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Abstract
Against Arcadia: English Mock-Pastoral and Mock-Georgic, 1660-1740
by Brad Quentin Boyd
Doctor of Philosophy in English
University of California, Berkeley

Professor James Grantham Turner, Chair

Against Arcadia: English Mock-Pastoral and Mock-Georgic, 1660-1740 is a study of the
receptions of the ancient Greek and Roman genres or modes of pastoral and georgic in
the British nations and Ireland by poets of the Restoration and early eighteenth century,
in particular Andrew Marvell, John Wilmot, Earl of Rochester, Jonathan Swift, John Gay,
and Alexander Pope. It argues that the traditional and still-dominant literary history of
pastoral and georgic in English, which sees these poetic forms in terminal decline after
the deaths of the “last Renaissance poets,” John Milton and Andrew Marvell, is mistaken,
and seeks to reconfigure that history.

In the case of pastoral, most readers have proceeded from a mistaken belief that arcadian
or soft pastoral, marked by idealizing, sentimental, romance conventions, was the
traditional nature of this poetic form and that the waning of poetry of this kind after 1660
thus represented the decline and fall of pastoral. This study argues on the contrary that
such arcadian accretions to the main trunk of Graeco-Roman and medieval pastoral in
fact date primarily from the widespread popularity of Jacopo Sannazaro’s Arcadia and
other “soft” pastoral Renaissance texts, and that Rochester, Swift, Gay, and Pope, by their
vibrant retrieval of the thematic and contextual reference of ancient pastoral, especially
its paradigmatic practitioners Theocritus and Vergil, reactivate the traditional nature of
the genre: pastoral had in fact always been highly ironized, philosophically skeptic, and
often scabrously sexualized, surprisingly “modern” almost two thousand years before
modernity.

In the case of georgic, this study argues, a similar misprision has traditionally led literary
history to suppose that the earnest true georgics of the eighteenth century (didactic and
landscape-descriptive poems by Philips, Somervile, Thomson, Dyer, Grainger, Jago)
were the direct descendants of Hesiodic and especially Vergilian georgic. In fact, this
study argues, it is the mock-georgics of Marvell, Rochester, Swift, Gay, and Pope that lay
the best claim to that identity, marked as they are not only by ancient georgic’s irony,
skepticism of ideas of natural innocence and ease, and consciousness of the dislocations
and losses of civil and foreign war, in sharp contrast to the earnest, naturalist or optimist,
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and progressive themes of eighteenth-century true georgics (which are not in this sense
“true” at all). Instead, informed in Marvell’s case by the experience of the defeat of the
republican and Whig cause at the Restoration, and in the case of Swift, Gay, and Pope by
the aftermath of the Stuart dynasty’s major reverses in 1688 and 1714, they imagine and
satirize a landscape, and cityscape, that are gradually descending to political and cultural
ruin.
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INTRODUCTION

Against Arcadia: English Mock-Pastoral and Mock-Georgic, 1660-1740

Man, n. An animal so lost in rapturous contemplation of what he thinks
he is as to overlook what he indubitably ought to be.

Ambrose Bierce, The Devil’s Dictionary

I envy the countryman, you the city-dweller.

Whoever admires another’s surroundings dislikes his own;
Yet each is a fool to blame the place, which doesn’t deserve it.
The mind is the real culprit — it never escapes from itself.

Horace, Epistles 1.14 (trans. Niall Rudd)

Swift certainly did not write... with a copy of Virgil in front of him,
but the modern critic must painfully present an array of detail in order
to trace something which was once the very stuff of thought. Works
that in the past flourished in the minds of men as green and living
presences have to be restored to our twentieth-century minds before an
argument about particular design and effects can even begin.

Margaret Anne Doody

The untold story of English mock-pastoral and mock-georgic in the Restoration and
earlier eighteenth century is a curious lacuna in literary history. Critics have hitherto
devoted only glancing attention to these surprising, suggestive, and highly entertaining
modes. Annabel Patterson’s pan-European survey Pastoral and Ideology, Virgil to
Valery (1987) for instance devotes eight pages, a précis of the Pope/Philips controversy,
to British pastorals of the Restoration and early eighteenth century, and none to the
mock-pastorals; Paul Alpers’ more closely analytical What is Pastoral? (1996) contains
just two brief citations of Pope, and does not mention the pastorals, mock- or otherwise,
of Rochester, Swift, Gay, or Lady Mary Wortley Montagu. The mock-georgics of the
Restoration and early eighteenth century, meanwhile, languish in comparable obscurity.
John Chalker’s The English Georgic: A Study in the Development of a Form (1969),
though it allows fifteen pages to Gay’s Trivia, devotes barely a page to Swift’s "City
Shower" and otherwise omits the period’s mock-georgics, to focus on earnest neo-
georgics like Windsor-Forest and The Seasons; while Anthony Low’s The Georgic
Revolution (1985) sets itself a chronological limit in the death of Milton, just as the better
part of a century of mock-georgic and mock-pastoral florescence was getting under way.'

! Annabel Patterson, Pastoral and Ideology, Virgil to Valéry (Berkeley and Los Angeles: Univ. of
California Press, 1987), 206-14; Paul Alpers, What is Pastoral? (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1996),
10n, 268; John Chalker, The English Georgic: A Study in the Development of a Form (London: Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1969), 163-78; Anthony Low, The Georgic Revolution (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press,
1985), 296-352.



