skepticism generally in Ëhe era a¡rd the other íntellecË,ual

and religÍous upheavals; they seem pertínently related to Ëhe euprgence

of satire as a PotenË force (eorrespondingly later in England than else-

where--nrÍtness Ëhe earlÍer appeaïe"ce of Aretíno and Rabelais on the

conËínent). This involves a paradox; satire may be regarded as a con-

servaËive reacËíon against Ëhese pheaomena--and this wouLd be CarnpbelLts

starice--or it, may be taken as expression of the liberty or licence thaË

must have seemed to accompany them.l

Many sixteenËh- and seventeenth-cenËury men of let,ters in

England had spent tír're in lËa1y in the pursuít of culture or w-orse, a¡d

in addÍtÍon Ëo cont,racting the somewhaË novel dÍsease of rnelancholy2

had fallen under the influence of such men as Minturno and Cinthio. The

1atËer hlas concerned amongst oÈher things with the mixed emot,ions thaË

satíre arouses ín Íts readers. rt ís "rappresentata a co rlovere gli

a¡rÍmo a ríso, ed a convenevole Ëerïore e compassione . . .,,.3 ,hi"

notÍon about Ëhe laughter, pity and fear Ëhat r¿e are supposed Ëo feel

reLaËes saËíre again to iÈs origins in Ëhe dr¡ma. But ofËen r¡re are

1-Again, a Ëopic for lat,er consideration.
)-Babb, The Elizabethalþþ!¿, p. 732 "The vogue of melancholy

began to make its@ liËerature about uj-dwav ín the
reign of Elizabeth."

1-QuoËed in Campbell, p. 33.
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left. rrrith an írrpressíon of ttraíling for railíngrs sake'that is very

dÍfficuLt Ëo díslodge, and that may be the final antithesÍs to Ëhe

Pet,rarchan t'love for lovets sake;" boËh r.üere perpetraËed in Ëhe name

of Charity.

The ltalian Pietro ÀreÊino's name is so formidable that it is
one to be almost liËerall-y conjured wiËh amongst satirists in England:

we wanË an Aretine here among us, that mighË strip these
golden asses out of there gaie ËrappÍ-ngs, and after he had
ridden Êhem,Ëo death wíLh raiLing, leave them on the dunghíll
for carion.r

Aretíno remÍnds Ë,he satirisËs of the power that the word still has; ín

Lhe tradition of Archilocus, he could so Èerrorize his vicËims thar they

r¿ou1d pay t'protection money." .The "killíngtt Ëradítion (as r shall show

later) was not yet, forgoËteri, a¡rd some scholars see the obscure fate of

Gabríel Harvey as indícative of its potency.

John Davies, the satÍrist, considers one of the crimes of which

his professíon ís accused:

As couterfeiË coyníng ís put, upon AlchemisËs, .
So 1abe1ling lightly ís set, upoa saËyrists.'

Ilowever t'light,ly" Lhe ttlabelling" was done, there are a nunber of

topÍcse set pÍeces, as it r/ere, thaË recur in saËire throughout our

1-The works of rhomas Nashe, ed. R. B. McKerrow (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, L966), T-" 242"

2_,-Jotn Davies of
(1878; rpt. Híldesheim:

Ilereford" The Complete
George Ofuns, 1968), p.

ï^Iorks, ed. A. B. Grosart
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1period.- On questions of moralse \¡rornen, wíth their tradítlonal

treachery and fraílty (they \¡rere, after all, responsible for the Fa1-1-),

are Ëhe subjecË of constant abuse and amusement--as often as noË the

same thing. But other prominent abuses put on display are avarice,

cheatíng, usury, slander, hypocrisy, glutËony, bribery, over-ambíËíon,

drunkenness, and garnblíng: in short, all of the follíes and sins of
thumanity.- Amongst fashíons that the satiríst attacked mosË frequenËly

was the habit of ËheaËre-going, and theatres and players generally;

the most sustained attack was the vituperative Histriomastix by "marginal

Prynne| the man who roused MilÈonts wrath, though sÍnce the tíme of

Gosson the subject was grist for anyoners mill-. The use of tobacco was

a convenÍent neü¡ topic for the sat,irístst at,tackr3." t"" Ëhe general

behaviour of gallants, which was ruthlessly exposed in the "coney-

catching" pamphlets"

lAld"r, has paved Ëhe way for this vrork in his treatment of
the verse satire: he has preËËy thoroughly catalogued Ëhe various
topics thaÈ arise wiÈh frequency in the work, for example, of such uen
as Gascoigne, Donne, Hall-, Marston, Guilpin, and Rowlands. I have dis-
covered ârnongsË the prose-satirísts Ëoo, the same farrago of subjects.

