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In Defense ofHer Sex:

Women Apologists in Early Smart Leners

Abstract

This smdy explores the problem of female defense in relation to the

constitution of women as disempowered speaking subjects within the dominant

rhetorica1 strUcmres of early Stuan lireramre. The discourse of male

rhetoricians de5nes a subordinate place for women in the order of language. The

English formai controVer5y arguments over the mœre of women in the sixteenth

and early sevenœenth centnries similarly deploy tropes of male precedence and

fema1e subordination to restrain women in the symbolic order and to inhibit any

form of female discourse. In order to consttUct an effective defense a female

apologist must rec!Jnstitute herself by working within and subverting these

constraints. Early Smart drama provides numerous instances in which women

confront and contest the pre-established limits for fema1e speech in their efforts

to defend themselves and/or their sex. However, in the draInas seleaed for this

scrutiny, despite the forœful defense Strategies that female characters use in

their attempts to negotïate their negative positions in language, they are ultimately

margina1ized. My final chapter therefore examines the rhetorica1 strategies

whereby in her life and writing one woman author, Elizabeth Cary, successfully

appropriated and transformed the gendered tropes into compelling female

defenses.
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Pour la défense du sexe féminin

Les femmes apologistes dans les lettres du début de la période Stuart.

Sommaire
-.

Ce tr:lV2Ï1 examine toutes les facettes du problèi:J.e de !a défense des femmes,

en prenant pour acquis que la femme est un être faible ne pouva':1t s'exprimer par

le biais de la langue qu'à l'intérieur des structures rhétoriques masculines

dominantes du début de la période Stuart. Le discours des rhétoriciens a défini

une place subordonnée p= les femmes dans l'utilisation de la langue. La

controverse formaliste anglaise soutient cette thèse sur la nature des femmes au

seizième et au dix-septième siècle, et déploie également des tropes masculins

l'emportant sur le féminin subordonné afin de limiter les f'enw1es dans l'ordre

symbolique et afin de dominer le discours féminin quel qu'ù soit. Pour arriver à

bâtir une défense efficace, une apologiste doit se recréer par un traV2Ï1 intérieur

et déjouer ces contraintes. TI existe de nombreux exemples dans le théâtre du

début de la période Stuart où les femmes, pour se défendre en tant que telles,

confrontent et contestent les limites préétablies du discours féminin.

Cependant, dans les pièces choisies pour cette érode, les personnages féminins

sont finalement marginalisées et ce, malgré les stratégies qu'elles tentent d'utiliser

pour surmonter leur position négative dans le langage. C'est pourquoi le dernier

chapitre examine les stratégies rhétoriques par lesquelles dans sa vie et dans ses

écrits une femme éClivain: Elizabeth Cary, réussi à s'approprier et à transformer

les tropes masculins en défenses féminines.

,
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Introduction

This study explores the problem of female defense in relation to the

constitution of women as disempowered speaking subjectS within the dominant

rhetorical structures of early Stuart literature. The discourse of male

rhetoricians deiines a subordinate place for women in the order of language. The

English formaI controversy arguments over the namre of women in the sixteenth

and early seventeenth centuries similarly deploy tropes of male precedence and

female subordination ta restrain women in the symbolic order 1 and ta inhibit

any forro of fema1e discourse. In order ta construet an effective defense a fema1e .

apologist must reconstitute herself by working within and subverting these

constraints. Early Stuart drama provides numerous instances in which women

confront and contest the pre-est3blished limits for fema1e speech in their efforts

ta defend tbemselves and/or their sex. However, in the draInas selected for this

scrutiny, despite the forceful defense Strategies that female charaeters use in

their anempts ta negotiate their negative positions in language, they are ultimately

marginalized. My final chapter therefore examines the rhetorical strategies

whereby in her life and writing one woman author, Elizabeth Cary, successfully

appropriated and transformed the gendered tropes into compelling female

defenses.

The first chapter, "The Woman's Guide ta Proper Speech," examines the

conventions of the prestigious discourse of classical rhetaric, and Renaissance

interpretatious of this tradition, in connection with the female linguistic

subordination mat constrains female defenses. One source of woman's vexed
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position in the symbolic order is the figuration of males as proprierors of women

and women's speech. The premise of the female and female speech as male

property categories denies women ownership of discourse and thus of authentic

speech. This rhetorical fiction underlies a logic that figures woman as

sequentially second and supplementary to man in the order cf language in general,

and speech in particular, and as discursive material tO he disposed and shaped by

male proprietors of the symbolic order.

Their exclusion from and their negative figuration in the discipline of

rhetoric represents a key factor in the linguistic repression of women in the early

seventeenth-centnry. It would he difficult to overestimate the significance of

this missing element in women's education or its consequences for female

speech. Among a number of critics 2 Joel Altman contends that classical

rhetorical treatises formed the basis of Renaissance literaIy education (66).

Altman holds mat the smdy of Renaissance rhetoric from earliest grammar school

days (Latin grammar schools from which women were excluded) gave

Elizahethan drama a predeliction for debating both sides of an issue: in tltrll71UJUe

partem (203). This disputatious cast of mind not only sharpened men's

intellectual and debating skills in general but also guided male writers in their

creative literature, including dramatic worlcs. For men verbal disputation

constituted a sometimes pleasant, always useful, rhetorical game. Women were

denied such linguistic play. At best eloquent women were represented as

shrews, at worst as whores, unless they adopted male disguise, which

temporarily entitled them to male verbal freedom. On occasions when they had

to speak wamen were enjoined to do 50 reluetantly, briefly, and apologetically.

In contrast to male speakers who received glowing praise for oratorical excellence

in disputation, women were encouraged tO restrict their verbal skills to

complementing and amplifying, or ventriloquistically reinforcing, the male ward.
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According to the conventional scheme, man is figured as an empowered speaking

subjeet, woman as an adjunet who invariably supportS male discourse if she

speaks at ail As shall he observed in my discussions of rhetorical treatises, the

flowers of rhetoric described in such teXtS as Henry Peacbam's The \...arden of

Eloqnence are gendered tropes, cultivated for the use of male poets and orators. 3

In the rules established by male rhetoricians, the fema1e speaker is almOst erased

from the order of Renaissance rherorical discourse.

The second chapter considers the rhetorical StrUctures of fema1e defenses

and anacks in the arguments over the namre of women in sorne seleered early

Stuart documents of the formai Renaissance controversy over women. The

conventions of this patently rhetorical genre have some overlap with those of

Renaissance rhetoric. Both sets of conventions are pertinent te this inquiry in

that they frequently infortn and StrUcture the draInatic speeches chat we analyze

• in the third and founh chapœrs. It is of particular signifiance to the problem of

women's speech mat both sets of generic conventions figure and position women

speakers as subordinate, excessive, and potentia11y disruptive or rransgressive.

The symbolic figuration that emerges from the formai anacks and defenses on

women and the treatises and handbooks of rhetoric is chat ofa powerless, unstable

female subjeet whose speech must he contrOl1ed by male regulaters. Women's

speech is figured, according to the logic of male discursive precedence and

dominance, as the less privileged term in a system of dichotomous oppositions,

the latter based on a symbolic network of relational differences between male and

fema1e. Male language is the positive stable term by which female language and

speech are defi.ned as negative (not male) and lacking male authenticity. In the

ensuing symbolic order man is the presupposed subjecr and woman a

presupposed adjuncr, assigned by man te her subordinate place. Patriarchal
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constrUets of normative woman enend this sysrem of feminine oppositions into a

subset of dichotomies; woman is either transeendencly good or demonically ~ViL

The historical Renaissance controversy over the nature of women

represents an ideal debate platform for the generalized binary oppositions into

which patriarchal symbolizations of femininity have divided and subdivided

normative woman. The genre that could have functioned as a forum for the

examination, revelation, and tranSformation of women's place in the symbolic

order operated instead as a repressive mode of perpetuating and reinforcing

fema1e marginality. The epistemic limits suggesred by this male control and

limitation of fema1e meaning cames through ta the discourse of dramatic dialogue.

as shalI be seen in my consideration of the plays selecred for this study.

From the perspective of CUITent feminist critical awareness, the symbolic

order signified by the formal controversy represents a sacrificia1 contraet for

women. In the lare twentieth-cenrory we are openly questioning both women's

place in this order and the negative implications of a contraeroal model in which

females are governed by males without consensual agreement, as the early

sevenreenth-cenrory wrirers of attacks on and defenses of women did not. Julia

Kristeva, for example, confronts the issue directly and situates it in a

conremporary context. She proposes that we examine and "reveal our place [m

the symbolic contraet] iirst as it is bequeathed ta us by tradition, and then as we

want tO tran5form it." 4

In the essay "Women's TIme" in The Kri:;xeva Reader. attention is drawn

ta the sacrificia1 aspect of the symbolic contraet for women. Krisreva notes the

difficulties faced by women in identifying with the logic of separation and

syntactic sequence on which language and the symbolic order are grounded. She

argues that "women ••• seem ta feel that they are the casualties, that they have

been left out of the socio-symbolic contraet, of language as the fundamental social
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• bond" (199). Challenging us to explore its constimtion and fonction, Krisœv:l

contends that "women are today affirming that they are forced to experience this

contraet against their will" (200).

From a conœmporary perspective the problem =y be defined from one

angle as a Jack of heterogeneity for fema1es in the signifying process. It is the

doubiing of their symbolic polarization intO opposing dichotomies that inscribes

women in the interstices of our dominant discursive codes. In "Woman's Tune"

Krisœva argues for the singuJarity and multiplicity of possible identifications of

each spealàng subjeet (210). In her essay "Il n'y pas de maître à langage"

•

•

Nouvelle revne de psychanalyse. she contenàs that "if the feminine ePm, it

only exists in the order of the signifying proet.s5, and it is ooly in relation to

meaning and signification, positioned as their excessive other that it ePm, tbjnks

(itself) and writes itse1f for both sexes (134-35). Kristeva draws a paralle1 here

between the semantic inscription of women in one or the other of the enreme

fringe areas of language and their oppression in the order of symbolization. The

polarization of fema1es into opposing dichotomies and their definition as opposite

and other, to males, by whom they are defined and positioned in the symbolic

order, disempowers them in relation to language and meaning. It is this formulaic

rhetorical figuration that denies the possibility of female heterogeneity and

assures women's marginality in the signifYing process.

In Sexnalfremal PoliOes Toril Moi explores some ramifications of

woman's position in the order of language. Moi holds that the representation of

women on the margins or borders of discourse bas enabled the patriarchy ta

construe the feminine in terms of IWO disconcerting exrremes; angelic or

demonic. She contends that this coDSlIUetion results in IWO equally limited and

unœnable positions at either end of a sca1e of oppositions. While she does not
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specifica1ly relate the problem ro female defenses or to female speech Moi's

argument may he developed in those terms:

If patriarchy sees women as occupying a marginal

position within the symbolic order, then it can

constroe them as the limit or borderline of that order.

. . . [W]omen will then come to represent the

necessary frontier berween man and chaos; but

because of their marginality they will a1ways seem to

recede into and merge with the chaos of the outside.

Woman seen as the ~t of the symbolic order will

• •• he neither inside nor outside, neither lcnown nor

unknown. It is this position mat bas enabled male

culture sometimes to vilify women as representing

darlcness and chaos, . • . and sometimes tO elevaœ

them as representatives of a higher mœre. ..• In the

first: incmmœ the borderline is seen as part of the

chaotic wilderness outside, and in the second it is

seen as an inherent pan of the inside; the pan mat

proteets and shields the symbolic order from

imaginary chaos. (167)

The binary ferninine oppositions mat Moi outlines are not due to an

intrinsic sexism in language but tO the pervasiveness of male construets of

fernininity and to the polarized limits within which women are rhetoric::illy

framed. Women's repression is located within the discursive strUCtllI'es mat

construet the normative female according to patriarchal models of dichotomons

extremes. This rhe:orical frame denies the plurality and multipliâty of ferninine

meaning in liœraxy and verbal representation and in speech. As we shall
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• observe, such arbitrary symbolic positioning of women-in-general presents a

dilemma for early Smart women's defenses; individual women speaking in

defense of women have no legitimate position from which te speak. The problem

in the formaI debate as in the drama is te negotiate this impasse.

As we scrutinize the early seventeenth-cenmry contI'oversy documents

selected for this study, it becomes obvions that the effect of the patriarcha1

symbolization of the female just discussed is to define women and women's

dÜ'course inside the boundaries of a limited epistemic frame. In excluding

women from representation outside of this containing frame the wriœrs of female

attack and defense pamphlets suppress any female potential for complexity,

heterogeneity or verbal eloquence; women are simply excessively good or

excessively evil, and are attacked or defended according te these categories.

Frederic Jameson's hypothesis mat "containment Strategies ••• seek te endow

• their objects of representation with formaI unity" clarifies one of the rheterical

strUctures shaping the discourse of the formaI contI'oversy (54). Jameson

postulates mat the methodological standards of these frames "al1ow what cm he

thought te seem internally coherent on its own termS, while repressing what lies

beyond its boundaries" (53). He proposes mat a particular system COnstrUets

"ingenions frames" te repress the unthinkable; what the system in question does

not wish te aclcnowledge about itself (53). While he makes no reference te the

problem of women's oppression in language, Jameson's argument illuminates the

issues of this inquiry•. Underlying the formaI unity of the Renaissance debate is

mat which the male regulaters of the genre wish te repress; women have the

capacity te resist and transcend the patriarchal configurations of the female and of
=
female discourse.

Mikbail Bakhtin's dialogic paradigm of language in The DjaiQgje

Imagjnarion also illuminates the rationale underlying the collective inscription of
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women within opposing thresholds of the symbolic order in the Renaimnce

controversy. 5 His proposition that rhetorica1 genres provide an effective means

for formulating or even reformulating another's speech articulates the rhetorica1

frame of the controversy. Bakhtin defines rhetoric as the art of argument and

heuristics and as the conternJalized dialogic framing of another's speech (340,

354). He proposes that

rhetoric relies heavily on the vivid re-accenmating of

the words it transmits (often distorting them

completely) that is accomplished by the appropriate

framing conteXt. Rhetorica1 genres provide a rich

materia1 for stndying a variety of forros for formulating

and framing such speech, rmdeed] the most varied

means for formulating and framing such speech. (354)

While he does not include the Renaissance controversy as an example of

rhetorica1 genres, nor does he apply the ramifications ofhis theory to the drama, 6

Bakhtin's hypothes$ that rhetorical genres are instrumental in the formulating

and framing of another's speech helps to illnminate the relations between the

genres of the formai controverSY, the rhetorica1 treatises and handbooks, and the

dramatic defenses that we analyze in the following chapters. 7 The Renaimnce

contrOversy influences the draIna, specifically in the problems surrounding the

speeches of women defending women.

In the formai controversy the female subjeet is positioned within the

discursive structures of an aiready established lingnistic, historicaI, and

rhetorical network of signification. This rhetorical network is strongly

influenced by the treatises and handboolcs of rhetoric. In defining woman's

speech in dichotomons extremes and constrUetïng the female as a figure of exœss,

either in terms of good or evi1, the rhetorica1 StrUcture or the formai delnte .

,
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provides an effecüve means for the maIe appropriation and control of women's

discourse. The rheto:ical frame in which woman and woman's discourse is

figured in Renaissance rhetorical guides suggestS a female instability requiring

maIe regulation and restraint. This figuration places woman in a subordinate

position in the symbolic order, it also &ci1itates the representation ofwoman and

woman's speech as male property categories. Two critical effects of male

appropriation of lingnistic and discursive precedence are the inscription of

silence as the sign of female chastity, and the confinement of female discursive

space ta the private domestic sphere.

My ana1ysis of the rherorical strUetores of the discourse of female dramatic

defenses in chapterS 3 and 4~ mat whenever a female dramatic speaker

tranSgresses the convention of female silence or ventriloquism and disrupts the

order of language in which she is encoded, she is marginalized or sacrificed ta

preserve mat order. In the tragedies ana1yzed-Shakespeare's OrbeJlo and King

Lw:. and Cary's The Tragedy of Mariam, the resolutions of ch-..matic confliet

entai! the àeaths of Cordelia, Desdemona, and Emilia, who defends Desdemona,

as weIl as Mariam. Chapter 3 focuses on the relations between the constraints

against fema1e speech and the tragic outcome of the heroines' anempts ta defend

themselves. In OrbeJJo and Mariam the cenlra1 fema1e charaeterS are forced to

defend themselves against husbands who refleet the doubled authority of

husband and powerful civic figure. Herod's authority is absolute, whereas

Othello derives bis from the state in bis capacity as miliwy hero, representing

the interestS of the state. These domestic draInas focus on the contraetual aspects

of the institution ofmarriage as a mirroring of conventional unequal malelfemale

political relations. Ax the beginning of King Leit the relations between &ther

and daughter express this strUctUre of authority, but Lear bimse!f disrupts it and

delegates it ta the wrong daughterS through a misguided choice.
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Otbello demonstr:lœs most pers=ive1y the power of male discourse to

determine women's place and meaning in the order of language. Male verbal

precedence and control of female discourse as figured in the conventions of

Renaissance rhetaric and the formaI debare enable hgo ta accuse Desdemona ta

Othe1lo of marit:ù betray:Ù, creating an impasse for Desdemona's self-defense and

Emilia's defense of her. Desdemona's death is direetly linked to the

subordination of women in the order of language. Like Cordelia, she appears ta

promise some complexity and individuality as a speaking subjea at the beginning

of the play, but is reduced through the force of male constructs of the female and

male discursive authority ta a stereotypical representation of a good woman. l

shall analyze the 5teps whereby hgo rhetarica1ly frames her in his discourse

with Othe1lo ta suit his plot ta destroy her. Desdemona is prevented from

defending herself against his intentional but cover! slanders by Othe1lo's high

regard for the male word in genera1, and hgo's word in particular.