It is precisely this dynamic period and its vibrant mock-pastorals and mock-
georgics that are the focus of this study, an attempt to set these parodic genres within a
systematic account of Restoration and Georgian receptions and transformations of the
Graeco-Roman topographic genres in Britain and Ireland.” It is my hope therefore that
the conclusions reached by this study will deepen and broaden literary history 1660-1740,
and rebalance it by tracing a vital continuity from Renaissance pastoral and Civil War
georgic through the Restoration and on into the eighteenth century, two periods of British
literary history usually treated as sharply discontinuous. Beyond its intended readership
in English studies, moreover, I hope that it will assist classicists working on early modern
receptions of Graeco-Roman poets and genres. Partly for this reason, I have attempted
catholicity and holism in this study, not only of method but also of medium, so far as
scholarly possible. Restoration and early-eighteenth-century visual culture and musical
culture are seamlessly joined in time and place with the mock-pastorals and mock-
georgics, and often by the artistic collaboration of their respective creators (the
Philips/Handel birthday ode for Queen Anne, to cite an earnest instance). Both
mainstream painters and engravers like Hogarth (4 Harlot’s Progress, The Four Times of
the Day) and marginal or scandalous printmakers treat themes taken up in Swift’s mock-
georgics or Montagu’s mock-pastorals for instance and in a few cases engage with the
poems themselves.’

This study nevertheless has its center of gravity in analysis of poetic texts, English
mock-topographies written and published 1660-1740, with some attention to earnest neo-
pastorals and -georgics (Dryden’s 1697 Vergil translations). The intention is to give a
comprehensive account of their transforming reception of the Graeco-Roman genres and
the namesake medieval and Renaissance modes that grew out of them.* Such an account
must, I believe, rest on close inductive study of the mock-topographies’ diachronic
relations to their poetic pretexts (travesty, translation, efc.) and their synchronic relations
one to another — rather than on deductive analysis of genre definitions, or “theory” that
determines rather than grows from inquiry, or some other unsatisfactory method.
Touching genre, incidentally, this study also suggests a working theory of genre and

* I use the provisional term fopographia in its root sense, place-writing, to refer collectively to pastoral and
georgic, two genres or modes that depict country places shaped by animal husbandry and agriculture.

? Swift wishes for Hogarth’s collaboration against political enemies in the Irish House of Commons at the
end of A Character, Panegyric, and Description of the Legion Club, 219-28: “How I want thee, humorous
Hogart? / Thou I hear, a pleasant Rogue art; / Were but you and I acquainted, / Every Monster should be
painted; / You should try your graving Tools / On this odious Group of Fools; / Draw the Beasts as I
describe ‘em, / Form their Features, while I gibe them; / Draw them like, for I assure you, / You will need
no Car’catura.” Harold Williams (ed.), The Poems of Jonathan Swift, vol. 3 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1958), 839. Legion Club is in one sense a pastoral poem too because the targets of its rage voted in favor
of landowners who, to Swift’s mortification, resisted paying pasturage tithes to the Established Church.
See P. J. Schakel, “Virgil and the Dean,” Studies in Philology 70 (1973), 427-38.

* The positive precursors of the mock-topographies 1660-1740 are primarily ancient, as the mock-pastoral
and mock-georgic turn is essentially a return to sources, a recuperation of the ironized Theocritean and
Vergilian strain — but medieval and Renaissance pastoral texts, especially in arcadian mode, are also
negative precursors; Restoration and Georgian mock-topographers, especially the Scriblerians, create by
reacting against them.



mode for pastoral and georgic building on the accounts of Alastair Fowler and others, to
reach conclusions about what I provisionally call the “polyphemean” or “polyphemic”
modes of pastoral and georgic: modes themselves mutually intermixed from their ancient
origins as I explain in chapter 4 to form what might be termed “agro-pastoral,” and which
are in the literal if not literary-critical sense satura, farrago or mixture, that Roman genre
most famously practiced by Juvenal, the ancient satirist whose influence looms largest in
the poets studied here and whose saturae themselves received pastoral and georgic
ironically.’

I take my cue for “polyphemic” from the archetypically pastoral Polyphemus,
more famous as the Cyclops of the Odyssey and Euripides’ satyr play, whose buffo/serio
(in operatic terms) personality and discourse are central to Theocritus’ Idylls 6 and 11 and
to Vergil, Eclogue 2, where he is modified to Corydon (and in miniature to Silenus in
Eclogue 6). Strictly speaking poluphémos means much-spoken or much-reported, thus
“famous.” But of course Polyphemus himself does not speak strictly. Like his
archenemy Odysseus, who is polutropos, a man of many turns famous for prevaricating,
Polyphemus is frequently ironic, though where Odysseus’ irony is usually verbal, saying
one thing and meaning another, Polyphemus’ is often situational and dramatic; he is more
ironized that ironic. His personality, now gentle, now savage, and his speech, which is
earnest and ironized by turns, set the tone for pastoral poetry’s multifarious and often
ambiguous reference, both interextual and contextual, from its very beginning, a
complexity and plurality that are if anything even more marked in agro-pastoral Vergilian
georgic. I therefore suggest polyphemic over the better-known “polyphonic” because it
is pastoral’s and georgic’s plural speech or signification, rather than their plural voice or
tone, that has crucial interpretive consequences.