2sor" not,able Þrose works on these topics are: Thomas Nashers
Anatornie of Absurditie, which has as part, of its runníng ËiËIe'
ffinfutation of the slender imputed praises of
feminíne perfect.ion, w.LtL e short, . . .t (this r,¡ork wí1l be examined
later in the chapter); SÈephen Gossonfs Quip for an Upst,art Gentlewoman
(a corollary to Greenefs earlier work); Joseph Swetnamrs Arraignment of
triomen; Thomas Lodgets Alarum againsË Usury; Thomas Adamst The l^IhiÈe
Ðevi1, or Ëhe Hypocrite Uncased.

3_-In such works as Kíng
amusing documenÈ today"

James I Counterbl-ast Ëo Tobacco--art
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Perhaps the najor problem in what we night call social affaírs
was the encl-osures question, which also gave most, scope for the uËiliza-
tioa of the Piers Plor,:noan tradition. But offlcial corruption generally,

and suctr public disasters as plague and famine r^/ere recurrenÊ topícs.l
Àmongst the classes ín socieËy, Ëhe predÍctable targets were

prÍncÍpa1Ly the lawyers, doctors, and cLergymen (still siËËíng-ducks

today, all three); the poor pedant and the ívory-Ëower scholar were

mocked as always. The soldier and hís relaËive Ëhe courtíer were abused;

¡1so we night include the Puritans and the Papists with ËheÍr respectÍve

teD'ets, wtro were the butts of the t'líberal-tt najoríty.2 BuË the satirists
reserved Ëheir most rricious and effecËive atËack, appropríately enough,

for Ëhe class to whích they thernselves belonged--the arËists and the

abusers of art, Ín parËicular the abusers of satire. only contempt,

they felt, ls good enough for such parasÍtes, and they lard iË on with

unstinËed generosiËy. T'h.e controversy between Nashe and Harvey ís one

of the m¡jor examples of this internecine sËrÍfe, and will be dealt wÍth

later ín this chapËer.

1-The enclosure probleno uras dealË with ín such uËopian schemes
as Morefs utopia and Burtonts "preface"" but. Ëhere are more blunt
suggestions ProPosed Ín efforts like Robert CrowleyÌs Informacion and

of Ihe fore Co 4B).Dekkerrs I^Ionderfd yèãr ll as aponerful ffi plague.
t-Amongst. the more inËeresting saÉires on such maËËers are.

Barnaby Riche's Farewell to the Military ProfêssÍon (1581), and Thomas
Powellts Tom of path-wa1, to preferments
(1631)" ffii
example, trIíl1iarn Bradshawts English PuriÈanisure (1605), and Roúert Abbot,f s
The MÍrrour of Popish Subrilffi
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There 1s a very large body of "uncat.egorized" prose lyíng

abouË Ín the Renaissance, and it beco¡nes cl-ear, on exarninatíon, that

muctr of Í-t is a close relaËive of the formal verse saËire, characterís-

tÍcs of which we have examíned above. Cont,enporary theorists never sav

very much about, Lhe mechanics of the formal verse saËire; what they say

abor¡t íËs naLure, however, is often applicable to the prose satires Ëoo.

These are ín the satura tradítíon, conscíously contrived ít seeu¡s to ne,

i.n the awareness of certaín broad guide-lines, foremosË amongst which is

the acknowledgement of their satiric preced.ents.l In the next few pages,

I hope to e1ícít from some of the prose saLires of the period the charac-

terisËícs according to whieh Ëhey are composed and t.o show Ëhat, they are

chíefly differenËiated from Èhe formal satíre in a formal way: they are

productions of the satiríc kind and their wrÍters are just as av¡are of

that as Ëhe creators of the shaggy saËyrs of the formal verse píeces.

I intend t.o cone.s'tGaËe this anal-ysís on the works of Nashe, Harvey, and

Dekker, st,raddlíng as they do the decades on eíther síde of 1600, and

preparÍng the way for "the greatest Meníppean satíre ín the Englísh

languager" the firsË edítion of Burtonts Anatomy ín L62L.2 Afr"=

lcílb.ra Híghet, The Anatomy of Satire (PrinceËon, Lg62) 
"pp. 15-16, suggests as a sure sign of the conscious satírist at work,

what he calls "pedigreer" and Ëhe repeaËed reference to sat.irical
precedent eiËher by allusíon, or by quotat,ion.