In the opening scene of King Lear, Lear is in tat:ù command of vested

authority, and he uses this power ta control his daughters' speech. The occasion

is an oratarical contest, the tapic of which is devotion to Lear. As a reward for

their lavish declamations of his entitlement ta absolute filial allegiance and

affection, and absolure control of their discourse, Lear elects ta transfer his encire

dominion to his eIder daughters, Goneril and Regan. Cordelia, the younger

daughter, resists his attempt ta direct her speech and expresses her sincere, but

not absolure,. interpretation of the duties ofa daughter. While Cordelia's opening

speeches promise some heterogeneity and autonomy as a dramatic charaeter, she

is unable to defend herself ta Lear. He misinterprets her definition of the

proper filial obligations, and insists that she echo his demands for an absolure

commitment. For her autonomons speech Cordelia is disowned by Lear and
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• exiled from the kingdom. The action of the rest of the play tomS on the

consequences ofLear's flawed judgement.

Elizabeth Cary's The Tragedy of MjJriam, the only recorded drama

written and published by a woman in England during the Renaissance, al50

dramatizes the problem of women's speech in relation tO patriarchal

proprietorship of the symbolic order. The heroine, Mariam, wife of Herod,

refuses to acœpt the proper Feminine d.iscnrsive strategies with her absolutist

husband and loses her life as a consequence. In assnming control ofand rejeeting

Herod's proprietorship of her discourse, Mariam symbolica11y rejectS the

gendered dichotomies that inscribe women and women's speech as male propeny

categories, silence as the sign of fema1e chastity, and the private domestic sphere

as the proper place for female speech. Cary plays on the implications of

conventional lingnistic gendering and ironica11y reverses the stereotypica1

• antitheses in her representations ofMariam and Salome. Cary's ironic reversai of

gender clichés subvertS male gender constructS and draws attention to the

oppression of women in the order of langnage. Cary's chorus imposes formaI

unity through its conservative stance; however, it also exposes the injustice of

Herod's absolutism and the iustjce of Mariam's cause. Mariam may be read as a

defense of a woman's right ta protest patriarchal tyranny, the choric judgement

and the heroine's tragic end notwithstanding.

Indeed, Elizabeth Cary's play might be fruitfully analyzed as an exœnded

trope of reversai. Through her semantic shifts of the ethos of silent Feminine

submission in relation ta the charaeterization of Mariam, Salome, and Herod,

Cary reveals the inadequacies of the male fictions thât construet the fema1e as

subordinate and the male as dominant in the order of langnage. Kristeva contends

that the patriarchal construets of woman (which 1 have already outlined in some

detaïl), presuppose her potential as a subversive or transgressive force: "Woman •
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• . . does not exist with a capital '\V.,' possessor of some mythica1 unity ... [but as

al force for subversion" (Resder 205). As l sball discuss in the Cary c:hapter, in

the context of her own situation during the writing of Marjam, Cary was

compel1ed to state her case indireetly. Yet, if the play is interpreted as a

rhetorica1 reversa!, it effectively subvertS the saros quo and defends female

entitlement to challenge the patriarchallimits set for woman's discourse.

The discourse of comedy seems to offer more flexibility tO female

characœrs in their negotiations with the symbolic order. Moil Cutpurse in

Middleton's The Roaring Gjrl and Maria in Fleteher's The WQman's Ptize are

disruptive heroines who manage to achieve their goals in the plays. Yet bath of

these female charaeters speak from a marginalized position in language as

exceptions among their SeL l shall argue that their charaeterizations represent

gender play rather than feminist ideaIs. Moil is a transvestite who remains

• outside the circumference of the symbolic order. In adopting male dress she

assumes the hôerties of male speech. While her defense of herself and her sex is

successfu1, her discursive freedom does not =end to women in general Moil

attributes her autonomous speech and conduet to her rejection of the

conventional female role of a married woman. Her repudiation of the sanorial

code, however, is the most important element of her subversion of the tropes of

male dominance and female submission in the order of language. The link

between speech and dress, which originates in the rhetorica1 guides to proper

speech, direetly affects a dramatic speaker's verbal negotiations. When, for

exampIe, Lorenzo adopts female disguise to defend his sister in the tragi-comic

Swetnam play of the formai controversy, he spealcs as a reticent, apologetic

woman; he also Ioses the case. When Moil appropriates male garments, shealso

appropriates the male linguistic power mat enables her to constrUet a persuasive

female defense and to elude the conventional constraints on female speech.
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Like MoU, Maria escapes the antithetical female COIlStIlletS. Her defense,

which includes a feminist agenda, focuses on the contI'llc:ma1 arrangements

between wife and husband in the instimtion of maIIÏ:lge. Since Maria's maIIÏ:lge

is sufliciently repressive to exceed the parameœrs of the conventional model, she

Ms seme liceuse to defend herse1f against her new husband Petruchio's tyranny

and tnisogyny. Maria's discursive strategy exploits the language of madness and

inconstancy conventionally assigned to female discourse. In appropriating this

subversive feminine language for her own purposes Maria engages in a rhetorical

stI'lltegy of appropriative irony; that is, she pIays with the system that

disempowers her as a speaking subjea and exploits its logic without openly

chalienging it. While she exploits the lunatic female language Maria. is exempted

from the conventional proprieties of female speech. Once Petruchio is cured of

his misogyny, however, she deciares her retam ta the woman's pIace mthe

symbolic order. Interestingly enough, the lunatic discourse that etnancip:1tes and

defends Maria. from Petruchio's tyranny is the language that Petruchio uses ta

rame Kate in Shakespeare's The Taming' Qftbe Sbrew.

In the final chaprer l shall examine other forms of the discourse of fema1e

defense. My analysis focuses on some of Cary's letters ta the British Privy

Couneil and to Charles I, twO of her liœrary prefaces, and a dedication to Queen

Henrietta Maria.. These documents are considered in relation ta the tropes of

male dominance and female submission that figure the order of language. Cary's

conversion of the negative (for women) lingnistic figuration into positive fema1e

defenses will thus he explored in the episto1ary form and in several other modes

of fema1e defense. The judicial and forensic resonances of the formaI deœte will

be observed in all of the dramatic defenses. In a consideration of the

interrelations of Cary's life and her art, these resonances materialize into literaI

counroom settings as she deploys legal discomse in her own and other women's
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defenses. Within the terms of this smdy, Cary succeeded in crossing the

boundarles set for fema1e containment in language. She also erarnjned, rejected,

and reconstitnted male constrUctS of the fema1e and engaged in her own versions

of male gender gaInes.

,
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Notes

1 For an enensive discussion of the symbolic order, see Julia Kristeva's

essay "Woman's Tune" in The Krim:ya Reader (New York: Columbia UP, 1986)

187-213; especi2lly 196-99.

Although l refer te the symbolic order throughout this study in a sense

close te Kristev2's concept of an artïcu1ated network of differences mat

constimœs language and meaning by the separation of~jectand objects through

a linguistic law of syntactical sequence, my usage of the terminology is more

restrieted. Kristeva's conception of the symbolic order is grounded in the view

of language as a psycho-socio-symbolic strucmre, which taIœs as its starting point

the constimtion of subjective identity through a sacrificia1 logic of separation.

Her conflation of psycho-socio-lingoistic categOries accepts as an /1 priori logical

premise the UC3nian enension of Freud's hypothesis that the castration fantaSy

is a valid paradigm for the struetnring of the "symbolic field" (197-98). She

posits mat
castration is, in sum, the imaginary cOnstnlction of a radical

operation which constituœs the symbolic field and aIl beings

inscribed therein. This operation cons:imtes signs and syntax; mat
is language, as a separation from a presumed State of nature, of

pleasure fused with nature 50 mat the introduction ofan articulated

network of differences, which refers 10 objects henceforth and only

in this way separated from a subject, may constitute 1MII1Ù1Ig. This
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•
10gica1 operation of separation (confirmed by all psycho-linguistic

and child psychology) which preconditions the binding of language

which is already synt2ctica1, is therefore the co=on destiny of the

twO sexes, man and women.

Following Freud and Lacan, Kristeva figures the phallns as the major

referent in the lack, desire. or exclusion mat represents the necessary break or

separation for, and at the same time constitutes, the subject in the order of

language, allowing for ber or bis insertion into the symbolic order (198). While

undoubted1y Kristeva's psychoanalytic investigation of the sociopolitical

implications of women's position in the symbolic order is germane to my

argument, l limit my inquiIy primarlly to the rhetorica1 and literary (with some

emphasis on the politica1) aspects of women's relation to language, power, and

meaning. My examination of woman's place in the symbolic order foenses on her

significance as different from, other man, and marginal to man, by whom :>he is

defi.ned. l build and support my arguments on the relations of gender, language,

and meaning in early Stuart female defenses through an enmination of the

linguistic configuration of women est2blished in the discomse of Renaissance

rhetorica1 handbooks, and perpetuated and reinforced in the formai conttoVersy

and in the examples of early Stuart draIna. Bearing in mind mat the Renaissauce

conception of the subjeet's position in the order oflanguage is based on a different

a priori premise than the castration theory mat struetDres the Kristevm adapt2tion

of the Lacauiau mode!, in my analysis of early seventeenth-century defenses l

argue mat the rhetorica1 constitution of gender invokes a pre-existent natural and

divine order in which women are fi.gured as subordinate to men in logica1 and

• synt2ctica1 sequence. Like the FreudianlLacania.nlKristev mode! this prior

,
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•
order is generally accepted as both a logical necessity and the origin of all

subsequent configurations of female and male subject positions in language, or our

common symbolic order. Thus although 1 bring the perspective of contemporary

ferninist awareness to bear on the early seventeenth-cenmry materials se1ecœd

for this inquity, my rhetorical and literary analysis is grounded in the context of

the Renaissance theoretical models in which they were simated. 1 have chosen

to explore a wide generic range of early Stuart materials - rhetorical treatises,

formal debate arguments, dramatized fictional representatons of women

defending women, persona! leners of petition, liœrary prefaces, and a liœrary

dedication - in order to demonstrate that the rhetorical StrUCtDreS constimting

women in subordinate positions in the order of language represent a widely

accepted model and source for linguistic gender conventions and power

relations.

2 See, for example, Walter Ong, Rbetoric, Romance, and Techno!QC

(Ithaca: Cornell P, 1971) 64-120; James J. MuIphy, ed., Renaissance E1oqpeuce;

Smdics in the Themy and Pracrjce of Renaissance Rbetorjc (Berkeley: U of

Califomia P, 1983) 61; Ruth Kelso, Doctrine for the Lady Qf the Renaissance

(Urbana: U ofDIinois P, 1978) 66; Dennis Baron, Grammar and \Tender (New

Haven: Yale UP, 1986) 57; Margaret Ferguson, Maureen Quilligan, and Nancy

Viclœrs, eds., Rewritinr the Renaissance: The PiSCQPtse of Sexgal Djfference in

EawModem Fnmpc (Chicago; U ofChicago P, 1986) 253.

3 Henry Peacham, The Garden ofEloqpence. 1593, ed. William C. Crane

(Gainesville, F1a.: Scholars' Facsirnilies and Reprints, 1954) sig. ABIV.

4 See Kristeva, Reader 199. As 1 have discussed in Dote 1,~'s

• conception of the "symbolic order" includes the psychoanalytic: and social
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implications of this terminology. Similarly, she views the "symbolic comraet" as

a psycho-socio-symbolic strucmre. For Kristeva, women's position in this

interrelated symbolic strucmre defines their relation to power, language and

meaning.

5 Mikbail Bakhtin, The DialQ~c Ima~Datjon, tranS. Michael Holquist and

Caryl Emerson (Austin: U of Texas P, 1981) 340, 354. Bakhtin's approach to

language in this text is grounded in bis formulation of dialogism; the charaeteristic

epistemological mode of a world dominated by heteroglossia; the constant

interaction among meanings, a1l of which have the porential of conditioning

others.

6 Bakhtin's interest in rhetorical genres, "jonmalistic, moral, philosophical

and others," is due to their significance in the understanding and development of

the novel (269).

7 It is particularly illuminating to the discussion and analysis of OtbeIJo.
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The Woman's Guide ta Proper Speech

What becometh a woman best and first of aI: Silence.

What seconde: Silence. What third: Silence. What

fourth: Silence. Yea, if a IIl211 shonld ask me til'

dowmes day, l wonld stil crie, silence, silence,

without the which no woman bath :my good gifte, but

bauing the same, no doubt she mnst bane m:my other

giftes, as the whiche of necessitie do ener follow

suche a verme.

Thomas WIlson, The Am ofRbetnrique (FoL 108)

l

The male writerS of the influential rhetarical treatises circolated in the

carly sevenœenth-cennuy define for men dominant positions as proprietars, for

women subordinaœ places as subjects, of rhetarical discourse. As self-appointed

controllers and posses5Ors of rhetoric:, male rhetorici:ms mthorize themse1ves ta

determine a woman's place and meaning in the order of l:mguage. Aa:ording ta

rhetarical conventions looking back ta c:lassical rhetaric, the female place in all

forms of discourse is sequentially and discarsively second and submissive, and

women and women's speech are figured as subjeet ta male disposition. Indeed,
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the discipline exeludes the female as an active presence and places the most

stringent cons=ints on female speech. The gendering of power relations in

rherorica1 discourse carries negative consequences for female discourse generally

but, as we sha1l note in the following chapters, more specifically in the

constimtion of women's defënses.

Although women are dissnaded from both the smdy and the use of the

figures of rhetoric, they are frequendy used as figures of rhetoric by male poets

and rhetoricians to illustrate vices or onwnents of language. Within the

rhetorica1 fTaming conteXt of the tmes~women are defined according to

two simplified binary oppositions; as chaste and silent positive ideals, or as

excessively vocal negative examples. Figared as disempowered male properties

to he merchandized or blazoned 1 by male patriarchal merchants, these passive

female subjects of nule discourse are disconcertingly prone to abrupt semantic

shifts. As sha1l he noted, when, for example, the positive power or rhetoric is

praised this generaily occnrs in the conteXt of nule eloquence; whenever its

negative poœntial for duplicitous artifice is condemned, it is usually in

conjunction with a female assoc:iatiou or with a fem2le rhetorical figuration.

Our exploration of the rhetorical struetnreS of fem2le defenses will thus he

preceded by an analysis of the conventions and strategies by which nule authors

assume control and possession of the discourse of rheroric. The negative effects

of linguistic gender distinctions on the female are not limited to rhetorical

discourse. In the following chapters the tropes of nule dominance and fëma1e

subordination will he discovered in the discourse of other genres. 1 draw

attention to displays of nule proprietorship and control of rherorical discourse

and female meaning in such noncanonica1 forms as the fornul controversy and

episto1aIy genres, as weil as in dramatic masterpieces of the established canon.

The gendered language revealed in these v.lrious forms of discourse suggests self-

,
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ulterested male wriœrs mediating between women and language; in effeet, men

spealcing for women. Such careful1y anicnlated lingoistic gendering illustrateS

Bakhtin's thesis that the speaker mediates between language and meaning,

determining the use to which meaning is put. In The Djalogie ImagiDatioD

Bakhtin posits that "every discourse bas its own selfish and biased proprietor."

He adds that there are no words with meanings shared by all, "no words

belonging to no one." When we seek to understand a word what matœrs is "the

self-interested use te which this meaning is put and the way it is expressed by

the speaker" (401).

Two instances of biased mediation that 1 shall analyze occur in the

rhetorical treatises of George Puttenham and Thomas WIlson, where female

meaning takes on positive or negative connotations according to the interests of

the wrirers. In these anl! other materiaIs of this scrutiny, male rhetericians use

the discourse of rheteric te silence, attack, exc1ude, or to praise women in varions

ways. The rheterical discourses of female praise and blame alilœ are deployed to

exclude women from public spea1:ing and the public sphere, and to limit their

place and meaning in language to the category of passive eJtaJ11ples. Some

concession to the obviously logical impossibility of the task of entirely silencing

women is made in the male rhetoricians' allowance that when women must speak,

they should do 50 only reluCtandy, from their negative, subordinate, and

wlnerable positions in the order of language.