This study, however, though it begins with close textual and intertextual analysis,
does not end there. If a concise isolation of the critical question is, how and why are the
ancient genres of pastoral and georgic transformed — and renewed — in British reception
1660-1740, newly broad and deep scholarship on the mock-pastorals and mock-georgics
must analyze poetic forms, thematic contents, and historical contexts all at once. Thus a
careful, systematic study will lead from form through theme to context, a way on which
each stage is necessary yet not sufficient for a comprehensive conclusion, one which
cumulates insights from all three. In this study, therefore, technical questions of form
and intertext (What are the ancient and medieval genres imitated by Rochester’s mock-
pastoral “Faire Cloris in a Pigsty lay”?) and substantive questions of content and context
(What are the relations of Gay’s town georgic to the sexual culture of Hanoverian
London?) are critical categories that can be distinguished in theory but are never
separated in practice. Each entails the other, and in literary historiography aiming at any
depth or complexity they cannot usefully be isolated.

From the formal and intertextual point of view, one of the mock-topographies’
chief identities is their shared status as what Pat Rogers has called parapoetry: imitative
writing that, however mocking or irreverent with its precursor texts, depends on leaving
intact and not absorbing them, giving a measurably different version and thereby assuring

> Alpers, What is Pastoral?, ch. 2, “Mode and Genre,” 44-78; Alastair Fowler, Kinds of Literature: An
Introduction to the Theory of Genres and Modes (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1982), 77-82, 106-11,
202-06.



its own alterity and separate existence. Such parapoetic imitation, insisting on the
historical specificity of both itself and its precursor, is fundamentally opposed to
metaphrase, “which gives the literal sense and in a way replaces the original,” such that
in “modern intertextual references... the new text absorbs its predecessor... The key
element here is an idea of transference or transformation.”® In parapoetic mock-pastoral
there is none of the synthesizing, totalizing energy of, say, Lycidas, where an ambitious
attempt is made to internalize the entire pastoral poetic tradition in Milton’s individual
talent.

What for taxonomic convenience’s sake we label mock-pastorals and mock-
georgics, moreover, share another deep identity: heterogeneity truly such. For despite
titles advertising descent from Theocritus or Vergil the mock-topographies are
mongrelized: they are born of pastoral or georgic but have been fertilized by multiple
genres. (Pastoral is already a sophisticated genre in Theocritus, and has certain georgic
elements admixed, and Vergilian georgic in turn contains pastoral elements, as I explain
in chapter 4.) They are polyphemic, plural-voiced, buffo/serio texts, a modality which
sets them apart from older, “purer” genres in Graeco-Roman antiquity (epic, lyric, efc.)
which are also mixed but not on this scale. “The Lady’s Dressing Room” for instance
semaphores pastoral genre-markers but Swift is heavily indebted to the erotic lyric of
Ovid’s Remedia amoris (itself a species of transferred georgic), and the poem also stirs
into the mix medieval beast fable, donna ideale troubadour song, and other literary kinds.
And in sheer gendered contempt for an enemy, up to and including hitting her with fat
jokes, an eclogue like Montagu’s “Monday: Roxana, or the Drawing-room” calls up not
so much Vergil or even Theocritus as Juvenal, whose own sui generis poems are also a
farrago of other, older kinds, seethed over the satirist’s righteous indignation to make
satura.’

Indeed, Juvenal and satura as mixed mode, farrago or medley, are key to
understanding the formal and structural norms of satiric pastorals and satiric georgics.
For the discontinuous qualities the mock-topographies share as a body — their parapoetic
intertextuality and their generic polyphemism — make them paradigmatic satura. Indeed,
in Alastair Fowler’s phrase, “satire catalyzes generic mixture.”® There is mixture without
assimilation; the various precursor texts and the influences they shed are held in
suspension rather than solution. And the paradigm case of this parapoetic intertextuality
and generic polyphemism is Juvenalian Swift, in Ricardo Quintana’s neat formulation

the great master of what we might call the comedy of discontinuity:
things are not the same clear through; when the surface is broken open,
when the outer layer is peeled off, when the beau is stripped of his fine

® Rogers, “Swift the poet,” in The Cambridge Companion to Jonathan Swift, ed. Christopher Fox (New
York: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2003), 186-87.

" While satura and the satiric mode in Latin literature are as old as Lucilius, it remains true that Juvenal
was the first Roman author to exploit its possibilities fully. The tempered, almost decorous satires of
Horace or Persius for instance do not begin to approach saeva indignatio as a tonal matter, and in any case
are not saturae as a taxonomic matter.

8 Fowler, Kinds of Literature, 188.



clothes, when the woman is flayed, we are impressed to find that the
L. . . . 9
inside differs so curiously from the outside.

Quintana is talking about the themes of Swift’s satire but this is true of his forms and
structures too. For what is more discontinuous than a mixed genre, a composite mode?
Pastoral and georgic, distinctly cut or adulterated ancient genres 1660-1740, are things
not the same clear through in Quintana’s terms. They are saturae truly such, which is
only fitting since, as I argue in chapter 5, Juvenal’s satires contain prominent elements of
mock-pastoral and mock-georgic.