,-The phrase is Fryets. A brlef glance aË Burtonrs library lísË
(by no me¿ms an exhaustive catalogue of hís reading) shows hÍs farniliaríËy
wÍth Lwo of the r,rriters in questíon: of Dekkerrs outDut he had The Masní-
ficent entettainmenË, given to King James, À ltríghtfs coniuríng, Westward l{oe
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examining theír Ëheory and their practice, I hope Ëo show the basis on

which Èhat edifice was constructed.

The word "satyre" did not take on any delinitÍng connotaËion

of a rigidly formal st,ructure Ëí11 late in the cenËury--a point thaÈ

has been negl-ected in díscussíon on Èhis subject. Barclay uses the word

to describe hls Shíp of Folys, as Ì/¡e saw earlier, and Lindsay quíte

unabashedly ca1ls his play A Sgytyre € shg lhrie Estates. Even ín L576

George Gascoígne in the introductory epÍstle to The Steele Glas does not

feel obl-iged to fol-lorv any predetermined regulationo and ca11s his poem

"a satyr v¡íthout, rimer" whose aím is "to give a ribbe of roast" to hís
1enemies.- Indeed, in The Infhípper Pamphlets, Jonsonrs plays and Guilpinrs

epÍgrams are considered as "satyres" along wiËh Marsüonts more orÈhodox

efforts. In the StaËionerts Regíst,er of June 1-st, 1599, it is commanded

Ëhat "noe Satyres or Epigrarns bee printed hereafËerr" aîd thfs is follorved

by the remark that "a11 Nasshes bookes and Doct,or Harwyes bookes be taken

The Belman of London, The deade Tearme, The Guls Horne-booke, The Ravens
Almanacke, If it be noÈ Good i-he Divel iå in it, 0 Þer se O; under Nashe
only Su¡nmers Last l{í11 is noÈed, and it is part of an incomplete volume
conËaining others of Nashe's work. Faniliarity wíth Nashe irnplies know-
l-edge of Harvey, and one assumes a man of Burtonrs readj-ng and curiosity
slas aware of the problems his fellow-scholar had encountered--as he is
ar¡¡are of other squabbles of the sorË, for example, the Scioppus-Scaliger
controversYin Europe. (Information on Burtonrs library comes from the
Oxford BibLiographical Sociely Procegdjlngs and Papers " T (L922-6).)

lsteeLe Gl-as (London: English ReprinÈs¡ 1901), p. 45.
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wheresoever they may be found and thaÈ none of their bookes be ever

prínted hereafter." The ÍrnplicaËions are that they belong to Èhe same

cat,egory.

4L1 of thís seems to indicate only one thing: ÈhaË the formal

verse saËíre was regarded as beíng only one out,growth of the sat,lric

kind, not comprehensive, and certainly not excl-usive; although its avowed

aín (l-Íke all- literaËure) ís moral, its inpJ-íed and indeed someËimes

stated motive is oft,en personal and Joyously vindicÊive; frequentl-y

there is a confession thaË Ëhe writ,er is simply Ëryíng hÍs hand at

another form:

" I have thought good to ínclude Satyres, Eelogues and
EpisÈLes: first by reason that I study Ëo delíght wiÈh varietie,
next because I would writ,e in that forme, wherein no nan night
challenge me wj-th servile imíÈation, (wherewiËh heretofore I
have been unjustlie charged). My Satyres (to speak truÈh) are
by pleasures, rather placed here to prepare and try the eare,
than to feede it: because if they passe well, the whole çentonof them, already in my hands shall sodainly be published.-

Lodgets admission certainly removes us far from the field of moraL aims:

he wa¡rts to indulge hís reader's desire for variety, to show Èhat he is

not a plagiarist,, and to gauge the poÈential for a furËher edition by

noÈing the reception Ëhat, thís one geÈs. By no sËretch of the imagina-

tÍon can we convert this into a decLaration of moral Índignation:

raËher Ít connotes corîmercial prudence and something of hurt, pride.

LÍke rnany of hÍs fellows, Lodge writes in the rnorally indignant "rai.ling"

lïhor"" Lodge, A Fig for Momus, III, 6.
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sËyl-e as part of his artisËíc apprenÈiceship, and noË out of conviction

thaË he can amend the corrupËions of hÍs soclety.