While the formaI Renaisance debate over women discussed in the next

chapter appears te have been a literary game in which the nature ofwomen was a

topos of rhetorical play rather man a serions issue, the discipline of rbeteric was

treated in all earnesmess. The high estimation in which the rhetorical arts were

held is evidenced by the period's staggering legacy of rhetorical treatises and

handbooks. 2 Within the discipline, tao, the power of rhetoric was lauded. In
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• 1593, in The C..arden of Eloq.uence. Henry Peacham referred to the figures of

rhetoric as "martial instruments both of defense & invasion [which allow us to]

defend ourselves, invade our enemies, revenge our wrongs, ayd the weake,

deliver the simple from dangers, conserve troe religion, & confute idolatry." 3

Such perhaps hyperbolic daims teStified to faith in the efficacy of rhetoric as an

omnipotent means of defense or att3ck. As we shall see, the writerS of formai

controversy treatises employed (and, in some instances, abused) rhetorical

techniques and conventions to att3ck or defend women. As we1l, the rhetorical

stroctnres of women's defenses in other genres are closely related to this key

discipline of the Renaissance trivium.

In effect, the rhetorical treatises and handbooks mat 1 examine reveal mat

the object ofPeacham's praise was officially excluded from the female curriculum

during the Renaissance. 'While hnmanist educators encouraged female leaming,

• at least among the arlstocracy, they enjoined against instroeting women in

rhetoric. The tradition mat 50 highly prized the arts of speech and writing

largely reserved the field as a male prerogative. Indeed, in the rhetorical guides,

as in the formal conttoVersy tracts, female silence is figured as complementary to

male eloquence. Women do not use the resourees of rhetoric; men use rhetoric,

and they use female mode1s to elaborate their discussions of rhetorical figures and

techniques. One instance of this practice with negative connotations for the

female ex:unple is the paronomastic wordplay surronnding the discussion of a

nameless woman in Thomas Wùson's The Ryle of Reason, 4 presumably to

illustrate ambiguity of meaning. Another is George Puttenham's rhetorical

constitntion of a female replica of deceit and dissimulation in The Arre ofEng:lisb

,

•
Poesie. S

1 shall attempt to demoUStrate in this chapter that the discipline of rhetoric

is used to repress female speakers. Further, 1 contend that male appropriation of
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• rhetorical training is a principal factOr in the general problem of woman's

sobordinate place in the order of language. In the influential Renaissance guides

ta speech and style mat are considered in this study, woman bas no legitimate

authority for speech; the male argument is mat silence best becomes a woman.

She thus bas no place from which ta speak, because the decorum of place decrees

mat woman's place is in the home, where her husband or father controIs her

speech. Indeed, according ta the dietates of Renaissance rhetarical decorum and

theory woman bas no proper place in the order of language, because her speech is

prefigured as potentially excessive, false, or duplicitaus.

Rhetaric is used strategically by soch male wriœrs on the discipline as

WIlson and Ponenham ta disempower the female speaker. The masmJjn~ claim

for linguistic precedence is one means by which this rhetarical divestîtare is

accomplished. This claim is in pan based on an argument for a natnral order in

language, an order that invariably figures the female as secondary and

complementary. Male proprietarship of rhetaric allows for patriarchal control of

symbolic consttuets of femininity and for a gendering of rhetarical tropes and

muetnres that tends ta undermine feminine speech. In the rhetarical treatises

analyzed in this inquiry, female language is figured in the margins and interstices

of the patriarchally arrogated symbolic order, and women and women's speech

are represented as male property categories.

It is one of the ironies in the conjunetion of the semaI and the symbolic

mat although rhetaric was a proluoi:ed discipline in the education of Renaissance

women, in RenaiSSUlce iconography the term rbaoric was represented as a

majestic female being. This representation goes as least as &r back as Manianus

Capella's pe nupajs Philogiae et Mercnnj !ibn novern (The Marnage of

Philoloey and Men:gtr). 6 l shall explore some of the elements in the rhetarical

handbooks of speech and Style that underlie the generally negative symbolic
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connotations for the fema1e in this iconographic figoration. In pointing to sucb

feamres as negative valuations of women in rhetorical exempla, female

subordination in linguistic and discursive ordering, negative semantic shitts in

œrms mat, although originally valorized as masculine, undergc' a transformation

through the addition of Feminine suffixes or metaphorical assignment of sex, l

shall identify some of the liabilities for the fema1e in connection with rhetoric as

a discipline and as an iconographic representation.

The two aspects of rhetoric mat presented particular problems for

Renaissance women were its public and polemical associations. Walter Ong's

etyIIlology of the term makes this conjunction explicit:

"Rhetoric" is the anglicized Greek word for public

speaking, and thus refus primarily to oral

verbalization, not to wriùng. It comes from the Greek

term rhema. a word or saying, which in tnrn derives

from the Proto-Indo-European E:I. the source of the

Latin yerbum and of~ "ward." 7

Notwithstanding its oral derivation, however, rhetoric was developed as a

formaI discipline only with the advent of writing. In its evolution both as a

discipline and as a term over the years, rhetoric, which was originally fused with

dialectics, became a separate discipline. The initial fusion with dialectics

reflects the centrality of the link between rhetoric, polemics, and oratoty. Ong

notes mat since it was originally concemed with the form of the oration, "[t]he

study of rhetoric gave the most diverse literary genres a more or less oratorical

cast" (64). He attests mat whether it was used in its epideictic, deliberative, or

forensic sense, rhetoric retained a "polemic cast of expression" (66). The

common conception of rhetoric as "the art of persoasion," to which Ong refers

(65), derives from the Aristotelïan formulation of the term. Aristode's definition
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• links rhetoric tO dialectical argument and limits what has become a

comprehensive discipline tO "the facu1ty of observing in any given case the

available means of persuasion." 8 Other scholars define the discipline more

broadly.9

The public and polemica1 features of rheooric might well a1so account for

the frequent conflation of the term with its end and effea, doquence. In Ih.e.

Aue of Englisb Poesie. for =mple, Puttenbam describes bis treatise on the

rhetorica1 figures and tropes of poetry as "the artS of poetry and doquence" (170,

180). As the ability or power 00 persuade with fluent and graceful discourse,lO

eloquence fits the criteria for the classification of rheooric as persuasion. Its

etymology, the Latin eloqums, which is the present tense of elogue, "00 speak out"

is close to the Greelc definition of rheooric as public speaking. As we shal1 see,

Puttenham's conception of rheooric as a system offigures and tropes, or figures of

• speech links this rather slippery discipline 00 style, and 00 the added signification

of style as omament. In my analysis of this connection, which, 00 a large degree,

refleets the influence of Cicero on Renaissance rhetoric, l shal1 attempt 00 clarify

some rdations between rheoorlca1 style and fema1e dress and speech.

II

The arguments against the inclusion of rheooric in the female carriculum

in the Renaissance were largdy generated by prevailing conceptions of the

decorum of place. The combinatio!1 of RenaiSS'ID.ce hnIDaniSlD and Ciceronian

rheooric mat dominated the discipline in the period stresses the notion mat a

rheoorical education predisposes the smdent 00 public and commnnity service. 11
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• Rheteric was associated with public speaking, and public places. It was also

taught in the male Latin grammar schools snch as St. Paul's, places more public

man the prescribed privaœ education for women permitted. Ruth Kelso reports

in Docajne fur the Lady of the Renaissance mat "[i]n England ... [young girls]

were admitted te elementary schools though not ..• te grammar schools or the

universities" (66). Elsewhere Kelso remarks mat "[n]o public provision [was]

made for the training of girls, except what teachers ma[d]e in consultation with

parents" (76). Even the elementary school training mat was permitted could he

eliminated and a young woman could receive her enme education privaœly at

home (76). Women were, thus, from a very earlyage identified with privaœ

places; decornm decreed mat even a learned woman's place was in the home,

where she had oppormnities for neither public speech nor education in the Latin

grammar schools. i2

• The restriction of women te private places prevented their complete

mastery of the Latin handbooks and treatises mat were indispensable to a

scholarly grounding in rheteric. Although a few rhetorical texts were translated

inte English at this time, most of the authoritative works were in Latin. As

Walter Ong observes, "[t)he learned [Renaisswce) world was a Latin-writing,

Latin-speaking, and even Latin-thinking world." 13 He adds mat.this "situation

still registers in our [current) vocabulary, where elementary schools are called

• . • grammar schools-the grammar here referring historically te the teaching of

beginners' Latin which was Latin grammar" (212). In any case, during the

Renaissance Latin was the "inside" language of the closed male environment te

which women had no direct access (120). If, like Sir Thomas More's daughter,

Margaret, they were taught Latin in their homes where the vernacular was

spoken, they were not immersed in it as male scholars were in educational

instimtions outside the home. Even if a rare female scholar like Margaret More
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had been able to acq~e the necessaxy Latin expertise within domestic confines,

she would have been constrained tO express her abilities ouly in the privaœ

sphere. Indeed, in Margaret's own case, as one of her !athers letters makes

explicit, all of her accomp1ishments are intended for a private audience, "her

!ather and her husband." 14

The restriction of woman to the private sphere, and the appropriation of

the Latin scholarly tte2tises requisiœ to an education in rhetoric for males only,

implies male proprietorship of rhetorical discourse. Bakhtin's contention in~

Dialogic Imagination that every discourse bas its own "se1fish and biased

proprietor" suggests a rationale for the appr02ch to rhetoric as a commodity

marked for male usage (401). According to the rules of3cademic decorum, female

guides to e10quent speech must he located e1sewhere, outside the boundaries of

"the c10sed ••• environment appropriaœd for males." IS Ong's account of the

education of Renaissance women reveals that even the most accomplished female

scholars who were allowed ta dabble in poetry and to study Latin at home were

forbidden access to the extenSive training required for proficiency in rhetaric.16

The etiquette of the decorum of place enended to the definition of Feminjne

discursive place. Women's speech W2S excluded from the academy and located

ambiguonsly and inconspicuously on the fringes of male scho1arly discourse.

It W2S not only in the academy that the impropriety of female e10qvence

W2S stressed. On the whole, the Renaissance decorum of p~ce allowed no

.proper sphere for women's speech. In bis influential De In5!imriQne Cbri5!ianae

Femjnae, 17Juan Luis Vwes wams agaïnst the dangers of rhetarical e10quence and

sees it as a serions liability for women. Dennis Baron notes that Vrves pointedly

presupposes a linbge hetween feminine verbal interCOUrSe in public places and

the 1055 of chastity. 18 In praising silence as the noblest omament of women,

Vwes e1iminates rhetoric from the education of Christian women. To emphasize
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this exclusion he chooses the ever-silent Vrrgin M2Iy as an emblem of ideal

fema1e verbal decorum. 19

Elsewhere in his trcatise VIVeS is less vehement, declaring mat, "As for

e10quence 1 have no great :::are nor a woman needeth it nat bnt she nedeth goodnes

and wysedome." 20 Ruth Kelso repons mat in the same text VIVes does aUow

mat he "will not condemn [the e10quence mat] Quintillan and Jerome 50 highly

prose in Cornelia and Hortensia." 21 Yet, in praising the oratorica1

accomplishments of mythica1, classica1 female examplars Vives evades the

possibility mat women of his own time might he effi:cüve orators, and might

indeed benefit from training in the discipline of rhetoric. 22

Lionardo Brnni is explicit in banning rhetoric as a fema1e pursuit. He

forbids "rheroric in aU its forms-public discussion, forensic argument, 10gica1

fence and the like-as absolutely outside the province of women." 23 In Brnni's

• prolu"bition, too, the decornm of place enters the argument bath directly in his

reference to public disc:nssion, and indireetly in his metaphorical term,

"province," for women's intellectual space.

The constraints against feminine instruction in rhetoric in conjunction

with the decornm of place tend to hinge on comparlsons of the public speech ofa

woman with public nakedness. Barbara WIÏtes mat "Ït is proper ••• mat not only

arms but indeed the speech of women never he made publiC; for the speech of a

noble woman cm he no less dangerous than the nakedness of her limbs." 24 In

De Te nxoria Barbaro advises that even when women are called upon to

communicate mat they "should speak ta the point 50 briefly mat they may he

thonght re1uetant rather than cager to open their mouths." 2S In The Am of

Engli:;b POesie Puttenbam insists mat it is unseemly, and "indecent," for li

married woman even ta he talked about publicly. He gives the example of li

foreign ambassador who took an lJCCllSÏon ta praise the wives and women lit li

,
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banquet table in the presence of their husbands. Puttenb"m holds that this

incident breaks the laws of decorum, for "the chiefe commendation of a chast

I112trone, was to he knowen onely to her husband, and not to he obseured by

straungers and gnestes" (299). In these examples decornm is linked to feminine

chastity and both are identified with a relUet:!Ilce to speak. In the latter inStllnce

the argument shifts to a somewhat different ground: feminine decornm and

chastity in relation to speech I112Y he mysteriously breached if a woman becomes

the snbject of a male discussion. 1 shall discoss this phenomenon in more detaiI

in an analysis of the preface to Thol112S WIlson's The Rule of Reason In all of

these arguments the proper or positive fema1e mode! is represented as silent,

aImOst silent, or at least anxious to avoid public attention in relation to speech. In

the light of snch figurations it is not stlIprising that rhetoric was a forbidden

territory for women.

Saint Paul and Aristode were frequendy quoted authorities for the

injunctions against public speaking for women. 26 As 1 have discussed elsewhere,

the assumption that the discipline of rhetoric prepared its scholars for a public

position was fUel for the strong male objections to rhetorical e!oquence as a fit

object of fe!112le stndy. According to Vives, women should confine their

:lldministrative abilities to their private households:

Wene you it was for nothyng that wyse men forbad

you rule and gouvernaunce of countreis and that saynt

Paul byddeth yon shall nat speke in congragayton and

gatherynge of people? AlI this same meaneth that you

shall nat medIe with I112tters of realmes or cities.

Your own house is a cite great inougb. for yon; as for

the abrode neither lcnow yon Dor he yon lcnowen. 27
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• VIVes'S analogy of a woman's house as "a cire great inough for you" empbasizes

the idea that women's speech beyond the domestic threshold tre5passes ag:ùnst

the decorom of bath discursive and metaphorical place.

Ar. first glance, Puttenham's The Aue of Eng!jsb Poesie, registered at

Stationer's Hall in 1588, appears to be an exception to the mIe. While the

dedication to Queen Eliz2beth is co=on enough practice during her reign, bis

avowed "chiefe purpose ... for the learning of Ladies and young Gentlewomen .

. . to know their schoole points and termes appemining to the Art[s of poeny and

eloquenœ] •.• is not (170,180). Puttenbarn's starement in the heading of book 1,

chaprer 3, that poets were historically the "first ••• Orarours •.• of the wodd"

conflates rhetoric, poeny, and eloquenœ (24). He describes poeny as:

more eloquent and rhetoricall than ordinarie prose ••.

because it is decked and set out with all manner of

• &esh figures, which maketh that it sooner inuegleth

the judgement of man, and carrieth bis opinion this

way and that, wither soeuer the hean by impression

of the eare shal be MOst affectionate1y bent and

directed. ••• (24-25)

,

•

In its incorporation of poetics and rhetoric as a field of learning for women

Puttenbam's project appears remarlcably liberal and even feminist.

A close reading of the wode, however, reveals a number of incousistencies.

The poet-maker of the first chaprer is figared as male and compared to the male

divinity who fàshion~'Cl our wodd. In bis discussions of the artes sermOCÏ7Jizks
~=

Puttenham gives predominantly male examples and even designates eloquent

speech as masculine property. Eloquence, he attests,

is of great force [n~è] as the propenie and gift ofyong

men onlely, but rather of old men [who] speake most
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graueIy, wiseIy, assuredly, and plausibIy, which

panes are al! mat can he required in perfit e1oquence,

and 50 in al! de1iberations of imPOrtance where •..

good persuasion is no lesse then speach itselfe. . • •

(154)

That is not ro say mat women are absent fiù-m v:uions discussions of the language

ans; they are frequently used as e=pIes. Nevenhe1ess, in a treatise ostensibly

direeted toward the cultivation of Feminine lingnistic skills, women are large1y

re1eg:ated to the raIe of passive exempla. When Punenham does finally address

the topic of Feminine rhetorica1 aptit:1des, he implicidy instruets women to

practice as second-rate poets and orators. In chapter 21, which deals with the

vices and deformities in speech and writing, Punenham apprises bis readers mat

euery snrplusage or preposterous placing or undue

iteration or darIce words or doubtful speach are not 50

narrowIy to he looked upon in a large poeme nor

specially in the pretie Poesies and deuices of Ladies

and Gendewoman makers whom we would not haue

tao precise Poets least with their shrewd wits when

they were maried they might become a lime toO

phantasticall wiues. (256-57)

Thus the aspiring female poets who are the Stllted subjeets of Punenham's

rhetorica1 instruction are aetnally incidental to the main thrust of the text. After

a conspicuons absence from the bulk of the discussion, women are margina11y

located in the chapter on lingnistic vices. In contraSt to the patriarchal orators

who are praised for having achieved "perfit eloquence," fema1e exemplars are

identified with surp1usage, preposterOUS placings, and the undue repetitions and

ambiguity mat are tolerated, but not gready admired. Punenbam bas given an
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• earlier hint mat women are not to he t2Iœn toC serious1y as poets by positioning

them among the excesses and sorplusages of language in bis definition of the figure

meuzlepsis or the "farfet" (farfetehed). In bis explication of the term he suggests

mat the deviser of this figure had a desire to please women rather than men (193).