Yet paradoxically another key to understanding Restoration and Georgian mock-
pastoral is the fact that it is also a return to generic sources, a recovery of Theocritean and
Vergilian origins. To appreciate this we must bracket the conventional signification of
“pastoral” in English. Even literary historians have mostly failed to distinguish between
“hard” and “soft” versions, so that “pastoral” in a literary, musical or plastic art context
typically signifies works whose tone and subject-matter are tranquil, romantically
idealized, vaguely dreamy (with the result that for the last two or three centuries the
adjective “pastoral” has been applied mostly to landscapes rather than the people living in
them, pastores, people who herd livestock).'® Such “soft” pastoral is usefully termed
arcadian, and its dilutions, filtrations, and mixings of the “hard” Graeco-Roman classics
is widespread in the Italian and later the English Renaissance.'' There are of course
numerous “hard” Renaissance pastoral texts, in no way arcadian or soft: Mantuan’s ten
Adolescentia eclogues for instance, or closer to the subject at hand William Browne’s
Britannia’s Pastorals (1613, 1616), which protest sharply against improving landowners’
abuses of tenants. Nevertheless, Sannazaro’s Arcadia (1504) and cognate works set the
tone for much Renaissance pastoral, against which Marvell, Rochester, and the
Scriblerian satirists react.'”

In the evolution of the georgic 1660-1740, by contrast, different processes seem to
be at work. Since georgic as framed by Vergil was already a polyphemic and mixed
genre (where ancient pastoral had been, for early modern literary theorists, notionally

? Quintana, Swift: An Introduction (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1955), 51-52.

%1t should be noted that the hard/soft distinction is distinct from and does not map on to the neo-
classic/rationalist debate of Rapin and Fontenelle and their British champions in the reign of Anne. Indeed
both parties to this debate miss the pointed social realism shot through Theocritus’ and Vergil’s pastoral
while loudly claiming its paternity, as do Crabbe and other Crabbe-y polemicists against what they imagine
is Vergilian pastoralism later in the century.

' On the evolution of the Latin eclogue from the end of the Western Empire through Petrarch and
Boccaccio, see Helen Cooper, Pastoral: Mediaeval into Renaissance (Ipswich: D. S. Brewer and Totowa,
NJ: Rowman & Littlefield, 1977), 8-46. On the development of vernacular pastoral genres such as bergerie
during this period, see Cooper, 47-99. There were also medieval survivals of pastoral eclogue in the
Eastern Empire, especially during the Photian Renaissance and the Palaiologan revival. See e.g. J. B.
Burton, “The Pastoral in Byzantium,” in Brill’s Companion to Greek and Latin Pastoral, ed. Marco
Fantuzzi and Theodore Papanghelis (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2006), 549-79.

"2 On Sannazaro’s decisive role in creating Renaissance pastoral convention see Ernst A. Schmidt,

“Arcadia: Modern Occident and Classical Antiquity,” in Katharina Volk (ed.), Oxford Readings in
Classical Studies: Vergil’s Eclogues (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2008), 17 and passim.
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monophemic and homogeneous) British neo-georgics’ polyphemy and generic mixture
are not startling transformations of Graeco-Roman precursors, though the introduction of
a satiric energy in the mock-georgics is novel."> Gay’s Trivia for instance introduces an
ironic strain mostly absent from Vergil (though important dramatic and situational ironies
are present in the Georgics, e.g. Orpheus’ futile piety and Eurydice’s final loss). Mock-
topographic appearances, then, are deceiving: genre-labels are nominal, and a particular
poem’s tone and theme veer sharply from them, then back without warning. Take the
mock-georgic “City Shower,” in which Swift’s astonishingly suggestive Fleet Ditch, as I
argue in chapter 3, is the lowest place in the city where all sorts of disiecta membra come
together, and is itself a figure for the poem’s genre: a novel composite where bits of this
literary kind and that suffer a river-change into something if not rich then certainly
strange.'* Like the poem’s Tories and Whigs yoked by the rain’s violence together under
one shed, genres in “City Shower” jostle cheek by jowl, brought together in uneasy
composition by Swift, but by no means resolved or dissolved. It is Swift’s satiric mixing
of genres, figured by his pot-au-feu Fleet Ditch, that confuses the unwary critic, who is
unsure whether he is dealing with georgic, pastoral, or exactly what — and what better
basal genre to employ than georgic, mixed kind par excellence, neither epic this nor
didactic that, one of its central themes the cuts and mixture of grafting?

It is therefore precisely their generic polyphemism that unites the mock-georgics,
or the mock-pastorals, one to another, an identity persisting through stylistic, tonal,
thematic and contextual changes 1660-1740. Yet the mock-topographies’ fundamental
unity as groups must not be overstated. The critical urge to synthesis and system reaches
a limit in the irreducible differences between poems. I propose no simple collective
identities of form, still less function, between mock-topographic poems by different
authors, or even between those by the same author written on different occasions and
addressed to different audiences. When Gay writes a bright, good-humored mock-
amoebean eclogue like "Monday; or The Squabble" in The Shepherd’s Week, his project
is like but distinct from Swift’s darker "Pastoral Dialogue" between Dermot and Sheelah,
and it has little in common with Montagu’s acidly cynical "Wednesday: The Téte a Téte"
in the Town Eclogues. Likewise, when Gay writes the "Newgate pastoral" Beggar’s
Opera late in his career, there have been sharp changes of technique, tone, and theme
from that same "Monday; or The Squabble" -- and both these ironized texts are at a pole
opposite from Gay’s earnest pastoral Acis and Galatea (the 1718 masque with music by
Handel). Both intra- and inter-author, there is much diversity within the mock-

" The Georgics were not the only generic precursor available. Hesiod’s Works and Days in the archaic
period, Aratus’ Phaenomena and Nicander’s Theriaca and Alexipharmaca in the Hellenistic, Varro of
Reate’s late Republican Rerum rusticarum, Columella’s tenth book of De re rustica on gardens, Oppian’s
Halieutica and Nemesianus’ Cynegetica in late antiquity are all instances, along with Gargilius Martialis’
third-century De hortis and the Cynegetica of pseudo-Oppian, and Palladius’ fifth-century treatise (book 15
on grafting), though not all of these texts were known to scholarship 1660-1740. With minor exceptions
such as Diaper’s translation of Oppian, however, these other Graeco-Roman georgics go mostly unimitated
1660-1740. (Hesiod was translated by Thomas Cooke in 1728; Cooke’s replaced Chapman’s 1618
rendering as the standard English version.)