It night be charged that there is a cert,ain invalidity to such

a conclusion. r appear, basically, to be acceptÍ.ng some staËement.s of

the sat,Írist, as genuine reflecÈions of hís motivatlon, and high-handedly

discardlng the others as mere convention. So that, for example, I choose

to believe Lodgers avowal that he ts simply Ërying ouË his satires Èo

assess publlc response Ëo them, but I do noË take seríously hís protesta-

t,ions of moral indignation r^riËhin them. ThÍs is a fundamental objecÈion,

and one Ëo which, ín anticipation, I have la1d the basis of an anrsríer

throughouË the earl-y part of this Ëhesís, where I have dealt wíËh Èhe

motivat,ion and origin of saËire, with part,icular reference to the Renais-

sanceo I shall try, briefly, to recapituLate.

In clairning a moral- end for his work, the saüírist is identify-

ing hlmself with Èhe tradiÈional- aim of all literature, whose purpose,

fo1-1owíng the Renaissance interpret,at,íon of Horacers fa.ous and ambiguous

line ttaut prodesse volunt ," rnras, first of all to

teach, and onLy secondl-y to delight. Many modern theorísÈs (and some

not so nodern) feel that the performance of Renaissance artist.s runs

quiËe counÈer to thls c1aím in many instances, in that they very obviously

make teaching a secondary part of their work. In the case of the saÈirist

especlal-ly, there 1s, at any ratee an insoluble moral dilemma, a clear

confl-fct of end and means" Ihe satirist,s often make onlv Ëoken attemDts
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to disguÍse Ëhe impression thaË for then the pursuit ís much more

enjoyabl-e than the edification of Ëhe reader; nor do they show very much

concerrr for the conversion of Ëheir victim, as I hope this chapter will

demonstraËe--particularly the treaËment of the llarvey-Nashe dispuËe"

Itilton, as I tríed to show earlier, in advocatíng an impersonal,

ttChristian" approach to satire, very deliberaËely and preneditatedly

attacks lIal-l in the most savage personaL tetrs; and Nashe and Harvey

seem to be egging each other on, in Ëhe tradÍtfonal way, to fresh ouË-

bursts of vítriol raË,her than to repentance. Such iast,¿mces Lead one

to assume that, Ëhese satirísts are conscíously (they often adrút to it)

acÈing ín víolat,íon of the moral princípJ-es whÍch Ëhey otherwíse claím

t,o advocate. If one feels that it is at such moments Ëhat they excel

as satiríc arËisËs, Ëhe conclusíon ís surel-y ínevitable that dÍsregard

for the moral nicetíes seems to be one of Ëhe rnajor requÍrements for the

best, satfre. The final appeal can be mâde t,o the satiric Èradition

whfch presents innumerable examples of the apologia of the satirist,

nany of then j-ncLuded, it seens, for the sole purpose of showing how

radically Ëhe writer can devíaËe from Ëhe moral bormdaries which he

therein sets hinself.

As I díscuss each of the wriËers following, I shall not attempt

Ëo veil the apparent clash between theory and practice in their works.

It occurs v¡íth such overriding frequency that it can scarcely be excused

as an

d t être

occasional lapse; indeed, iË seems somehow t.o be Ëhe very raison

of their saËires, Ëhe tensj.on upon whieh they buiLd Ëo such effect.
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Stephen Gossonls School of Abuse (1579) ís often (and possibly

wrongly) praised backhandedly for incurring Sidneyrs wraËh sufflciently

to provoke the fa¡nous Defence of Poesíe; but iË,is a tour de force in

iÈs own righË, and represents the use of Èhe prose saÈÍre to aÈtack,

paradoxically, Ëhe validity of liËerature itself (or, as he later cl-aimsi,

the abuse of art). one feels that Èhe school, judged as a piece of

l-iterature, is as fine a production in artistic Èerms as the much-

vaunt,ed Defence: Gosson knows the tradition Ín which he writes, and

besides, there Ís much in his case Èhat seems orlginal as opposed to

Sídneyrs derivat,iveness. I^Ie are bound to think thaL iL is t'he unpoPu-

Larity of whaË he is saying Ëhat relegates hís work to an inferior

posítion in Ëhe eyes of sËudents of lÍteraÈure. YeË the v¡hole is Èinged

wíth irony, by the use of which Gosson seems to ask us not Ëo take his

words too seriously. The runníng titl-e describes his efforL as I'a¡t

pleasant invective"--a vrord that recurs frequently to label the prose

saËíre of the Renaissance (Harvey and Nashe employ the term often Èo

abuse each otherts productions, and Ëhere is an insulting connotatíon

attached to it throughout the period ), Gosson claíms to be concerned

r¿íth the misuse of literature even in its most el-evated functíons as

reprehender of vice: he very perceptively observes Ëhe paradoxical

reeults thaË uay arise out of over-zealous descrlpÈi-on of vices:

And so wading too farre in oËher mens manners, whilst Ëhey

fíli- their Bookes with other mens fault,es, they make their
volumes no better than an Apothecaries shop, of pestilenÈ
Drugges; a quacksalvers BudgeÈ of filthy receites; and a huge
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Chaos of foule disorder. Cookes did never long more for
great market,s, nor Fishers for large Pondes, not greedy
Dogges for store of game, nor soaring hawkes for plentie
of fowle, Ëhen Carpers doe nowefor copye of abuses, that
Èhey níghË ever be snarling, and have some Flyes or other in
the way to snatch at,. . he ËhaË loves to be sifting of
every cloude¡ mây be strooke wíth a thunderbolte, íf iË
chaunce to renË; and he that taketh upon hím to shew men
Èheir faultsr mây wounde his own crediËe if he goe too
farre" 1

This is directly relaÈed to the Platonic problem, and Gosson knor,rs that,

he hirnsel-f 1s subject to the very crit,icism thaË he Ís attacking in

otherso The satirist is teacher ín two ways--he t,eaches Ëhe necessity

for moraL behaviour, buÈ also illusÈraÈes (in order Ëo be effective) in

detail the pract,íce of immorality; sat,Íre is seen as a double-edged

weapon, and such reasoning may possibl-y be relaÈed to the eventual

bannlng of satire in 1599. Yet at Ëhe same time as he launches out at

aL1 plays, he rather coyly defends his own conÈributions:

The last [one of hís own plays] because iÈ is knowne Ëo be
a Pig of my own Sowe, I will speake the lesse of iË; onely
giving you to understand that the whole mark at, which I
shot " . . hras to show the reward of trayËours in Catalin

" Tfiese playes are good playes and sweete playes, and
of all playes the best playes and most to be liked, worthy
to bee sung of the Muses, or set out îrith the cunning of
Roscius hlnself ," o

Yet even the best plays (1ike his own) are "not flt, for every manrs

diet: neíther ought they commonly to be shevren." Thus he neatLy shifts

his ground from the víciousness of art Èo Èhe depravity of some h:'man

1-Schoob, pp" 53-54"
t-Ib:g!. ¡ pp. 40-41-.
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beings, æd even ímplies that a good artist (hiroself) wíll never be

apprecíated by the general run of play-goers. confusions are thus

confounded, and the appended. APologie becomes a Patent denial of some

sentfments ín Ëhe origínal work. Re-examined, the Schoole apPears so

tinged wíth wit and irony that r¡e have to suspect Gossonts avor'¡ed

motive; the dedication to sidney ís so obvíously ínappropriate and

ironic Ëha¡ it must be considered as deliberate provocation or as a

satírie stroke.l The validity of this reading ís furËher suggested by

the fact that in the Apologie, he índulges in a shower of personal abuse

agaínst Ëhe hypothetícaL nonsense that his potential ans\¡IereÏ--who turns

out Ëo be Sidney-+rÍll be forced to use Lo defeat Gosson's own logícal

case.

Gogsonrs Sch-oole seems to be an early, clear example of the use

of a satiríc speaker who ís not just the gruff satyr of the formal verse;

he has, índeed, hís "satyríctt moments, but is also a witty, intelligent,

erudíte man who rnanipuJ-ates his assumed characËer for delíberate effect;

he ís aware of the contradíctíons in his positíon and his resolution of

it 1s specious, for ultimately there is no phílosophic soluËion, only an

For del-íberate "obscurity" of languageo he subsLiËutes

ídeas agd the satura structure: his saËiric speaker is, in
arË1stíc one.

confuslon in

't

'c. s" Lewis, English LiteraÈure in L4e_9ixteentþ cgntury.
(Oxford, l-944), p. Sg+, to take Gosson's

Schoole too seriäusly: "In the Schoole he ís stíll the artist' sLill
ñã."-¿ tfre co'rmercial artist, caErin-g for a well establ-ished taste ín
rhetoric. tt
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my \rierr, a forerunner of the persona of the Anatony of Melancholy.l

It 1s of some Lnterest that in addítion to Ëhe Schoóle, Gosson ís also

responsible for a pleasantly satiric poem in the Speculum Lradition.