Puttenham bas also previously used the adjective "phantasticall" with reference

to poets in a less than complimentary sense. The term is genera1ly disdainful;

the best poets are referred to as "not phantastici but euphantafiote" (33-35).

Women poets and orators are thus inscrihed among the second-rate; women are

not encouraged to he toc precise in their "pretie Poesies and deuices" because

they do not figure prominently in the art and craft of either poetry or rhetoric.

They are represented as future wives in whom any potential for linguistic

superiority must he suppressed in deference to their future hushands' sequential

and discursive precedence. The paternal condescension is ha1f hidden in the

flattering allusion te the "shrewd wits" of the "Ladies and Gentlewoman

makers" who are destined for marriage rather than an. Puttenham's encomium to

would-be feminine poets and orators is an effective dispraise or detraction;

women's speech and writing, according to bis mode!, are always figured in the

shadows of male doquence.

In part, Puttenham's prescription for female linguistic subordination is

grounded in the Renaissance passiOn for patriarchal order. However, a passage in

another well-knowIi text, Henry Peacham's The ('..amen of Eloqnence, franldy

illustrates mat the logic of such ordering is based on the gendering of rhetorical

tropes:

,

•
Order is an apt and meet placing of words among

themselves which is of twO sons; one when the

worthiest word is set first, which order is natura! as

we say men and women, sun and moou, clay and night,
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the king and bis nobles, life and death, and not women

and men, moon and sun, night and day, ••• death and

life, wbich in common speech is foolish. (R.y.)

As Peach:un explains, the other kind of order occurs ID rhetorical

amplification when the weightiest woro is placed last. Puttenham gives an

example of the second kind of ordem.g, described by Peacham, when he refers to

Elizabeth as last in recital but first in importance. This example of female

precedence is misleading, however. As reigning monarch Elizabeth was

presumably an exception to the rule of masculine sequential precedence. 28 Her

exceptional st2tuS does not disrupt the genera1 oroer, where masculinity is

equated with priority.

In bath collocations, although the author advens to the ans of speech and

eloquence, which are acquired ratr.u· man natnra!~ he attempts to tranSpOSe

the male-defined order of natnre onto the oroer of language. Peacham makes

extensive use of metaphor to naturalize the idea of patriarchal oroer. The tide

and the opening episde on the publisher's imprint page dedares the central

metaphor: the author's work is a "garden" mat contains "all manner of flowers,

exornations, forms and f2shi0ns of speech" As the experienced orator hides all

evidence of bis carefu1ly cu1tivated rhetorical skills, 50 the writer of this

rhetorical handbook seeks to convinœ bis readers mat the eloquenœ to which he

refers is not an arbitraI)' linguistic oroer but a "natnra!" one. Nonetheless the

allusion to a female natnre or natnra! materia1 disposed by a shaping male artist is

not a natural phenomenon but a metaphor, one of the figures of speech in

Peacham's metaphorical garden. 29

There is a fundamental problem with Peacham's garden metaphor: a garden

literally denoteS bath artificial arrangement and cu1tivation. Someone bas to

plant, if not a1so tend, the flowers or other vegetation. The term connoteS the
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• presence of an outside agent, as for =mple, a poem or other literaIy work of an

does. Like Puttenham, however, Peacha.m plays with a popu1ar rhetaric:al

commonplace. Ren~issance poets as well as rhetaricians enended the vegetative

metaphor ta al! of naœre as anthropomorphized, feminized and awaiting

improvement by a male anist. In bis An Apology fur Poetry Sir Philip Sidney

affirms mat the male poet "goeth band in band with nature, not enclosed within

the narrow warrant of her gifts, but freely ranging only within the zodiac of bis

own wit." 30 By wit Sidney refers ta "bis [the poet's] own invention." 31 In the

ApolQgy remjnized naœre is seconciaIy and inferior ta male anistic disposition: 32

"Her world is brazen. the poets only deliver a golden" (524). Puttenham offets a

variation on the poet as gardener improving namre. In representing or imitating

••• another man's tale or doings he [the poet] • .• doth

as the cunning gardener that using nature as a

coadiuter, furders her conclusions and many times

makes her effectes more absolute and str.Iunge. But

for mat in our maker or Poet, which tests onely in

deuiœ and issues from an exœl1ent sharpe and quick

inuention, ••• he is • •. as nature herselfe working by

her owne pec:uliar venue and proper instinct and not

••• as other artificers do, is then most admired when

he is most namrall and least artificiall • • • becanse

they hold as well of nature ta he suggested and uttered

as by arte ta he polished and reformed. (79)

LiIœ Sidney, Puttenbam wants the male poet ta have it bath ways: ta bath imitate

and improve nature.

Throughout bis treatise Puttenbam bimsetf sc:rupulously folIows the

traditional gendering of verbal order, as, for example, in bis dis:ussion of the

,
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authority of "fathers and mothers" behind the poet's praise of the gods (43). In a

passage on =ais, or the figure of amplification as ==mple of the second type

of order, only children are ranked lower man women in Ponenbam's hierarchy of

impon:mce: "He lost besides bis children and bis wife, 1 bis reaIme, ronown,

liege, hôertie and life" (226). Other writers of rhetoricaI handbooks follow the

same rules of sequential precedence and use the same rationale for justification.

In LireratY Fat Ladies Patricia Parker notes mat sncb writers as Richard Sherry

streSS mat a disregard of the patriarch2l order of discourse is a trespass against an

order not COnstnleted but "nataral" (112). In bis Treatise of ScheIDes and Tropes

Sherry warns against the "U7mIltUrar placement of "Mistress" before "Master"

or "women" before "men" (22; emphasis added). 33

Thomas Wùson is even more vehement in bis insistence on proper

linguistic ordering. In The Aue of Rhetorique he llI'gUes mat any disruption of

the patriarch2l order of language is a double violation, against namre and against

decorum:

Some will set the carte before the horse, as thns. My

mother and my father are both at home, even as though

the good man of the house ware no breaches, or mat

the graye Mare were the bener Horse. And what

thoughe it often so happeneth (God WOtte the more

pitye) yet in speakinge at the leasœ. let us kepe a

natural order, and set the man before the woman for

maners sake. (189) 34

For WÙSOn, the reversai of gender precedence in this example is preposterous. 35

Always emphatic in bis statemenlS on gender and speech, Wùson gives a

rhetorica1 instance of patriarchal ordering carried to ilS logica1 end in relation to

fèrninjne speech:
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What becometh a woman best and first of al: Silence.

What seconde: Silence. What third: Silence. What

fourth: Silence. Yea, if a man should ask me til'

dowmes day, l would stil crie, silence, silence,

without the which no woman hath any good gifte, but

hauing the same, no doubt she must baue many other

giftes, as the whiche of necessitie do euer follow

suche a venue. (FoL 108)

Wùson's pmpose in this passage is to iIlustrate of one of the rhetorica1 figures of

repetition. The figure is cumJemo in taàam; in effect, a doubling of repetition, a

combination of primary repetitio and cumJemo eiuftkm in atl tmUm. This doubling

device entalls repetition of the first and last words in each sentence. The Latin

term extremum is particularly appropriate to the rhetorica1 effect, which hegins

with a quadrupling of emphasis and ends with the male author crying out for the

conversion of woman into an emblem of silence. It would he difficult to imagine

a more forcefùl deprecation of fema1e discourse. In malcing bis rhetorica1 point,

Wùson's figure effaces woman's speech entire1y.

The aesthetic affirmation ofa natural order mat supportS patriarchal daims

to linguistic and discursive precedence infers a purposeful rationale. Parker

suggestS mat "the motivated discourse of rhetoric ••• bath stages and reflects the

ordering of society" (98). Although the social implications of rhetorica1 ordering

are beyond the scope of this study, the implications of the staging of patriarchal

order in syntactic arrangement are crucial ta the examination of speeches by

f'e1:œle charaeters in the discourse ofJacobean draIna.

The illustrations discussed thus &r indicare mat the subordination of

women within the order of1angllage is predicated on the assumption ofan Ïnnate

female inferiority complemented by a natnral masculine superiority. The
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negative linguistic valuation leaves women and women's speech in vulnerable

positions for an:ack by male authorities. In Puttenham's teXt we learn mat even

those verbal qualities mat might he consnued to derive from what is assumed to

he feminine "uature" carry negative connotations. The conteXt is a discussion of

decorum relating to the sound or voice of a male spealœr; in this case, the orator

Philefeus:

who spake ... with so small and shrill a voice as the

Emperor Anthonine was greatly annoyed therewith,

and to make him shorten his tale, said by thy beard

thou shouldst he a man, but by thy voice a woman.

(271)

Punenham's example calls to mind the Erasmus quotation at the beginning

of this chapter. In order to avoid foUy, which would leave him open to censure,

• the male orator should avoid feminine discursive traits. The implication is that

not only a small, shrill voice, but also an nnduly long tale, feminizes an orator's

speech. According to the logic of natura! male preœdence, oratory mat is

defeetive in sonnd and unduly copious is classified as female. The example

suggests an abridged syllogism, or enthymeme: A good orator speaks in a

distinetively masculine voice and style. 1 An orator who speaks with a reminized

voice or Style is a poor orator. In an enthymeme, however, one of the premises

would be missing; in this instance the conclusion is lacking; that is, only male

speakers are potentially good orators. The argument is thus an example of

incomplete syUogistic reasoning.

Puttenham , however, cames the logic further:

Phauorinus the Philosopher was counted very wise

and well learned but a little toc talhtive and full of

words: for the which Tunocrates reproued him in the
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hearing of one Palemon. That is no wonder quoth

Palemon, for so be ail women. And besides,

Phauorinus being knowen for an Eunuke or a gelded

man, came by the same nippe to be noted as an

effeminate and degenerate pel"Son. (272)

Again, in this instance the linkage of the female with oratory cames negative

associatious. Phauorinus's main nuit as a speaker, bis excessive wordiness, is

attributed to bis condition as an effeminate man; he is a eunuch. His speech is

subjeeted to reproval by Tunocrates in the hearing of Palemon. These two

unequivocally male judges condemn the philosopher's ferninized speech

charaeteristics. Despite bis superior wisdom and learning, Phauorinus is

deficient as an orator. What is interesting in the final statement of this passage is

the symbolic intersection of linguistic effeminacy and degeneracy. The author

observes, appropos of Phauorinus's feminized speech in conjunction with bis

questionable male status, mat he "came by the same nippe to be noted as an

effeminate and degenerate person."

The term "nippe," connoting a sma1l pinch or bite, by which the speaker,

Phauorinus, is condemned as a degenerate, implies a verbal attack. It is evident

mat Phauorinus is in bis curiously vulnerable position due to the signs of

linguistic effeminacy that he exhibits. Indeed, the examples which we have

smdied reveal mat male preeminence in rhetorical discourse, decorum, and

order in langnage ma1ces almost any association of speech and the female a

poœntial liability. Women's speech per se and effeminacy in men's speech

Styles are generally associated with linguistic nuits and vices. l am using the

term aegmerllte here to signify deterioration. It bas an added connotation

(appropriate in this context) of sexual deviance. The Latin word root,

,
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degenerare,"te full from one's ancestral quality" is also relevant ta the point on

linguistic decline mat l am making.

m

Gender relations are evident also in the negative semantic shifts mat 0=

in specific examples of feminized language. Even a term that is originally

valorized cm undergo a semantic tranSformation and become depreciated thraugh

identification with the feminine. The representation of the term rbetoric is a

notable example of such linguistic transposition. Although no precise date has

be~u establisbed, the anthropomorphization of rbetoric as a female persona is a

longmnding practice, dating back at least as far as Cicero in the first century B.C.

One instance of Cicero's association of rhetoric with a feminized prosopopoeill

occurs in a passage in a late treatise entitled BrotuSi Or. Remaries on Eminent

Oramrs. In the context of a conversation between Brutus, Atticus, and Cicero on

the eareer of the orator Phalereus, Cicero refers to rhetorical eloquence as a

female figure: "He [phalereus] was the first who relaxed the force of Eloquence,

and gave ber a soft and tender air; ••• in the very city in which [she] was barn

and nunured ••• before sbe grew te mamrity. 36

In the fifth century, Martianus Capella's allegorical narrative on the

nuptials of Mercury and Philology conrains a particularly vivid

anthropomorphization of rhetoric. The occasion is the series of speeches given

by the seven sister arts who serve as bridesmaids to Philology. Capella depias a

striking scene in which a "great group of earth-gods" (156) lire aITested in their

contemplations by the arrlv2l of "Rhetoric":



• in strOde a woman of the tallest stature and abounding

self-confidence, a woman of OUt5tanding beauty; she

wore a he1met and her head was wreathed with royal

grandeur; in her hands the arms with which she used

either to defend herself or to wound her enemies,

shone with the brightness of lightning. The garment

under her arms was covered by a robe wound about

her shoulders in the Latin fashion; this robe was

adomed with the light of all kinds of devices and

showed the figures of them an. while she had a be1t

under her breast adomed with the rarest colors of
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jewels. (156)

The association of Capella's femjnjud ieon and rhetoric in this passage is

• unequivocally positive. The attention to her dress, "in the Latin fashion; ••.

adomed with the light" of the colors and omaments of rhetoric; links Capella's

reminiud icon to the exalœd oratorica1 style of the famous Roman orators. Laœr

in the same passage, he refers to "her excellence and exaltation of speech" (156).

Interestingly, however, the magnificence of "Rhetoric" as a literary creation is

not limited to her splendid dress and e1egant oratory. She aIso represents

military power and prowess in feats of arms as she displays the martial weapons

of defense and attack, described by Peacham. Her tall stature, supreme self­

confidence, and he1met and arms in conjunetion with "royal grandeur" sugge5t a

heroic male figure or an Amazonian personation: "When she clashed her weapons

on entering, you would say that the broken booming of thnnder was ro1ling forth

with the sbattering clash of a lightning cloud; indeed it was thought that she

could hurl thunderbolts lilœ love. For lilœ a queen with power over everything

she could ••• change the counœnance and senses not only of cities but of armies
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in battle" (156). James Willis remarks mat the richness of Capella's figurative

language in this passage "is unusual even for Martianns" (157). 37 It is cen:ainly

the language of high epideictic praise. "Rhetoric" is literally praised to the skies:

she is even given the power of Jove to hml thunderbolts with her eloquent

speech. This is conventional praise for male orators 38, of course, but not for

females.

Still more hyperbolic praise of "Rhetoric's" oratory follows: "This

golden-voiced woman, pouring out some of the jewe1s of crowns and kingdoms,

WlIS followed bya mighty army of funons men" (157). Yet the graphic figurative

language is a little curions. The female prosopopoeia does not lead an army of

Amazons or an army of women and men, but an army of "funous men." Indeed,

her rhetorical skills are deployed in the interests of male &me as Capella

continues the narrative with a description of twO celebrated male orators "who

outshone the rest" (157). The positive connotations of rhetoric in this early

narrative thus shift into an enhancement and praise of male oratory, the

magnificent female literary personification of "Rhetoric" notwithst:mding.

The fictive iconology of a ferninized rhetoric was an English liœrary

practice weIl before the Renaissance. Among the instances cited by Wùbm

Samuel Howell in LQgie and Rherone in England. 1500-1700 39 is the allegorical

poem "De Curia Sapience." 40 In this allegory, attributed by Stephen Hawes ro

John Lydgate and published by Caxton in 1480, the poet-hero "encounters the

seven ladies, symbolizing the seven sister ans" in the Castle of Sapience (47).

The female personifications bear some resemblance to those in Capella's

Marnage of Mc:rcgxy and Pbil<>1Qgy. As in the Capella allegory, the interrelated

disciplines of dialectic and rhetoric are fignred as leamed and eloquent speakers.

While the twO are frequendy conflated in RemiSS'lnce rhetoric, they are separate

icons of the trivium. in "De Curïa." 41 One episode in the poem fucoses on Dame
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Dialectica's preparations for the teaching of her an in the form of a "breuis

trae:tatos de Dialectica" (47). In this episode the lexicon and familiar formulas

and topies of 10gica1 argument are described. "Dame Rhetoryke, Modyr of

Eloquence," is the next learned sister encountered by the poet. Cicero is

described as "The chosen Spowse unto this lady fre" (122), thus facilitating an

association of rhetoric and fema1e iconography with Ciceronian style. In this

instance the feminized connotations in the association between Dame

Rhetoryke's e1egant language and Cicero are highly complimentary. 42

Here are the two stanzeS to which Howe11.efers:

And many a clerlce had lust for to here;

Hyr speche to theym was parfyte snstynaunce,

Yche worde ofhyr depuryd was 50 clere

And enIumyned wyth so parfyte plesaunce,

That heuyn bit was to here her beau parlaunce;

Her termes gay of facound souerayne

Cacemphaton in noo poynt myght dysteyne.