' Rich and strange, if disgusting, compositions often fix Swift’s imagination, for instance the substance
Strephon finds in Celia’s dressing room combs, “A Paste of Composition rare, / Sweat, Dandriff, Powder,
Lead and Hair.”



topographies as groups, though this study of course contemplates the persistent unity
under the diversity.

I propose in this connection a fundamental continuity from Caroline and Civil
War topographia to Restoration, in both pastoral and georgic, underlying the surface
changes to their internal and external reference in the middle third of the seventeenth
century.”> A distinction however must be drawn between pastoral and georgic here: this
diachronic identity is more pronounced in the case of pastoral, which was thoroughly
widespread, if often decadent, in the literary culture of the later English Renaissance,'®
while “true Georgics,” in James Turner’s phrase, were by contrast thin on the ground
before 1660 and so evince less continuity with Restoration satiric versions.'” In Turner’s
formulation:

' I propose that there is more for literary history to learn in the continuities from pastoral mode poet to
pastoral mode poet, from the Renaissance into the Restoration and the early eighteenth century, than in the
breaks or endings. Pastoral is so ancient and capacious a mode not merely of poetry but of thought or
experience itself — in Helen Cooper’s phrase, “an optic on the nature of art, on art and nature” — that it can
comfortably contain within itself all the versions hitherto written in Western literature, including mock-
pastoral and even anti-pastoral. Pastoral is a house so large it has a mansion even for that least likable
version, arcadian, with its lack of human sympathy and evacuation of countrymen from the countryside, a
version which has what aesthetic vigor it has only by proxy from “harder” versions.

'® Making the analysis of pastoral in early modern Britain difficult are terminological obscurities traceable
ultimately to antiquity. Graeco-Roman pastoral in the Hellenistic and late Republican periods, as is well
known, nearly always takes the form of idyll, elegy or eclogue, each with attendant generic repertoire; and
early Imperial imitators such as Calpurnius Siculus adhere closely to Vergil’s eclogic model in outer form
if not theme or tone. In late antiquity, however, classification becomes harder. While Nemesianus’
pastoral poems are eclogues, Ausonius’ topographic Mosella is a version of pastoral but not eclogic; and a
prose fiction like Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe (nominally lengthy ekphrasis of a painting) is even less
clearly tied to a classic genre, though it too is clearly some version of pastoral. By the end of antiquity,
then, pastoral is evidently a mode as well as a genre, and this is certainly the case in the medieval West
where a variety of vernacular genres — bergerie texts, pastourelles, the shepherd plays of the Wakefield
Cycle — are written in pastoral mode, contemporary with neo-classic Latin eclogues by Theodulus, or
Martius Valerius, or later Petrarch and Boccaccio. This continues to be the case in the Renaissance —
compare Mantuan’s Latin eclogues, contemporary with Sannazaro’s vernacular Arcadia — when pastoral
and its many genres in Britain are a full-blown mode, often formally tied to classic genres (the eclogic
Shepheardes Calender) but as often decoupled from these (Herbert’s “The shepherds sing”), and on
occasion combining two or more of them (Lycidas’ juxtaposition of pastoral elegy to Protestant eclogue).

"7 L.P. Wilkinson, The Georgics of Virgil: A Critical Survey (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1969,
rev. and updated Niall Rudd, Norman, OK: Univ. of Oklahoma Press, 1997), 273-90, tabulates a precious
few georgic texts written between the fall of the Western Empire and Politian, largely Carolingian. These
include Walafrid Strabo’s Hortulus, Wandalbert of Priim’s De mensium XII nominibus, and a long-disused
Roman Rite blessing of candles for Holy Saturday, with eulogies of beeswax alluding to Georgics 4. And
while more numerous in the Renaissance, neo-georgics are still far outnumbered by their pastoral cousins.
Paradigmatic are Politian’s Rusticus (1483), Pontanus’ De hortis Hesperidum (1505) on citrus growing,
Vida’s De bombycum cura et usu (1527) on silkworms, Fracastoro’s Syphilis (1530), Charles Estienne’s De
re hortensi (1536), Alamanni’s La coltivazione (1546), Ronsard’s Virgilian imitations and Rapin’s
Hortorum libri IV (1665), translated into English by John Gardiner (1706). English instances were
Fleming’s 1589 Vergil translation, Thomas Moffat’s The Silkwormes and their Flies (1599), modeled on
Vida, and the elephant in the room, Dryden’s 1697 Vergil translation. Country-house poems, usually
elaborations of the “happy man” retirement topos that elide or hide agricultural labor, lie outside the
mainstream of georgic and are peripheral to the research I propose.
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Seventeenth-century literature has lost any sense of the countryside as a
“field full of folk”. Virgilian pastoral thrives, but true Georgics are
hard to find. The world of work is no longer thought fit for poetry,

except in eccentric and popular verse.