It is, however, frorn the writings of Thomas Nashe and Gabriel

Harvey, both men of consfderable eruditlon, thaË r¡e learn mosÈ about the

theory and the practice of saËire in Renaissance England" The "sharply

saËírick" Thomas Nashe2 dr¡ells wíth irnmodest frequency upon hfs function

1-An archetypal example in the debate about, satirets unfortunate
doubLe effecË ís St" Jerome, who had the addítíonal problen of reconcil-
ing hís satire wiËh the doctrine of Christian charity: "The ambjguity
of St. Jeromets attitude towards vit,riolic ridicule reveals that as a
Christlan satirist he faced a problem which had not, confronted the pagans:
he was keenly aware that malevolent. backbiting vras unchrist,ían and he
consequenËly experíenced a feeling of deep guilt over his irrepressible
penchant, for abuse. The result of this feeling was that, throughout his
works, he inserted v¡arnings againsÈ the evil of malevolence even while
himself conÈlnuing Ëo índulge in invect,ive" (Davld S. I^Iíesen,
St. Jerome as a Satirist, Cornell Uníversity Press, L964, p.258).

my oü7n feelings ator.tt the reit,eràted moral aim
of Renaissance satirists: the more it ís repeated, the more one suspecÈs
its sinceríty. I^liesenis book eontains some interesting material on the
whole history of Christian satÍre, and in particular on the emergence of
the prose form; Jerome was known as "saÈlricus scrip ', and,
though he leaves no verse composíÈions, "refers to hinself as a satirist,
in the J-arger sense of a peneËrating and viÈuperaËíve criËic of human
behaviour. Since Jerome hirnself did not restrícÈ his concept of the
satiric Èo iËs narrorrer and more forrnal ueaning, he provides jusÈifica-
tíon for regarding as saÈire and sËudyíng as a unit those element,s in his
writings which express caustic, scurrilous, and abusive judgements of
socíety in general or of individual men" ipp. 2-3). Jerome himself,
apparentLy, believed firmly ín the concept of Èhe prose saËire, and
l,Iiesen demonst,rates quite clearly his ready familíariÈy wiÈh the t.radí-
Èions of the great satirists of anÈiquiËy.

,)
-So described by Drayton ín his Epistle to Henry Reynolds;

Spingarn, I, 137.
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as a writer and identifies himself noË only with
ttsatyrstt, buË also wíth the great, sat,iric wrlÈers

Ëraditlon. That he regards his rn¡ork as sat,ire is

his statement in the Anatomie of AbsurditÍe:

the producers of

of Ëhe l{est,ern

cLearly irnplied l-n

trrlhat r have wrít,ten, proceeded not from the penne of vaÍn-
glory buË from the processe of that, pensiveness which Èwo
Sun¡ners since overt,ooke mee: rshose obscured cause, besË
knowne to everie name of curse, hath cornpelLed rny wit to
wander abroad unregarded in Èhis satyricall disguise, and
counsaiLd my content to dislodge his delight from trayÈors
eyes. (iforks, I, 5)

I^Iith conscious irony he leaves the precise nature of hís d.isease unnamed:

rse i'nagine he means melancholy, Èhough Harvey would have it, somet,híng

just as corrrmone buË contract,ed out.side the area of spiriËua1 eonflict,.

Nashe cl-aims Èhat he has deltberately adopted the persona of the satyr

for his particular purposes, and it is of sorne inËerest, t,o us to see what,

they may be. He wishes Ëo 'ranatomize Absuïditiett

to take a vier¡ of sundry mens vani-t,ie, a survey of theír foll-íe
a brfefe of thei-r barbarisme, to rurine through Aut,hors of the
absurder sort, assembled in the stacíoners shop, sucking and
selectfng out of these upsLart antiquaries, someÞ-hat of their
unsavery duncerie, meaning t,o note iÈ with a Nlgrum theta, that
each one at the firsË sight may eschew it, as infect:ious to show
it to the world Ëhat all rnen may shunne it,. (I{orks, I, 9)

He const,antly shows hinself t,o be a past,-masÈer of the satÍrist?s "rought'

language, but, like MarsÈon later, he attacks the kind of "obscuritiet'

for lts or,rn sake that, was sedulously contrlved by some satirists and

soughÈ aftero for various reasons, even by men 1íke Donne; and he ís ever