She taught theym ail the craft ofendytyng,

Whyche vyces ben mat shuld auoyded he,

Whyche ben the coloures gay ofmat konnyng,

Theyre difference and eke theyre propune;

Yche thyng endyted how hit shuld peynted he;

Distinction she gan clare and discuss,

Whyche ys come, colon, periodus. 43

Other man the possible sexua1 innuendo in the noun "lust" in the opening

sentence, the entire first stanza is in the mode of epideictic praise of Dame

Rhetorylœ's perféct eloquence. The second stanza focuses on her expertise in
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the devices and omaments of speech, rhetorical disposition, the avoidance of

speech faults or vices, and the proper distinctions between the parts of speech.

The fifth line gives a hyperbolic compliment to her speech style, proclaim;ng

that it was heaven to hear her "beau parlaunce." In short, she is admired as an

ideal orator, an exemplary stylist, and a perfect instrucror in the ans of e1oquence.

As a rhetorical icon she explicidy links feminjzed language to an omament:l1

speaking style. This pattern of linguistic gendering rhetorically links fema1e

speech to dress, as shall he observed shordy.

Stephen Hawes' didactic allegory, The Pastime of Plea:;nre. which centers

on the knight-hero's QUe5t for salvation through a c1assical education in the sister

ans and bis efforts to win a fair "lady who dwells in the bright chamber of logic"

within the Tower of Doctrine, is another illustration of the fem;njne

personification of rhetoric.44 Following his instruction i:!. logic the knight

ascends the tower stairs to the chamber of Dame Rhetoryke. Hawes's fema1e

rhetoiician works with Cicero's five-pan division, but she ondines her exegesis

of the rhetorical terms in English.45 Hawes's innovative approach is of interest
"

to this inquiry not only as the first conversion ofCiceronian rheroric to poetics in

English, but also in its favourable representation of the femjnjzed personification

of rhetoric.

The figuration of rhetoric as a femjnjzed and idealized term also holds

interesting ramifications for male constructions of women and women's speech.

Like the "De Curia" poem, The Paqime uses the rhetorical epideictic function

of ltnu to praise Lady Rhetoryke's graceful style. In the latter the poet asks his

femjnjne mentor to paint his tongue with her royal flowers (81). This floral

image may he consttued as a metaphor for the colours ofrhetoric, the latter itselfa

metaphor for the figuraI schemes and tropes ofvivid rherorical description. The

image further stlggests the familiar iconography of Rhetorica in decorative floral
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clothing in such wel1-known pietOrla1 representations as the one in Gregor

Reisch's Ma[girita phjloSQphica. 46 The emphasis on omaments of speech in

connection with the clothing of the fema1e rhetorica1 mode! represents, as we

shall see in a sautiny of some passages in Sidney's and Punenham's treatises, a

poœntial liability. In these works such an association facilitates a negative shift

in connotation for the male-constimted feminized icon which carnes over to

fema1ediscourse.

Although the associations between the fema1e, rhetoric, and literaI)' and

visua1 iconograpy are not a primary area of interest in this smdy, they present an

interesting line of inquiry. Since the interrelationship bas some bearing on the

the linguistic feminization of rhetori;; ï shall briefly investigate some of the

ramifications. Dominic A. Larusso notes a linkage between the feminine,

rhetorica1 language, and visoa1 design; he indicates the desirability of fnrther

research into the symbolism of the gendered representations of rhetoric:

In my collection of over twenty-five professional

photographs of sepulchres, campanili, pulpit supports,

and varions church facades designed, constrUCted, or

restored on the peninsula during the Renaissance, aU

but one show rhetoric as a lady. Apart from the

ancient tie to the varions muses, little thought appears

to have been given to determining the exte11t of any

conscions development of this feminine emphasis in

bath langnage (rhetorica) and visua1 design. 47

Larusso directs bis research to some of the broader implications of the classica1

rhetorica1 tradition for the Italian Renaissance. His observation is made in the

conteXt: of a brief discussion of Renaissance emblem books and of "possible ries

•
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among Ars PietllTl!. Ars Poesjs and Ars Rheroriça" (52-53). He does not however,

pursue this connection.

Heinrich F. Plett, Iike Larusso, aIlndes to poœntial links between the

reminine and rhetoricaI iconography in literature and the visnal ans. In bis essay

"The Place and Fonction of Style in Renaissance Poetics" he explores the

tr:Iditiona! personification of rhetoric as :1 female figure in iconography that he

tr:Ices back to CapeIla's De Nuptijs PbjlQgiae et Mercgrij. 48 Plett foenses on the

reviva! of rhetorica1 stylistics in the period, and he attribntes this renewed

inœrest tt' "Petr:lrch's rediscovery of Cicero" (357). Plett's remarks are of

inœrest to my own inquiry for the illUStr:ltion that they afford of the poœntial for

shifting connotations in lingnistic œrms, and for the insights that they contribnœ

to my hypothesis of a symbolic conjonction between the feminization of

rhetorica1 stylistics, female dress, and speech. 1 have already aIlnded to

Pnnenham's conflation of rhetoric, poetry, and e!oquence. In bis analysis of

Pnttenham's poetics as these are set forth in The Am Qf Engli:;b PQesie Plett

points to the dependence ofPnnenbam's aesthetic categOries on the lingaistic and

sociopolitica1 ideals of conrtly decornm (366). He defines Pnttenham's

theoretica1 mode! of rhetoricaI stylistics as a conrtly poetics (368). Plett attests

that Pnnenham "t2kes np the tr:Iditiona! personification of rhetoric as a female

figure" (367). He quotes the following passage as an epitome of Pnttenham's

conrtly aesthetics:

And as we see in these great Madames of hononr, he

they for personage or otherwïse never 50 comely and

bewtifull, yet if they want their conrtly habillements

or at leastwise snch other apparell as costome and

ciniliœ hane ordamed to coner their naked bodies,

wonld he half ashamed or greatly ont of connœnance
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to be seen in mat son, and perchance do think

themselues more :uniable in enry man's eye, when

they be in their richest attire, suppose of silkes or

tyssewes and costly embroideries, then when they go

in cloth or in any other plaine :nd simple appareIl.

Euen 50 cannot our vulgar Poesie shew it selfe • •• if

any lymme be left naked and bare and not clad in

other • . . kindly clothes and colours, such as may

conuey them 50mewhat out of sight, mat is from the

common course of ordinary speach and capacitie of

the vulgar judgement, and yet being artificial1y

handled must needes yield it much more bewtie and

commendation. (149-150) 49

In another work mat deals more explicitly with the symbolic feminization

of rhetoric, Plett uses the same passage to illustrate his argument mat the splendid

clothing of the ladies of the court represents "the aesthetical1y beautiful disguise

of an otherwise bare inventio." SO 1 would clarify Plett's point by obserring mat

in representing an analogy between female dress and the ornaments of speech,

Puttenbam's comparison reveals one of the techniques whereby male rhetorical

discourse defines the complementary and subsequent (or accessory) place of the

female in the order of language. The figures of rheroric are themselves figured in

the beautiful garments of courtly ladies, and both are praised for giving aesthetic

delight and for covering naked, unadomed language, trOped as the female body.

In Iinking ornaments or figures of speech to the dress of.~ly ladies and in

Iikening the pleasing effect of elegant rhetorical language to women's clothing,

designed to enhance the fema1e body 50 as to appeal to the eyes of men,

Puttenbam adheres to the conventional female personification of rhetoric. He
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also t:akes the figuration to one of its logicù implications: Punenbam's rhetoricù

mode! implies a union of the Feminine prosopopoeitz and stylistic decorum. Speech,

~ a proper courdy lady, is never mked or plain in Punenbam's conflated icon

of rhetoric, poetry, and e!oquence. In the conœxt of the traditional iconography

of "Rhetorica" it comes adomed in the "costly embroideries" and "kind1y ...

colours" of resplendent female attire. It is entire1y in accordance with the

rhetoricù n-ame in which this feminized icon of rhetoric is cont:üned mat the

aesthetic s=.dards are judged by the male gaze.

Puttenbam's mode! of rhetorical stylistics implies a union of the feminine,

stylistic decomm, and fema1e dress. In the quoted passage the diction ofPoesie is

covered and enhanced by the figures and omaments of rhetOric, which are troped

as the elegant guments of a courtly lady. This rhetoricù figuration reflects

Ciceronian stylistics, as we shal1 discuss shortly, specifically Cicero's metaphor

of speech costUmes. In the passage enmined, the rich Feminine attire mat

"co[v]ers" the "naked and hart" limbs of the language mat the author wculd have

poets use signifies rhetaricù decorum. The stylistic convention in this

illu.etration lauds the feminized icon. We must keep in mind, however, the

ReD3issam:e pench1ll1t ta argue ir. urTtnnIJ1# ptzrtem. From this perspective the

epideictic praise of the female exempla :nay he viewed as one side of a rhetOricù

disputation.

The positive :;ignification of richly omamented speech with its patent

appeal ta the senses and the laudatary connotations of the feminized rhetaricù

personification may quickly shift, however. Plett draws attention ta Sidney's

reversaI ofPunenlnm's counly lady, Rhetaric, inta a painted whore:

mat iioney-flowing matron Eloquence appare1ed, or

rather . disguised, in a courtesan-lïke painted

affectation: one rime with 50 many fàrfetched wcrds,
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they may seem monsteI'S, but must seem strangers tO

any poor E.ngIishman. • •• (93) 51

Although the linkage of the Feminine and the farfetehed is common to both

authors, as 1 have remarked earlier in the Puttenham examplc, the potential for

negative reversaI of the feminized term is particularly striking in the Sidney

quOtation. As it is in the formaI Renaissance debate over women the female

example may be used by the male writer as either a figure of1JÏt1lperatio or of /aus.

In Sidney's figuration the feminized icon praised by Puttenham has become the

other side of the argument as an object of vimperation. Correspondingly,

rhetorical figures and ornaments of speech have become monstrOus and alien in

their association with the furfetehed; in their aven analogies to courrly women

they have degenerated into counesans. They are now described as painted

whores and models of affectation. The lexical choice is appropriate to the

rhetorical framing context in which f.ùlen women are signified by a linguistic

term that has sh!fted from the positive designation of courdy lady to the negative

signification of prostimte. The term courtmm is derived from the valorized male

term ofCl1UTtÏer; both originate from the Latin cob",. and the Old French cort. The

negative connotations of this instance of the gender marking of an originally

masculine term with a feminine suffix illusttate the potential for a negative

semantic shift in the male symbolic constrUction of the fema1e.

The Sidney passage occurs in the context of a declamation on the laclt of

authenticity in poetic language. His allusions to the "affectation," "farfetched

words," and "mOusteIS" attributed to the feminized icon Eloquence, disguised as

a courtesan, are part of the rhetorical framing context that 1inks linguistic

degeneracy ta an association with the female-in this case, metaphorical

assignment of seL S2. ",Sidney's dec1antion that snch words "must seeI&1 S1nngers

ta an}' poor Englishman" imply that male EngIish poets shœld avoid decac!er.t

,
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and deceptive feminized language and strive for an authentic and valorized,

hence male, language. The inference is mat the negative cormpting influences

are simultaneously feminine and outside the aesthetic standards of the anglicized

patriarchal symbolic oroer. Male English poets are advised to use the authentic

and male-connored inside language of this order. Feminized affected poetic

language is on the fiinges where it is aIl toc easy for feminized teI'IIlS, like courtly

ladies, to fdll. tÏ1rough a semantic shift into disgrace.

The ease with which Sidney denonnces the feminized personification of

rhetoric in the quoted passage springs in part from the Renaissance penchant for

an in utriZ11tlJW J1'Z"te11t format as an organizing principle for almost any issue. As

shall he seen in the formaI controversy, this rhetorical mode! aIlows the female

topos at the center of the debare to he employed by the male originators of the

genre as a figure of epideictic praise or vituperation with equal facility. In

Sidney's defense of poetry the denunciation of the feminized icon is aIso

&cilitated by the Ciceronian stylistic notion of speech costumes. In 1&Onton:

Cicero refers to "the costume of a speech." 53 Cicero's figure occurs in the

context of a dialogue on style that focuses on the "power and jndgement" of the

orator"te clothe and deck his thoughts with language" (41). The ru1es regarding

the proper "costumes" for speech require the observance of the proper stylistic

decorum: language should be, among other aireria, "gracefu1, dignified and

becoming" (41). The decorum of speech here corresponds to the etiquette of

proper attire. Elsewhere Cicero expounds on the importance "of adoming

language" (218). While in the-cited excerpts Cicero does not overdy link

rhetorical stylistics with the decorum of female dress, Sidney, 1ike Puttenham,

makes this connection.

In Sidney's representation matron Eloquence's magnificent appare!

becomes a deceptive disguise; the lady whose speech is characterized as "honey-
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flowing" is =nsfOrmed by a few stI'okes of his pen into a painted counesan. As

the tranSformation continues, Sidney turnS the adornments of the courtly lady

into the fulse paintings and affectations of a formerly genteel, but now fal1en,

woman who embodies duplicitous eloquence. She stands in contraSt to the ideal

male poet who represents lingaistic integrity. Thus, whether rhetorical slcills in

ftshioning eloquent speech are admired, as they are by Putrenham or deplored, as

by Sidney, the notions of verbal duplicity, and misleading disguise are associated

with the remininized icon. In Sidney's case, snch artifice is represented as an

abuse of language, which the English male poet should avoid.

In his transpOsition of the female figure of eloquence from a positive to a

negative connotation, Sidney carnes the Ciceronian convention of speech

costUmes a step farther; in his comparison speech is not only clothed but also

painted. The explicit analogy is to women's cosmetics, and die implication is mat

the "paint" conceals the lady's interna! emotions and motives as well as any

external flaws in her appearance. Words, metaphorically clothed in rich

garments, are disguised by artificial figures of speech (the flo-rers and colours of

rhetoric), which the female personification of eloquence uses i'1 order to deceive.

The figure of deception is anthropomorphized by the paint on the figura!

counesan's face. In terms of rhetorical stylistics we have an allusion to delivery

as well as style. Style, compared to the rich raiment of beautiful language,

degenerates intO disguise, troped as the feigned affectations of expressive but

insincere delivery. As a symbol of rhetorical omament and artifice the femaie

figure is deployed Ï!1 this representation to insinuate connections between

rherori::, women's speech, and dissimulation.

The association of the female prosopopoeia with style and with the

omaments of speech here provides the potential for a negative shifi: in

connotation. In the Sidney passage that 1 have analyzed. the colours of rheroric
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are metaphorically depiaed as the cosmetics painted on a counesan's face to

create an illusion of natural beauty. Such "coloms" may create a pleasing

impression, but they are open ro att:lck as impostnres or trampes PoeiJ that fool the

eye and cheat the senses. Sidney, the male artist who applies the false colours ro

his feminized figure of eloquence, displays bis painted courtesan as an

illustration of excessive artifice: in effect, bad an. She is used as a passive

example to refleet the negative valuation of a feminized term and tO enhance the

positively valorized masculine discourse of the male poet. The implication is

that authentic English poetry, which refleets the linguistic standards of the male

poet, avoids the excesses of rherorical figures and colours, h'_-e troped as fema1e

cosmetics. S4

In The Am of Englisb Poesie Puttenbam, roo, maltes a connection

between rherorical coloms and women's cosmetics. He praises the bea~ties of

rherorical ornaments, but he cautions againn the excessive use of snch figures, as

they may disfigure and spoil the poet's language. Again, the poet is male, and the

ornamental figures of speech and the exeess that cau mar bis workmanship are

associated with a passive reminine example. Puttenham elaborates on the

enhancement of rherorical Style:

figures and figuratiue s[p]eaches, which be the

flowers as it were and coulours that a poet [s]etteth

upon bis language of arte, .•• as th' excellent painter

bestoweth the rich Orient coloms upon bis • • •

pourtraite: [s]o neverthe1e[ss] as the [s]ame coloms in

our arte of Poe[s]ie ••• he ••• u[s]ed in exce[ss]e, or

neuer 50 lime dï[s]ordered or mi[s]placed, they not

ouly giue it no manner of grace at al!, but rather do

disfigure ••• and [s]poil the whole workman[s]hip •••
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no le[ss]e then if the crim[s]on tainœ which should he

laid upon a Ladies lips, or right in the center of her

cheeks [s]hould by [s]ome ouer[s]ight or mï[s]hap he

applied to her forhead or chinne, it would make ••• a

very ridieulous bewtie. .•. (150)

Although in the passage just quoœd rhetoric is used, as it is e1sewhere, as

the instrument of male e!oquence, Puttenham'!'O personification of poetry

conflated with rhetorical e!oquence is fema1e and a passive recipient of the male

writer's stylistic devices. Further, in the figure within the figure, the painting

within Puttenham's description of the art of poetry, the artist's excess is locaœd

in the fema1e subject of his worlcmansbip. It is the feminized personification of

poetry who is degraded and undergoes min or disfigurement if the male artist

betrays any excess or impropriety in his application of colours. The "crim[s]on

tainte," which, misplaced, cm mar the portrait, leaving it "no manner of grace at

aIl," is sitnated in the visage of the fema1e example. Excessive and "disordered"

or "misplaced" figurative ornamentation in poetic language is thus figured as

improperly applied women's cosmetics. The colours of rhetoric are troped as a

lady's crimson rouge, and the negative valuation of their excessive or improper

usage is assigned to the fema1e subjea. In the binaty mode! of rhetoric.J style

that emerges from this analysis, masculine restraint is opposed to feminine

prodigality requiring patriarchal control In this rhetorical framing context the

lingnistic vices and exœsses caused by unrestrained figurative emhellisbment

are subtly gendered as feminine.