It is precisely into this arcadian waste land that Rochester and, later, Swift, Gay, and
Pope step, copies of Vergil and Theocritus in hand. If early on in the Restoration
Marvell’s “Mower against Gardens” can truthfully say that “’Tis all enforc’d; the
Fountain and the Grot; / While the sweet Fields do lye forgot,” just a year or two after his
author’s death Rochester would begin to redress the imbalance and pay fascinated and
sympathetic attention to female swineherds and nymphs of the city. Rochester and Gay,
in particular, begin to restore the folk to their imaginatively-cleared fields, especially
Gay, whose The Shepherd’s Week is as close as English poetry has come to capturing
something of the essence of Theocritus’ bright, good-tempered, though not naive Idylls,
with their evident pleasure in depicting, if through the mediation of topoi and
conventions, real agro-pastoral folk living and working on the land.

This study thus also focuses intently on the Restoration and Georgian satirists’
ancient “sources” themselves, and to these satirists’ dynamic, often irreverent, always
surprising receptions of them. For Theocritus, Vergil, Ovid, and Juvenal were much
more to these early modern poets than mere “sources” as many twenty-first century
readers think of them: distant, inaccessible, hieratic marble eminences, unreadable in the
original and known if at all only in English translation. On the contrary they were in
Margaret Anne Doody’s phrase “green and living presences” to the elite-educated 1660-
1740, at least as familiar and close to second nature as Shakespeare and the King James
Bible in the vernacular vein. What Doody has shrewdly observed of Swift is true, with
varying import, of Marvell, Rochester, Gay, and Pope as well:

Swift certainly did not write... with a copy of Virgil in front of him,
but the modern critic must painfully present an array of detail in order
to trace something which was once the very stuff of thought. Works
that in the past flourished in the minds of men as green and living
presences have to be restored to our twentieth-century minds before an

. . .19
argument about particular design and effects can even begin.

Only once Swift’s reader, and Marvell’s and Rochester’s and Gay’s and Pope’s, has
performed this patient, attentive labor of tracing and restoration will the satirist’s
references, intertextual and contextual, become clear.

Bringing to bear insights from both English studies and classical studies,
therefore, and grounded in a careful reconstruction of how and for what purposes
Marvell, Rochester, and the Scriblerians received ancient pastoral and georgic, this study

'8 James Turner, The Politics of Landscape: Rural Scenery and Society in English Poetry 1630-1660
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1979), 185.

' Margaret Anne Doody, “Insects, Vermin and Horses: Gulliver’s Travels and Virgil’s Georgics,” in
Augustan Studies: Essays in Honor of Irvin Ehrenpreis (Newark: Univ. of Delaware Press and London and
Toronto: Associated Univ. Presses, 1985), 148.



will argue that by stripping off two hundred years of arcadian accretions traceable in
great part to Sannazaro’s Arcadia (1504) and going back to the ironized, scabrous, avant-
garde sources, Rochester and the Scriblerians are eminently pastoral and georgic
precisely because they are ironized, not in spite of the fact, pace Frank Kermode’s
famous preface to English pastoral, discussed below, and critics who have reproduced its
periodization since. Restoration and Georgian mock-pastorals and mock-georgics are in
fact true pastorals and “true Georgics,” in Turner’s phrase. Not only do they reactivate
and reenergize their ancient models thematically — Theocritus’ high-gloss pseudo-crudity
and ironized eros, Vergil’s equally high-gloss ironized eros and skeptic moralism — but
they reactivate them formally as well. Sticking closely in most cases to eclogue,
amoebean dialogue, (mock-)elegy, and other “true” kinds, they do paradoxical work
worthy of paradoxical, neoteric predecessors: a calculated move ad fontes in genre and
theme, to write satires whose contextual reference is sharply “modern” satire of vice in
religious, political, and literary culture (though in fact such critique is as old as
Theocritus and Vergil themselves, not to say Juvenal).

Curiously, however, literary historiography has not yet seriously considered the
claims of mock-pastoral to inherit the mantle of hard Renaissance pastoral, and medieval
satiric aeglogue or “goat-song,” by its creation of a sharply modern idiom that,
paradoxically, returns to ancient sources, the ironized tones and tempers of Theocritus
and Vergil.”’ That is, arcadian pastoral was always a deviation from the generic norm;
pastoral’s diachronic identity is ironized and often hard. Indeed most critics have hitherto
supposed that the pastoral in English had gone to seed by the end of Charles II’s reign,
enlivened by only a few late blooms (Oldham’s Lament for Bion, Pope’s anodyne
Pastorals). Frank Kermode’s classic anthology and critical introduction, English
Pastoral Poetry from the Beginnings to Marvell (1952), for instance, put a period to the
genre with the titular poet, judging correctly that earnest "true pastorals" are fairly inert
after his death in 1678:

With Marvell the story really ends, for the later Pastoral lived in a quite
different atmosphere, and in a quite different relationship to its
readers... the true impulse of rustic Pastoral petered out; it was

something the Giant Race had understood.”!

This is sound so far as it goes: the Pastorals of “Namby Pamby,” say. But earnest
pastoral is far from the whole story 1660-1740, with a remarkable flourishing of satiric
pastorals and satiric georgics alongside great numbers of earnest topographies. We need

%% The impulse to reduce and flatten the multifarious pastoral poetry written in English in the sixteenth and
earlier seventeenth centuries to “Renaissance pastoral,” by which is meant arcadian or soft pastoral, can trip
up even experienced readers. Thus in Raymond Williams” Marxist account of the reception of pastoral in
sixteenth-century Britain, the “achievement, if it can be called that, of the Renaissance adaptation of just
these classical modes [hard and soft] is that, step by step, these living tensions are excised, until there is
nothing countervailing, and selected images stand as themselves: not in a living but in an enameled world.”
Williams, “Pastoral and Counter-Pastoral,” in The Country and the City (New York: Oxford Univ. Press,
1973), 18.