,
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IV

In the preceding discussion the abuses and fauIts of eloquence have been

associated with the fernjnjzation of rhetoric, fust as a term, men as a discipline.

Rhetorical affectation, duplicity, and excess have, in varions contexts, been

attributed to the male-defined feminine construet. In aU of these instances

fema1e speech is in a defensive position, open to attack, and potentially suspect.

It is as if the &rniliar Platonic mistrust of poets has been tranSferred, during the

course of centuries, to a suspicion of women's speech, particu1arly in conjunction

with figurative language. One effect of this distrust: is a heightened affirmation of

patriarchal lingnistic supremacy and inregrity. In her introduction to

ShaG5Pcare and the Onestion of Theo[f Patricia Parker draws a sirnjJar

conclusion. Parker contends mat there is a propensity for the association of "the

slippery and suspect deviance of figurative language itself" with the fernjnine.

To illustrate her argument she invokes Johnson's figure ofa Shakespearean figure,

the pun, as a "fatal Cleopatra" (viiI").

The pun, of course, is a common Renaissance figure of ambiguity, one mat

achieves its rhetorical effect through the slipperiness and dmance of language in

general. Although figurallingnistic indeterminacy does not have a speciiical1y

fernjnjne connotation, Thomas Wùson is one rhetorician who, like Johnson, links

it to a fema1e example. Wùson, however, takes the figuration a step further and

tumS it into a curious attack on women. We find Wùson's amck in the prei2ce of

his treatise on logic, The Rule of Rcason. 55 M. J. Doherty remaries mat in this

tex!, a complement to the Arre of Rhem[fG. Wùson privileges logic, fernjnizes

rhetoric, and limits it (rhetoric) to style. 56 Citing Wl1son's claim that

"Rethorique useth gay paineted Sentences," 57 Doherty contends mat Wùson's
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feminized rhetoric is "debased in its identification with verbal cosmetics.,,58 1

would argue mat Wùson aIso ge:lders logical discourse as male and debases the

fema1e example mat he deploys to represent the negative aspects of linguistic

indeterminacy.

The passage mat we sha1l examine in the \Vùson preface centers on a pun

direcœd at a woman who neither speaks nor is present, but is merely the passive

topic of male conversation. In using the silent woman in this thinly veiled attack

as a negative criterion of semantic ambiguity, Wùson's rhetorical strategy

perfeetly illustrates Peacham's thesis mat the figures of rhetoric may be used as

"martial instruments of ••• invasion.,,59 Wùson figures doubtfulness in meaning

as female and proprietorship of meaning as male. He illustrates bis premise with

an example mat purports to explain the derivation of the Euglish term "reason"

from the Greek word "Logique":

And therefore, he that speaketh Logique speaketh

nothing els but reason, yea, there by many Greke

woordes made Englishe, whereof aIl men have not the

meanyng. As for example, a young man of Cambridge,

sittyng in bis chaumbre, with 11 or three of bis

felowes, and happenyng to fall in talke of a woman,

then lateiy maried to a scholer, when every one had

saied bis phantasie as weil of the man, as of the

woman, comparying the qualities of the one with the

propreties of the other, saiying their pleasure every

one of them, ofher beautie and her bodie, pro et amtrllj

this young man chopping in with bis reason, saied: 1

cannot tell my maisters but surely 1 for my part, take

her for a catholli woman, let other men thinke what

'\
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thei list. When his felowes heard this drie report,

they laughed apace, as knowyng by their learnyng,

what this woorde ment. For [Catholike) being a

Greek woorde, signifieth nothmg in Englishe, but

universa1 or co=une. And we cal in Englishe a

co=on woman, an evil woman of her bodie.

Therefore, though termes be darlœ, and the meanyng

unknowen to many, yet the trueth enclosed, is alWllÏes

one, and geven us of Gad, use what termes we 1ist:

This then perceived, that Logique is the rule of

reason, l tbjnke it as needlesse, to ask whether it he, or

no, as to aslœ, whether any man can speake, or no. 60

In her analysis of the Wùson excerpt jnst quoted, Parker speculates on the

doubtfulness of Wùson's own logic. The passage "raises from the outset a ••.

question about the nature and motivation of [the author's] control. •• [of the

discipline of logic)." 61 l would like to pursue this question in relation to my

own inquiry. My reading of the passage sugge,ltS that Wùson's auious descent

inta illogical discourse coincides with the phrase "ta f.ill in talke of a woman."

Whether his lexical choice is intentional or not, the term "&11" begins the

implication that Il fll1J into tkubtfid ilmgzuzge Ù sumeh(111) comzecteà 'I1Jitb 7IIIZ1e tIIIk ofIl

'ZDomtm. The extension of the already shalcy logic becomes even more dubious as

Wùson moves into a discossion of the nameless woman, describing male fmtasies

that cn1mjnaœ in the men's debaœ over the woman's beauty and body. The

logical leap to the catholicity of the woman in question, with the dubious

implications about her c:bastity, is based on no more than paronomastic wordplay:

the Greek signification of "Catholike" as universal or common. WJ1son

reinforces his already spurious pun with a rhetorical figure that is acmally one of
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• the vices of language: cacempbatrm, the figure of foui speech, allowing for the

interpretation of a lewd sense. The figure is amplified in the suggestive clause

"saïying their pleasure every one of them of her beautie and her hodie, pro et

contra." In this passage the lascivious quility of the male gaze is tranSferred to

the suddenly disreputable woman. As Wùson hasœus to elaborate, in the

Eng1ish language a co=on woman is called "an evil woman of her bodie." Only

the leamed men of the anecdote wonld have access to the meaning of the term, 50

àamnjng to the remjnjne subject of the jest. In a flash of non sequitnr Wùson

then concludes mat although words are ambiguous and meaning available to only

a few, the truth enclosed within the temIS is always one and God-given. He adds

mat logie, as he bas disclosed i~ is the rule of reason.

Wùson's conclusion regarding the one and God-given truth is, like the

notoriously equivocal truth of Greek oracles, e1usive. One might conclude mat

• any ambiguous meaning'> in language have, by way of circuitous reasoning, been

tranSposed into mascnline doubtfulness regarding the chastity, and indeed the

general chara.aer, of women. Wùson does not, however, direetly State or

rationally suppon this daim. Yet, bis logic is less puzling if we recall twO

factors discussed earlier. Puttenham's guide1ines for the decorum of place in bis

rhetorical treatÏ5e prohibit any public praise of a woman and imply mat sucb a

breacb of decorum would raise questions about her chastity: "the chiefe

co=endation of a chast matrone, was to he knowen onlely to her husband, and

not to he obseured by straungers and guestes." 62 Thus, as 1 shall discuss at

length in my analysis of Otbe!lo, without opening her mouth a woman who is an

innocent subject of male conversation may become a potentia1 object of male

criticism. The example whicb Pummham provides in the passage just clted is the

unseemly and "indecent" praise of wives and women in the presence of ~eir

husbands at a banquet by a foreign ambassador (299). Here toO the negi:ïve

::::.:.-----.::.=
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implications of male colloquy affect women who do not speak. Although it is

difficult to assign Wtlson's crude jest to any code of decorum, it illustrates

Puuenbam's rule: in forbidding public discussion ofa woman even to praise her,

rhetorical etiqueue makes her vulnerable to bis (W'tlson's) sIur on her chastity.

The WIlson passage direetly alludes to one familiar Renaissance

convention, the ubiquirous in 1ltr~ parum debaœ platfonn. The reference to

the male gossips discussing the man and the woman (m the proper syntactic

sequence of male first), "comparing the qua1ities of the one with the properties of

the other," coincides with this format. Wtlson a1so evokes the spirit of the pro

and contra argnments of the formai debate over women in bis description of the

men's "pro et contra" deliberation of the woman's "beautie and •.. bodie,"

although the public talle of the fema1e body is a violation of the controversy

conventions. Yet, the latter is appropriaœ to the rhetorical conteXt in which this

male author ofan authoritative guide to speech and style fignres and displaces the

slipperiness and deviance of the fignrative langnage mat he himse!f uses onto a

fema1e example.

Bakhtin's thesis mat the spealcer mediates between langnage and meaning,

determining the use to which meaning is put is perfectly illustrated by WIlson's

argnment. WIlson sanctions bis unspoken postulaœ and gives a sense of closure

to bis own circular reasoning by an invocation to divine authority. Bakhtin's

proposition is pertinent as weil to Parker's earlier query regarding WIlson's

motives. If the speaker, in this case WIlson, deœrmines bath meaning and

langnage in logical discourse, he controIs logic. The woman in Wtlson's ell3IIlple

is merely a property to he constimted by the male-dominated discourse of logic,

and patriarchally controlled language in general As in the formai controversy,

she cau he attacked or defended according to the motivations of any male

proprietor of language. In this extension of bis previous call for fema1e silence,
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WIlson stages an an:ack on bis feminine subject mat simultaneously allows him to

assign her meaning and to determine her mute place in the order of logical

discourse.

WIlson's disposition of woman as a property category reinforces the

Renaissance motif of female surveillance by patriarchal guardians. In bis essay

"Patriarcha1 Territories: The Body Enelosed," Peter Stallybrass contends that

the guardianship of woman as male property exrends to female discourse. 63

Stallybrass draws attention, as l did earlier, in the discussion of VIVes and bis

bnmanist conremporaries, to the equation of female silence with chastity. He

describes "[t)he [Renaissance) surveillance of women [as a) concentrat[ion) upon

three specifie areas: the mouth, chastity, the threshold of the house" (126). It is

probably not necessary to elaborate on the frequentiy analyzed semal resonances

of the first two areas of surveillance. l wouid like, though, to discuss another

allusion by Stallyôra5S; that is, the topOS of woman as "that treasUre, which,

however locked up, always escapes" (128). The latter analogy illuminates

Wùson's rhetorical strategy. In the passage that l have quoted, WIlson, the

author/proprietot' of the discourse of logic, has inttUded on the figurative

enclosure in which the nameless woman is inscribed as her husband's private

property; he has talten her into the forbidden public area. The rhetorical effeet

is to transfer the wantonness generally ascribed to talk:ative women who pass

beyond the thresholds of their houses to the woman who has been captlll'ed as the

subjeet of male conversation and is now game for male linguistic sport.

If WIlson has a purpose in shifting from what promises to begin as an

encomium of a specific woman to a dispraise or an:ack on women in general, it is

to demonstrate male control of female place and mè:lDing in the order of language.

Furthermore, the playon the negative semantic implications and the fema1e

connotations of the word "Catholique" by an Anglican who was exiled from

,
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England during the reign of Mary, Queen of Scots, might well figure as an

innuendo of Protestant anti-Catholic prejudice. 64 In this connection we have

numerous instances of English writers, not:lbly Spenser in The Faerie Oneene.

representing the Catholic church as a whore. It was a1so co=on lirerary

praetice to personify the "true" Protestant church as female, as, for example, in

the same poem. Patricia Parker draws attention to the figuration of the church as

female and to the associations of the {eminired church with harlotry. 65 Like the

{emjnjzed term rbaarïc, this figuration cou1d work bath ways for women, either

positively or negatively, depending on the purposes of the male writer. Wùson's

intentions, however obscure, c1early entai! some discredit to wvmen.

The rhetorical term for Wùson's verbal straregy in this conteXt is meiosis or

"the disabler." Puttenham explains one of the severa1 purposes of this device as

showing contempt for one's adversary by disabling him scornfully. He uses the

folIowing example to clarify his explanation ofparakpsis or "the passager" 66 as the

policy unùerlying snch a technique:

!t is ••• many cimes used for a good pollicie in •••

persuasion to make wise as if we set but light of the

matter, and ••• passe over jt lighdy when indeede we

de intend most effeetually and despightfully if it he

not inueetiue to remember it: it is also when we will

not seeme to know a thing, and yet we know it well

inough, and may be likened to the mant:r of women,

who as the co=on saying is, 'Q,ill say nay and talce it.

l hold lTij' ps:aœ and mU nar say fur Marne

The much untrnth of thar unciyjJ dame:

For if! sbouJd ber co1onrs kjnd~hJare.

Ir WQDld sn ma" the cham cars amam & Co (239-40)
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• In the Wùson prence the woman who is passed over lightly in the

paronomastic jest is acmally the subject of an anack, a curious introduction te a

text in which most of the content is a f.lirly dry discussion of logic and reason as

the foundation of government. If, however, we regard it, like the Punenham

example, as a means of representing normative woman as a passive illustration of

one of the vices of language-in Wùson's case, ambiguity of meaning, in

Puttenham's example, deceit and dissimulation-it is less puzzling. In both

instances the female subject is constiroted by the rhetorica! discourse of, and

used as 2 mode! of contempt by, the male authors of the teXtS on logic and

rheteric. In the discursive practices of these authoritative goides to speech,

Style, and reasoning, normative woman bas no legitimate place from which tO

speak. She may be rhetoricaIly constituted in her "colours" by Puttenham or

represented as a negative example of paronomastic word play by Wùson. As

• Stallybrass proposes, within the discursive practices of the patriarchal guardians

of language normative woman is represented as a commodity or "property

category; • • • her signs are the enc10sed body, the c10sed mouth, the locked

house" (127). If silence is a sign of female chastity the implication is mat for a

woman te speak at an is te risk a verbal anack by the male proprietoIS of language.

The Wùson and Puttenham quotations examined in the preceding discussion

might weil he vei1ed warnings against female speech. Whaœver the purpose of

~ch examples, however, the authoIS present themselves not only as proprietoIS

of language, or the common symbolic code, but aIso as creators of symbolic

construets of remininity. Within this code and within these construets the

exemp1ary woman is represented as silent, or at least reluetant te speak, and as a

passive property te he disposed by the goiding male author.

•
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• In the rhetorical treatises examjned in this scrotiny women and women's

speech :are figured as male propeny categOries. The represent:ltion of femal­

speakers as snbject and complement:Uy to male speakers and to male precedence

in the order of language dr:unatizes the limits of fèmale empowerment in speech

and writing. In the dr:una mat is so mnch involved with dialogue this rhetorical

gendering bas particnl:ar consequences. The oppression of women by male

rhetoricians who control the symbolic order also resonates in the conven.tions of

the formaI att:lcks and defenses of women mat 1 investigate in the nen chapter.

Lilce the women dr:unatic ch:ara= speaking in defense of women, the fotmai

controversy writers defending women must negotiate the constraints of a

prewrinen script mat allows the female no legitimate place in the order of

rhetorical decornm.

•

•
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Notes

1 For an illnm;nating discussion of the rhcrorica1 techniques and strategies

underlying the poetic mode cf the blazon used by male poets (most notably

Pettarch) and rhetericians te pubii.h or blaze female beaury as a catalogue or

inventery of various anatemica1 pans, see Nancy Vickers' essay, "The blazon of

sweet beauty's best; Shakespeare's Lucrece," Shakespeare and the Onestjon of

Theory. ed. Patricia Parker and Geoffrey Hartman (New York::\iethuer., 1985)

95-115. Vickers explains that "the term derives from the French bJasoner and

from the English "to blaze, te proclaim as with a trumpet, te publish, and, by

extension to defame or celebrate." She defines the poetic blazon as "a

conventional poetic description of an object praised or blamed by a rheterician­

poet." The poet frequently operates as an active merclw1t displaying and

merchandizing the blazed bodily pans of the woman as a "passive object for sale"

(97).

2 In a collection of essays entitled RenajsSjmce EloQpence, editor James J.

Murphy comments that in addition te an accepted canon or core of Renaissance

rhetoricians dominating the footnotes of essays on literatnre and rheteric, there

are hundreds. possibly thousands, of neglecœd authors (32). He lists the names

that recur most frequently in these publications :

Rudolph Agricola Marius NlZolius

Francis Bacon HeMy Peacham

•
Leonard Cox

Desiderius Erasmus

George Punenbam

Richard Rainolde
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•
Pierre Fabri

Thomas Faranby

Abraham Fraunce

Pererlùmus

Johann Sturm

Johannes SusenbrotuS

•

Luis de Granada George Trapezuntius

Justus Lipsius Juan Luis VIVes

Philip Melancbton ThomasWù~n (23)

It is evident in this list of names that, for Murphy, aIl of Europe rather than

Eng1and alone is the "ground for collecting ideas about rhetoric" (28). While in

this essay the discussion of rhetoric focuses on Eng1ish Renaissance publications,

the same problem prevails on a smaller scale.

3 Henry Peacbam, 'file Garden ofEloqyence ed. William C. Crane (1593;

Gainesrille. Fl.:Scholars' Facsimi1~ and Reprints, 1954) sig. ABjvI', cit. VIViana

C:>men.~oli, "Gender and Eloquence in Dekker's The Hones Whore. Pan II"

249.

4 Thomas WIlson, The Rule ofReason Comeinin~the Aue ofLo~qye, ed.

Richard Sprague (Northridge. Ca., San Fernando Valley Staœ College.1972).

5 George Puttenbam, The Aue ofEnglish Pqesje, (1589; Yorkshire: Scolar

P,1968).

6 Djcrionary of the Middle Ates. 13 vols. (New York: Scribner & Socs;

1982-89) voL 8. See also Manianus CapeJla and the Seven Liberal Ans, tranS,

William H:uris Stahl, Richard Johnson, and E. L. Burge, ed. James Willis, 2

vols. (New York: Columbia 'OP, 1971-77) voL 2,155-57.

Manianus Minneus Felix Capella, author of De NuPtiis was a North

African, possibly a I>roconsul of Africa. He wroœ this nine volume work

• between 410 and the 4705. In the work, which was a nmiliar Renaissance source
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for the pictOrial representation of the seven liberal artS, Capella presents a

lengthy allegorical narrative on the II12ITÏ2ge of Mercury and Philology. The

seven liberal ans, among which "Rhetoric" is included, are represented as

serving maids of the bride.

7 Walter Ong, Rhetoric. Romance. and Techno!ou (Iwo: Comell !>,

1971) 2.

8 Aristotle, The Rhetoric and the Poetiçs of Aristotle. Rhetoric. trans.

Rhys Roberts, Poetics, trans. Ingram Bywater, 2nd 00. (New York: The Modern

Library, 1984) 3.

9 In bis essay "Rhetoric in the ltalian Renaissanœ," Dominic A. Larusso

refers to Bernard Weinberg's system2tic division of rhetoric intO four main

classifiotions: rhetoric as ; system of figures and tropes, as a theory of style, as a

theory of liœrary composition, and as persuasion. (Renaissance Eloquence, 41)

The Weinberg analysis is usefulas a concise yet comprehensive approach to the

discipline. As. varions points in this inquiry we shall explore each of these four

classifications. See Bernard Weinberg, Tranati di poetiça dei cinquecento, vol.

1.546fL

la Amenean Heritaee Dietiona!$ 19i3 ed. 424.

Il See Murphy, Renaissance Eloqyence 61.

12 Ruth Ke1so, Docqjne fur the Lady of the Renaissance (1956; Urb.ana: U

of DIinois P, 1978) 66, 74. Richard MulC2Ster, the first head of the Merchant

Taylors School in London, W2S one of the exceptions among Renaissance'

eduotors. In bis Posjtions of 1581 Muleaster would :illo.: female smdents "some

Rhetoricke to brave." Neverthdess, he chàraeterizes female smdies as aceessory

and allows only one chapter out of forty-five- t-il the edueation of young women.
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Mulcaster explicitly gives male education precedence. According tO bis

standards, males necessarily come first as naturally more worthy and more

employed in public aff.ürs. Women would thus he accordOO onlya smanering of

rhetoric, not a comprehensive tr.üning in the discipline. See aIso Ong, Rhetoric.

Romance 65-66.

13 Rhemrje. !>omance 120.

14 See Anthony Grafton & Lisa Jardine, From Humanism te the

Humanities: Education and the Libera! Arts in Fifteenth- and Sixreenth-

Cennl!:Y Euro.pe (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1986) 56. Here is an exœrpt from a

lener WIÏtten by More te Margaret after her marriage. The lener was of course

written in Latin; 1 quOte from the English tranSlation: "But, my sweetest

Margaret, you are aIl the more deserving of praise on this account. ••• Content

with the profit and pleasure ofyour conscience, in your modesty you do not seek

for the praise of the public, .•• but hecause of the great love you bear us, you

regard us - your husband and myself - as a sufficiently large circle of readers

for aIl that you write." Rogers, Corre:;pondence, lener 128 (302), tIanS. Rogers,

St, Thomas More; 155. This is the Latin text of the exœrpt without ellipses:

"'SOO tu Margareta dulcissima. longe longe nomis eo nomine laudanda es, quod

quum silidam laboris mi laudem sperare non potes, nihilo tamen minus pergis

cum egregia ista vinute tua cultiores literas et bonarum artium stodia coniungere;

et conscienta tua frucm et voluptate contenta, a populo &mam pro tua modestia

n.::c-aucuperis nec oblatam libenter velis amplecti, sed pro eximia pietate qua nos

prosequeris satîs amplum frequensque legenti tibi theatrum simus, maritns tous

.. et ego."
15 Ong, Rherorie. Romance 121.
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•
16 Ong, Rherorjc, Romance 66, 121.

17 Juan Luis VlVes, De institutione Chri:;tianae femjnae [1523] tranS.

Richard Hyrd as A veO" frntefnll and p1easant boke called the jnstrnction of a

Chrisxen woman [1531] qtd. in Dennis Baron, GrammaT and Gender (New

Haven: Yale UP, 1986) 57.

18 Vwes, Institutione 03 verso-04 rectO, qtd. in Baron 57.

19 See Baron 57. Baron paraphrases VlVes.

20 The instryction of a Chrisxen woman, Sig. E2, E2v, qtd. in Ferguson,

,

•
Quilligan, Vickers 253.

21 Ruth Kelso, Doctrine for the Lady of the RenajsSj!Dce, (1956; Urbana:

U ofDlinois P, 1978) 72. Kelso does not cite the reference for her quOCltiOn.

22 Kelso points out that in another treatise entided Office of a Hysband,

VlVes contends that these same classical fema1e orators who received such praise

for their eloquence had not mastered the art at aIl, but were "able to say a kw

things purely, without [the] pain and labor, [of formallearningl from listening to

their fathers" (Doctrine 72-73). He adds that "Nowadays. women are called

eloquent if they cau entertain with a vayne confabulation," thus undermining

even the idea of fema1e eloquence by linlcing it to dissimulation.

23 Lionardo Bruni, De Srndjes et Ijœris, trans. William Harrison

Woodward, VittQrino da Fe1m and other bymanjSI edycators (Cambridge:

Cambridge UP, 1987) 124-26, qtd. in Ferguson, Quilligan. and Vickers 253.

24 Francesco Barbara, On 'Wjfely Dpties. qtd. in Ferguson, Quilligan and

Vickers 127.

25 Francesco Barbaro, De Te yxoria, The Eanhly RepYblje; !taUan

• Hymanjsts on Government and SocieJ;y. ttans. and cd. Benjamin Kohl, et al.
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(philadelphia: U ofPenn.eylv:mi2 P, 1978) 203. qtd. in Ferguson, Quillig:m, and

Vickers 299-300.

26 See. for =ple, 1 Tunothy 2: 11-12.

27 The Instruction of a Christian WOID;m, sig. U2v. qtd. in Ferguson,

Quillig:m, and Vickers 253.

28 We might question the sincerity of Puttenbam's praises to Elizabeth

when we come across bis icon of her represented as "an Angel's face" on a

"Serpent head" (250). Furthermore, Elizabeth's frequent allusions to herself as

"your prince" mggest mat she negotiated her power relations both with àer

subjeas and her male ministers and aàvisers by simultaneously playing on the

notions of her own =eptional position and of the masculine aspect of the power

=ociated with her role as reigning monarch. In designating herself as "your

prince" EU-abeth could discreetly imply male sequential and discursive

p:ecedence. One measure of her success in this strategy is revealed in a passage

cited by Michael Bristol in Carnival and TheateC Plebjan Cplture and the

StD1etpre of Au;horiQ' jn RenaiSsance En:land (Lonè,on: Methuen, 1985).

Bristol quotes John Nichols from The Pro~esses and Public Processions of

Oucen Elizabeth, 3 vols (London: John Nichols & Son, 1823) 111,220:

So that ifa man should say well, he could not bener term the city of London at

that rime, than a Stage wherein was shewed the wonderfu1 spectacle of a noble

hearted Princess towards her most loving people; and the people's exceeding

. comfort in be:holdmg sc worthy a Sovereign, and hearing 10 prina-lü:e Il vrJÙe (60;

emphasis added).

29 For more on this point see Parker, LiteT3[J7 Fat Ladies; Rhetoriç,

Gendtr.17oJlew (London: Methuen, 1987) 115-19, 150,213.
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30 See Sir Philip Sidney, Miscel!aneous Prose of Sir Phjljp Sidney. ed.

Katherine Duncan-Jones and Jan Van Dorsœn (O~orci: Clarendon, 1973) 78.

31 Duncan-Jones and Van DorsteIl, Mjsce!laneons 78.

32 See M. J. Doherty, The Mistress-Knowled~; Sir Phjlip Sidney's

Defense of Poesie and Literaor Architectonies in the En/:!ish Renaissance.

(Nashville: Vanderbilt UP, 1991) xv. Doherty aIso remarks on Sidney's

feminine anthropomorphism of nature in the context of the nmiliar (for the

Renaissance) terminology of 1lIlt7Jra 1lIlt7Jratll and 1lIlt7Jra 1lIlt7JrtmS. The poet­

maker who likens bis an ta the work of the divine maker works upon and

improves the feminized 1lIlt7Jra 1lIlt7Jratll. In the process he becomes "the divine

Maker's 'maker' or 7lIltUTa 7lIltUTans" (9). See a1so Doherty, 78, 90, 154-56.

33 See Richard Sherry, A Treatise of ScheIDes and TTOJles (London, 1550)

qtd. in Parker, Literary Fat Ladies112.

34 Cit. Baron 3.

35 Such a disorde-,ing of proper speech fills under the general categcry of

byperbattm or "unusual word order." According to the particular rhetorician it

might aIso fill under the classification of bysterrm proteTtm, or the "preposterous."

Puttenbam refers ta bysterrm prourrm as "setting the cart before the horse." In bis

discussion of auricular fignres he makes it "a shift in cime order" (180). He a1so

inc1udes it in bis chapter on ornaments of speech as a "pardonable nult" (262).

In this passage the shift oœurs only in the ordering of words or clauses.

Peacham, on the other hand, defines "a prepo5terOus order of words" as

tmIlStTopbe, and "a disordering of cime" as bysurrm prourrm. Whether the fignre

represents a pardonable vice in word order or a disruption of rime order,

however, it always connotes a aansgression of the "namra1" (patriarchal) order in

,
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rhetorical =gement. See Sïster Marian Joseph, Shakespeare'.; Use of the Arts

of Lan1OM'~ (New York: Hafner, 1966) 54. Sïster Marian Joseph, citing Angel

Day, The Enldish Secrerorie; wjth a Declaration of Impes. Fj~' t Schemes

(1592; London, 1635) classifies hymrun pruterrm as a disorder of t:.ae. She noteS

Punenham's diverging definitions of the term. however (295).

36 Marcus Tullius Cicero, Cicero on ÛTâtory and Orators, ed. and trans.J.

S. Watson (CarbondaIe; Southem Dlinois UP, 1986) 172.

37 See note 6: Manianus Capella and the Seven Libegl Am. edJames

Willis.

38 As Willis notes, "Pericles W2S nielmamed 'the Olympian' and had a

reput3tion for oratory 'll.ith the force of a thuuderbolt" 156, n.14. Capella's

allusion thus links bis icon to Greek, as weil as Roman, "r.ttory.

39 WIlbur Samuel Howell, Lo:ic and Rberoric in Enldand. 1500-1700

(1956; New York: Rnssell 1961).

40 See Stephen Hawes, The Pistime of ~leasure, ed. William Edward

Mead, Early English Text Society Original Series 173 (London, 1928) 56, text

1357; also Whimey Wells, "Stephen Hawes and the Conn of Sapience," Revjew

ofEne'ljsb Smdjes 6 (1930): 284-94 (qtd. in Howell, 46-47).

41 The well-known formulation of the currirolum into the seven liberal

:ms in medieval and Renaissance schools W2S a division into the trivium of

grammar, rhetoric, and dialectic, and the quadrivium of arithmetic, geomeay,

music, and astionomy. The first represent the three Latin arts, the se(:ond, the

four Greek ans.

42 As Howell points out in l.Q:ie and Rbetorie in Ene-lami, Hawes's poem

is an important document both as an "early vemacu1ar history of Englïsh logie
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and an anempt .. lo write poetical theory in termS of Ciceronian rhetoric" (81).

The anempt lo conven Ciceronian rhetoric lo poetical theory had been initiated

earlier, by, among others, Geoffrey ofV=uf in the thirteenth century (119-20),

bnt teXtS on rhetoric and logic were written in Latin until the sixteenth century.

It is difficult lo overestimate the influence of Cicero. Howell places him as the

authority behind all English rhetoric in the period preceding 1573 (64). He

holds that Cicero formulated from Aristotle "and other sources a rhetorical

system lo which all rhetorica1 instruction in western Europe during the period

under discussion must be referred" (65). The fùndamental Ciceronian thesis

established in his first work on rhetoric, De Invi:ntione, is the five-pan

rhetorica1 division into invention, disposition or arrangement, elocution or style,

delivery, and memory (12-73). Quintilian adheres lo the Ciceronian division in

the Insrimtion Qratoria as does the anonymous writer of the Rbetorica ad

berennjum, a tex!: previously ascribed lo Cicero. l am using the term Cicerrmùm

rbetoric ~ Howell uses it, to designate Cicero's five-pan conception with its

primary stress on the imPOrtance of invention and secondary emphasis on Style

(12-73).

The doctrine of Stylistic rbetoric as it developed in England as a

"recognizable and distinctive pattern of rhetorical theory" was heavily

influenced by Cicero's Qrator and De Oratoria, both works with a principal

emphasis on Style (118). Other sources were the Rhetorica Ad berennjum and

Quintilian's Instimtio oratoria. The theory, as it developed over the years 700­

1573, is based on the premise that good Style is achieved through Stylistic

devices: schemes and tropes. or "ward orders that stand opposed lo the patternS

of common speech" (116-17). An elegant speech Style is "speech ••. dressed up

,
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•
and adomed" (Venerable Bede, Liber in HaIms Rhetores Latini minores 607,

qtd.in Howell, 117).

43 The Court of Sapience S,pat-Mine!en~!jsches Al!e~risch-Didaktjsches

Yisjon~edjcht, ed. Dr. Robert SpindIer, Beitt2ge %Ur Englischem Philogie 6

(Leipzig, 1927) 198-200, qtd. in Howe1l47, 120-21. In his analysis of the quoted

sections of the poem Howell maintains mat the first stanz2, in its emphasis on

e10quence and musical sound, "represents a main tenet of the program of a

rhetoric limired predorninandy tO style" (121). The second Stanz2 stresses

disposition or arrangement, including the observance of proper distinctions

between the various parts of speech. As Howell notes, it begins with a

discassion of how best to avoid Stylistic vices, then moves to a consideration of

• figuraI schemes and tropes (the colours of rhetoric), and ward picmres (ekpbrases)

or vivid description (enargia). The last points to be considered, use of the

comma, colon, and period, could be construed, as Howell acknowledges, to refer

to the issue of rhythm in Style as well as to punetuation (121). In effect, Howell's

distinction between arrangement and Style notwithstanding, the second stanz2 as

well as the first could be said to emphasize rhetorical Stylistics. The problem is

due, at least in part. to the difficu1ty ofseparating disposition or arrangement from

style.

This latter difficu1ty is compounded in Ramist rhetoric with its historical

attempt to attenuare rhetoric from the five-parr c1assical division and to limit it to

e1ocution and deiivery. Renaissance scholars are fami!iar with Ramist rhetoric

first published in the Talon Rbetoric of 1548 by Peter Ramus's close collaborator,

Omer Talon. The main thrust of the teXt was an endeavour to separare rhetorice. and logic in order to reassign invention and arrangement exc1nsively to logic and



•

•

Slowe 73

dialectic. Although an in-depth examiDation of Ramist rhetoric is not possible in

the cnrrent inquiry, the tendency to focus on style as the essence of rhetoric is

pertinent to the issues that l sha1l explore. Funher, it seems to me that at least

passing mention must be made of this important development in Renaissance

rhetoric. For an extensive coverage of the topic of Ramist rhetoric see Ong,

Rheroric. Romance 142-90.

44 Qtd. in Howell 49.

45 Mead, Pastime 33.701,37.821,40.904, 50.1189, 52.1240, qtd. in Howell

82.

46 In Rhetorik der Affekte; En~Ijsçbe WjrkuD~thetik jm ZeitaJer der

Renaissance, Smdien zur Englischen Philogie n.s. 18 (Tubingen, 1975) Heinrich

Plett also notes the iconographie portrayal of Rhetorica (145), which l have

discovered elsewhere in my own research. See George Plimpton,~

Education of Shakespeare (London; Oxford m, 1833) 6.