! Kermode, English Pastoral Poetry from the Beginnings to Marvell (London: George G. Harrap & Co.,
1952), 42.



only think of the Theocritean wit and libido in Gay’s Shepherd’s Week, or the Vergilian
skepticism and urbanity of Montagu’s Town Eclogues to see that Kermode’s formulation
is too neat as literary history. Indeed, Rochester and the Scriblerians in particular
understood the Giant Race and “the true impulse of rustic Pastoral” better than anyone
since the Giant Race themselves, and even Marvell’s pastorals, and his neo-georgic
Mower poems, were evolving in the Interregnum into the new mock mode (though not
published until the 1681 Folio). Old habits of mind keep him tethered to the Renaissance
but new structures of feeling post-Civil War are pulling his fopographia into the
Restoration’s dominant tone, satiric.

Kermode does concede that the “eighteenth century excelled in the mock-
Pastoral,” but then makes the rather Spenglerian comment that this learned, witty, and
fresh reception, indeed renovation, of pastoral “is a kind of pantomime following the
great play.”** Yet to pigeonhole bravura performances like Rochester’s “Faire Cloris in a
pigsty lay” or Swift’s “Pastoral Dialogue” as The Decline of the Pastoral because they are
amusing (in Swift’s case outright funny) is to miss the crucial point that pastoral becomes
more, not less, pastoral in the eighteenth century by reactivating its scabrous, skeptic and
frankly sexualized Graeco-Roman energies. So any anatomy of pastoral in which the
genre is born in antiquity, has a medieval adolescence, and lives salad days as
Renaissance mode, only to senesce in the Restoration and die in the Age of Johnson,
cannot be inductive literary history.”

Lest it be thought the chronology I propose merely reacts against the criticism of
sixty years ago, contemporary scholars such as Helen Cooper and Sukanta Chaudhuri
continue to follow Kermode’s periodization, and literary history has yet to improve on
the supposition that the “old [pastoral] poetry, and everything that gave it its peculiar
richness, had been largely forgotten by the time Johnson expressed his rational objections
to Lycidas.”** Again, the recourse is too easy. Johnson himself writes a version of
pastoral, the Journey’s account of Highland drovers around Loch Ness, about the same
time as his local judgment that Lycidas’ conventions were “easy, vulgar, and therefore
disgusting” (special pleading, transferred contempt for Milton’s politics), and indeed

** Kermode, English Pastoral Poetry, 42.

> Mock-pastoral of the Restoration and eighteenth century is quite equal to Renaissance pastoral in
philosophic depth and political verve but, in a paradox characteristic of satire, it fashions something sharply
new by a return to ancient sources, creatively jarring their stricter genre conventions against forms and
themes from other genres.

** Kermode, English Pastoral Poetry, 42. See also Cooper, Pastoral: Mediaeval into Renaissance, 7 (“The
debate about the nature of pastoral that raged in the early years of the eighteenth century shows how
completely any sense of the mode as a dynamic idea had been lost... Dr Johnson gave pastoral its death-
blow with his characterization of it as ‘easy, vulgar, and therefore disgusting.” Pastoral had lost its focus:
the sharp perspective it had given on society, its unique value as an optic on the nature of art, on art and
nature, were forgotten.”); Chaudhuri, Renaissance Pastoral and its English Developments (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1989), 6 (“Such a substantial line of [pastoral] development can never be said to end; but
Milton and Marvell provide a good stopping-point. The formal pastoral of later generations is a
conventional shadow of its old self; while the vital inner concerns of the mode are conveyed through new
types of nature-poetry and country literature which, though associated with formal pastoral and in many
ways genuinely akin to it, are essentially different and in some respects opposed. The end of the
Renaissance also marks the end of a long course of development in pastoral.”).
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thirty years earlier his own breakout success was the masterfully counter-pastoral London
(1738), an imitation of Juvenal, Satire 3.7

Most anthologies and critical introductions since Kermode’s, moreover, such as
John Barrell’s and John Bull’s The Penguin Book of English Pastoral Verse (1974, now
out of print) have contained only a sparse scattering of mock-pastorals, one each by
Rochester and Swift for instance. And as Kermode’s canon-forming and appreciating
criticism compels him to ignore mock-pastoral, so zeal for Marxist critical commitments
betrays the Penguin editors into reductions and flattenings of the evidence. Their
polemical “Glossary of Pastoral Terms” for instance defines georgic as a “didactic
version of Pastoral, in which the intention is to idealize country life,” which conflates two
genres with distinct formal and thematic repertoires, and in any case cannot account for
the frequently clinical, even gloomy, view of agricultural labor in most georgic poems
from Vergil on down (including the mock-georgics).”® But the Penguin editors’ worst sin
is, like Kermode’s, one of omission, to ignore 80 years of pastorals and georgics in
English simply because they are satiric and complicate a tidy taxonomy of often
paradoxical and, from the Graeco-Roman beginning, polyphemic genres. This study by
contrast aims to help return pastoral and georgic, and Anglo-Latin literary culture more
broadly, to the center of literary history of the Restoration and earlier eighteenth century,
following the lead of scholars such as Kevis Goodman, Juan Christian Pellicer, Stuart
Gillespie, and others who have done much to rebalance the literary history of the later
eighteenth century and the Romantic period to take account of the lively persistence and
fascinating transmutations of pastoral, georgic, and other ancient genres after 1740.%

As touching theme, meanwhile, this study grounds itself in analysis of the shared
philosophical — and nominal religious — commitments of the mock-topographers.*®

25 Nor are the bitter anti-pastorals of a Goldsmith or a Crabbe a sign that pastoral is dead by the later
eighteenth century. Their anti-pastoral poems receive the mode as urgently and vitally as any
arcadian idyll, indeed more so. In fact pastoral, suitably transformed, is alive and well into the
nineteenth century - Wordsworth’s Michael, Shelley’s Adonais elegy for Keats, Arnold’s Thyrsis, and
William Barnes’ delightful eclogues in Poems of Rural Life in the Dorset Dialect (1844). It persists into
the twentieth century, in poems such as Roy Campbell’s caustic “A Veld Eclogue: The Pioneers,” and
is even alive in the twenty-first, though this is beyond the present project’s scope.

*% John Barrell and John Bull (eds.), The Penguin Book of English Pastoral Verse (London: Allen Lane,
1974, repr. New York: Penguin, 1982), 10.

7 See e.g. Goodman, “The Georgics and the cultivation of mediums, 1660-1712,” in Georgic Modernity
and British Romanticism: Poetry and the Mediation of History (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2004),
10: “My conviction is that georgic is most influential, if less well understood, not as a relatively short-lived
Augustan genre but when and where it persists afterwards as a subtle underpresence and discipline”; Juan
Christian Pellicer, “Pastoral and Georgic,” in The Oxford History of Classical Reception in English
Literature, vol. 3 (1660-1790), ed. David Hopkins and Charles Martindale (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press,
2012), 287-321; Stuart Gillespie, “Receiving Wordsworth, Receiving Juvenal: Wordsworth’s Suppressed
Eighth Satire,” in English Translation and Classical Reception: Towards a New Literary History
(Chichester, West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2011), 123-49.

** The degree to which long-eighteenth-century Britons’ political and philosophical commitments were a
function of their nominal religious confession (private conviction is more elusive) is often underestimated:
late modern scholars, even those professing a scrupulous historicism, perceive long-eighteenth-century
social phenomena through late modern categories — Marxists’ structure and superstructure, neoliberals’ rise
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Broadly speaking, the mock-pastorals’ secret thematic sharing is their valuation of
embodied particularity and pragmatic common sense, in a thematic analogue to their
formal parapoesis and polyphemism. They are aligned against metaphysics and totalizing
speculation. Yet this is not an appeal to naive philosophic naturalism. With few
exceptions, the mock-pastorals attack naturalistic notions of a utopia, or rather eutopia,
located in the past — this can be a personal or a social past, one lover’s youthful erotic
innocence or all men’s cultural primitivism — and they most often frame this rejection of
natural innocence as satire of arcadian pastoral’s cherished norms and values (Philips’
Rousseauism avant la lettre), by a revived emphasis on ancient pastoral’s satyric and
ludic elements. Importantly, this skeptic rejection of natural innocence and pseudo-
pastoral eutopia is an attack on the philosophic foundations of soft primitivism both
secular and Dissenting Protestant: there is no ideal society in a soft primitive past when
autonomous individuals lived innocently outside institutions, whether religious
(Dissenters trying to recover a pre-clerical Church when all were pastors) or secular
(radicals and New Whigs trying to recover an “ancient constitution” of pre-aristocratic
liberty).

In both cases the mock-pastoral poets attempt, by their return to the skeptic,
scabrous, and sexualized Theocritean and Vergilian origins of pastoral, to blow apart
arcadianism’s idealizing retrospect.”’ This is to be done not by “rationalistic” faux-
verism, actually idealizing, as in Philips or Dyer but by the skeptic irony of Rochester,
Swift, or Montagu. The mock-pastoral project is to return pastoral, and poetry at large if
possible, to a Theocritean ethic of given, embodied sociality: a reductively “neo-
classical” literary culture (the pedant Bentley, Addison, Philips, and according to
Rochester and Swift, even Dryden) is to be forced out of idyllic retirement in arcadia,
back into the public world of flawed human institutions here and now. This anti-
naturalism thematic spans a spectrum from Rochester’s sociable (pre-conversion) atheism
to Swift’s touchy Anglicanism, includes the commitments of the mock-pastoral poets
philosophically in between, and can even be attributed to one who otherwise seems an
exception, the improbably Whiggish Montagu.

The mock-pastoral thematic can also be defined negatively. Ahistoric naturalistic
pastoral, like Ambrose Philips’ “polite” bucolics — for Parnell, “The tender Philips lines,
who lately tryd / To plant Arcadia by the Severn side” — marked the revival not of
Spenser’s and Milton’s hard-hitting Puritan eclogues and elegies but of escapist Caroline
pastoral, which had muffled or elided the rural world of quotidian labor and the sharp
ironies, unruly aggression, and sexual frankness that attended it (Lovelace’s Love Made

of the middle class — but these categories are as historically situated and conditioned by "ideology" as the
early modern belief systems and structures of feeling they propose to explain. Such methodological
skewing must be allowed for and, ideally, corrected in any historical study, including this literary one, for
“The sin of anachronism in historical method is a mortal one... it rearranges the ideas and values of the past
in ways which make past actions inexplicable except as attempted anticipations of the present. The
historian is always condemned to see the past through a glass, darkly; the introduction of anachronistic