47 Murphy 53. G. G. Ladner, "Medieval and Modern Understanding of

Symoolism: A Comp3rison," SpecnJum 54 (1979); 223-56, serves as a good source

for basic ideas in this direction (53).

48 Murphy, 368.

49 Murphy 367-68.

50 Plett, Rhewrik der Affeicte, 144.

51 Duncan-Jones md Van Dorsten, Mjscellaneous 93. l have added to the

Plett excerpt of the Sidney quOtation, which ends at the word "affectation."

52 For an illuminating and exhaustive analysis of Sidney's deployment of :

another gendered trope see Doherty, Mjstress-Knowled~e. Doherty

meticulously develops and argues her thesis that Sidney appropriated and

'.
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allegori7.ed the metaphorica1 figure of the mistress-knowledge, which derives

from the Greek Sophia (the Feminine trope for the mistress-knowledge), and

reeonstrUeted it through the myth of Platonie i!lSpiration inoo a Renaissance

Protestant doctrine of gnosis (xiiî-iv). She contends that Sidney's invention of a

feminized allegoric:ù figure unifies varions mands of architectonie philosophica1

tr.ldition (xv). Sidney's rheooriCl!1 Str.ltegy of converting the gender of this figure

tO androg}'"1lY "eonstitutes in Renaissance poetics the appropriation of a power

gendered as feminine, and Sidney's Pefense of PO§Ïe is, among other th:ngs, an

imaginative defi:nse of male power in an historica1ly specifie form" (xv).

Doherty's exœllent work succeeds in restoring the gendered trope of the

mistress-knowledge as "the organizing principle par exœllence of the Defence"

(xv). While l cannot possibly duplicate Doherty's extensive research on

Sidney's poetics in relation 00 bis appropriation and deployment of a fèminized

trope for bis own purposes, l find her ideas pertinent 00 my brief analysis of

Sidney's gender play with the metaphor of feminized rheooric. In the latter

instance 000, he suppresses feminized linguistic power in order 00 glorify and

ceIebrate the linguistie power of the male poet.

53 Cicero 41.

54 Whether or not the trope is accidentaI the effeet is the same:

duplicioons language is identified with a feminized anthromorphization.

55 WIlson, Reason.

56 Doherty, Mistress-Knowled=, 196.

57 WIlson, Reason. (London,1551) sig. B3r, qtd. in Doherty 196. While

WIlson does not elaborate here on the ciubious connotations for female chastity in
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bis asssociation of cosmetic 'painctings' with the fem;n;zed personification of

rhetOric, Sidney does in the passage discussed earlier.

58 Doheny 196.

59 See page l.

60 WIlson, Reason.

61 Parker, Litemy Fat Ladiesl02.

62 Pummham 299.

63 Fergnson, Quilligan, and Viclœrs, 123-42.

64 See Howell, 57.

65 Parker, LiterJUy Fat Ladies, 8-9.

66 Throughout bis treatise, Puttenham uses Anglicizations tO malce the

Latin teI'IIlS more intelligible tO bis English readers.
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In Utr~ Par:em: The FormaI Controversy over Women

1

In the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries formaI attacks and

defenses were a pan of the established English litenIy tradition. Philip Sidney's

defense of poeay is one of the hallmark docoments in the canO'l of English

Renaissance literatu.-e. The defense, which was published under the tides~

Defense of Poesy and An Apo1ogy fur PClelIY. was written in response to Stephen

Gosson's att2ck on poets and stage aetors, The ScbooJ of Abpse, 1 Such litenIy

polemics rdiect a Renaissance phenomenon to which Joel ~ltman draws

attention in The Tudor Play of Mjnd (2-8). 2 Altman holds mat the influence ofa

formaI training in the dialectical method of argument used in leg:ù disputation is

central to much Elizabethan literature. The technique, to which 1 have referred

e1sewhere as in 1ltr~ ptzrtnn, is an explorative mode articula~ in a deba~ or

argument on both sides of a question. lt bas its origins in classical rhetoric,

, -specifically in the genre of forensic oratory (3-8). Gosson's att2ck and Sidney's

defense were thus informed and structured by a long-Standing rhetorical

tradition mai r;ives much to Quintilian and to the Ciceronian dialogue (64-69).

Sir Thomas More and Desiderius Erasmus were other notable Renaissance

practitioners of the method (65-67). 1 bave briefly discussed Sidney's defense in

the preceding c:b2pter; in the following c:b2pters 1 shall explore the relation of the

. debaœ platform tothe dramatie structure of specifie Jacobean plays. Fust, we
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sha1l examine a related if1= fammar rhetarical genre which proliferated during

the Renaissanee-the numerous anack wei defense pamphlets circulated in the

Ïorma! controversy over women.

While Sidney's celebrated apologia has, until recendy, received

significandy more critical scrutiny, the feminine controversy documents are

currendy attracting scholarly interest. Our renewed interest in the genre is

indebted in large measure tO the critiques of con=porary feminist theorists,

who fucus on gender as an object of inquiry. The redefinition of history as a site

of social and cultnral confliet adumbrated by Frederic Jameson, and talœn up by

the new-historicist critics, is another factor. 3 The methodologies and quenes

mat DOth groups bring ta bear on historical periods suggest mat the history of the

EngIish Renaissance, inclnding the early Stuart period with which we are here

concerned,d~ a carefu1 re-evaluation. One aim of this investigation is ta

clarify some of the relations between the formaI defenses and anacks and the

rhetarical constraints on female apologists defending women in Jacobean drama,

where the debate platform makes a transition ta a more complex liter:uy fonu.

This srody endeavonrs ta make a small contribution taward the reinsertion of the

anacks and defenses in a more central position in liter:uy srodies, if omy for the

insights mat they afford some of the plays. 4

In its own rime the formai controversy generated considerable response.

In England the debaœ. essentially a written and oral continuation of the ancient

tpm'dk desft'nn=, S was initiated in its written form by Sir Thomas Elyot's :rM

Defense of \.,.Qod Women in 1540. It reached its cnlmination as a written

argument during the mid- ta late sixteenth- and early sevenœenth-centuries. 6 l

sha1l inspeet some representative selections of anaclc and defense pamphlets and

amlyze some of their implications for the defense Strategies of female speakers.

Like the defenses of poetry, the contIoveIsy 3nacks and defenses fonction as the
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medium for an in w-tmzqUe parrem argument. The nature 0: women is argued from

opposite sides of the question as a rhetorical exercise in debate methodology.

The rherorical strUcmre of the debate, however, continues th!" discourse of male

rhetoricians, which figures woman's place in the order of language as defined by

the tropes of male domin:mce and fema1e submi:."sion.

Although the term difense implies an anack, the formal :!clenses were not

necessariIy written in response to specifie anacks. 7 Elyot's, for examp!e, was

not; some were. We shall discoss twO responses to the weIl-icnown anack by

Joseph Swemam in 1615. EdWllI'd Gosynhyll's anack, The $çole Hnpse for

Women, conjecmrally dated at 1541, and his defense, Mnliemm Paen. circa 1542,

are illustrations of the issue or thesis argued from both sides by the same writer.

lu her illnminating survey of the formaI controVersy, WQmen and the Englisb

Renaissance: Lireramre and the N,mte Qf Womankind, J54O-J62Q, Linda

Woodbridge postnlates mat "the defense was the formaI eontroversy's basic

format, the anack a variant" (44). On the evidence cf the numerous samples dIli~

she bas read, Woodbridge argues mat the defenses ofwomen were, in fdet, used as

literary models for the formats of anacks. She notes mat literary defenses of

women outnumber anacks in a four-to-one ratio (44). Woodbridge cites

Lodowick Lloyd's The Cbojçe of Jewels, published in 1607, as an example of a

formaI defense of women mat does not even make the conventional reference ta

recent slanders of women as a motive for writing (74). We tend ta be misled inta

assuming mat the defenses are responses ta anacks by the generie form of these

doc:wnents: both sides are stroetored and argued liIœ responses (76).8

The literary form of the historical controVersy oc:curs in twO modes: the

classical judicial oration and the Platanie or Cieeronian dialogue. 9 Elyot's

defense is a prime example of the latter, 10 Gosynhyll's anack and defense are

instances of the former. The form of judicia1 oration with its links ta forensie
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• oratory seems espeeial1y snited to the genre, and perhaps for that reason was more

prevalent than the dialogue mode. In both literary mode1s the WIÎterS, beginning
,

with Elyot, estab1ished the ccnvention of representing the defense point of view

by a reliable speaker, and the attack or opposition by a speaker of manifestly

unreliable judgement. Elyot's defender of woman, Candidus, sets the precedent

of presenting the defunse point of view in a chmIeter of integrit'; :md sound

reason. The attacker, Caninus, typifies the vitriolic detraetor. Woodbridge attests

that these types represent "a p--..radigm for the genre" (44-46, 74-76). She holds

that the defenses cfwomen were inclined to be theoretical and philoso;>hica1 and

that the attacks were more care1ess!y stl'UcmreQ composites of jest and anecdote

(44). Another convention, co=on to defenses and attacks, is the use of cla.c:sica1

and Biblical exeInpla. Elyot's Zenobia, a c1assical paragon of womanhood, stands

in sharp contrast to such negative examples as Gosynhyll's Ev,. and Helen of

• Troy, attacked for enticing men toward evi1.

The generic conventions to which we have just alluded foreground the

formuiaic cast of the debate and the contrived naœre of the argument. It is

important to state at the outset that both sides ofthe so-called woman question are

defined and rhetorically framed by the male WIÎters who estab1ished the genre.

The pretext that the historical debate is an explorative inquiry is merely a

rationale for the imposition of male perspectives and aesthetic standards. Talcen

as a whole, the controversy evades the very question that it proposes to examine.

Although the platform of the debate centers on the nature of women, it encodes

fema!e nature within a pre-estab1ished network of signification. Wornen are

constrieted by male discourse; they are defended for String into male symbolic

constrUets of femininity and attacked for not meeting these prescribed standards.

As we shal1 see, even the women writerS who toOk part in the controVersy

followed the guidelines set by men, thus offering affirmation for masculine
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linguistic and synaetïc precedence. Funher, whether male or fe=ùe, both the

defenders and de=crors of women express patriarchal v:ùues of normative

women. An i:ldividuaI woman apologist in the formai debaœ neither speaks nor

writes for herself, she is ventriloquistically spoken through by, and writes

according to the diCt2teS of, male proprietors of the symbolic order. Any

charaeteristics suggesting feminine individuality, singularity, or heterogeneity

are firmly repressed in t':le interest of generic woman, who is positioned in d;nl

polarities of good and e-ru on the fringes of male categOries. The teehniques of

this rhetorical exercis~ 11 in dialectics operate to disempiiwer women :œd

women's speech in rehtion to lanpge and L."l.eaning. Since we shall discuss

some connections between the formaI dehate, the represenation of women in

Jacobean drama, and the sandards by which fema1e dramatic charaeters are

att2c1œd or defended, we shall brieB.y examine some of the distinguishing feamres

of the genre.

II

In its written format of att2cks and defenses the formaI Renaissance

contrOversy over women would seem, at first glanee, to represent a historical site

of conf1iet at the intersection of the sexua1 and the symbolic. It is, on the

contrary, a reinforcement of the 5t2tns '1110 in the relationship of woman to the

symbolic order; a containing Strlltegy whereby woman is positio&ed on the

extreme thresholds of language through thè rbetorical framing context of the

generic conventions. While the debate is ground.~ on the issue of woman's

nature it refers, as we bave seen, to woman in the abStrllet, not to woman in
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• reaUty. Each of the varions pamphlets th2t l shall discuss presents and argues a

thesis on the question of woman, and supports the argument with the resources of

rheroric and (sometimes questionable) logic. But the arguments on both sides of

the issue hinge on static stereOtypes, finished produets of the male imagination,

not on the variable and dynamic nature in process of rea1 women. The

convention of using biblical or classical models of hyperbolically good or evil

womanhood is a key technique used in tms genre ro contain women within the

preset rhetorical frame.

Given the conventions ro which l have just aIluded, it is evident th2t the

fema1e subject of the controversy treatises is not a subject at aIl but a topos of

rherorical discourse. Like the passive fema1e of the Petrarch:m blazon she is the

object of male orarory. Although she is not represented in fragmentary bodily

parts, as in the case of conventional Petrarch:m poetics, she is used as a type or

• mode! by the male originarors of the generic tradition ro illustrate patriarchally

defined virtnes or vices. This is the case even in the defenses OSteDS1ôly written

by women, 12 as we sha1l observe in our analyses of Esther Sowernam's Esther

Hath Hanged HaJD1ln and Constantia Munda's The Wonning ofa Mad DQg, both

published in 1617. l shall quote from the annotated versions ofthese documents,

which are reproduced in Half HnmanJç;nd: ContextS and TextS of the

CQn~CiYabont Worncn in England. 1540-1640 by Katherine Henderson and

Barbara McManus. 13 My analysis reveals mat these writers, too, defend

patriarchal construets of femininity. Since silence is the sign of fema1e chastity,

and woman's speech, like her place in the order of language, is both problematic

and subsequent ro patriarchal discourse, which bas priority in the symbolic

order, the women who write in defense of women are in the equivoca1 position of

supporting polarized extremes of generalized femininity rather thm trUly

defending woriién.

. --.

,
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The generic conventions of the formai debate thus sharply limit any

potential for fema1e exploration, transgression, or transformation of the symbolic

code. Women writers, 1iIœ the rhetorically COnstr.leted female tOpos of the

formai debate, are positioned in the margins ofpatriarchally controlled discourse.

Fema1e disorsive marginality is written into the symbolic contract in advance.

Ar. best, a particolar woman may express, as Hic Muller does, a limited critique of

the prevailing conventions. She may resist her constraints briefly before the

rhetorica1 frame in which she is inscribed reasserts c10s0re. and repositions her

in a properly subordinate and deferential plaœ in the oroer of language. l shall

show in my analyses oi ~ected generic examples that the attacks are Stylistically

and 10gica1ly less convincing ::han the corresponding defenses; yet both sides of

the argument support m::l.e ideaIs of fema1e nature. In the case of fema1e speech

the ideal put forth is that woman does not speak; she is spoken rhetorica1ly by

men. Obviously the reality is that women speak. !T~ the formai controversy,

however, as in some of the Jacobean plays that l shall explore in the next: chapter,

the speal ..ng woman must first negotiate the impasse of :injunctions ag:ünst-fema1e

speech. This is particolarly true when the speech is a dispute or defense.

The Haec Vit and Hjc Mpliet pamphlets reveal that the conventions of

the historica1 controversy fabricate a connection between female dress and

speech. 14 in the rhetorica1 frame in which women are inscrlbed, female

modesty in dress is linked to male-approved fema1e reticence in speech and to

female chastity. Fema1e transvestism, on the other band. is associated with

corruption in the symbolic order. The transgression of the containing frame of

the dress code disrupts both male and female symbci~ic positions. Haec VIt

places women who dress in men's c10thing entire1y outside the order of language;

signifying "neither men nor women, [they] are good for nothing." IS As l shall

demonstrate, the suess on appropriate attire as a sign of disti;:':tÏon between the
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• sexes refleetS linguistic as weil as sociosymbolic decorum; reversais of dress

signal grr.mmatica1 as weil as gender confusion. Here, too, there is a connection

betweeI1 dress and speech styles. Women in male dress are 1ikely to adopt, like

Hic Mulier in the earlier part of her oration, a more forcefo1 masculine speaking

style. The Swetnam play, 16 which is a part of the formai cuntroversy, malces this

association in reverse when a strong male charaaer, Lorenzo, disguises bimself as

a woman and speaks in the apologetic, self-abasing style reco=ended for a

woman.

•

•

Gender confusion caused by cross-dressing can be high1'-; amusing, as it is,

both in the opening lines ofHaec Vir and in the Swetnam play. Indeed, despite

its serious main plot the play bas many humorous aspects. Swetnam is a comic

figure; his misogynistic dialogue and his attempt to seduce Lorenzo, in disguise

as the Amazon Atlanta, are obviously intended to elicit laughter. This 1inbge of

humour and misogyny in the conteXt of a feminine ddense in this play, 50 c10sely

related to the formai controversj, mises the question of a relationship between

the formai debate over women, misogyny, and comic intent on the part of the

writers of the Swemam series. While the issue is finally undecidable for lack of

documented evidence, Swemam's speeches in the play, as, for example, his pose

as a languishing Petrarehan lover, suPPOrt such a :-elationsiüp. Indeed, the

possibility of comic intent frequently arises in the genre as a whole. Constance

Jordan remarks that even the attacks seem charaeterized by "a rhetorical

playfulness, almost a spr=tura effect" (10).

The Swetnam play moves the debate platform to the stage and the judicial

oration to the courtl'OOm for which it was originally designed. The debate within

the play shifts first, from the particu1arized charac:ters ofLeonïda and Lisandro to

the abstraet issue of the relative culpability c.f bath sexes. In the uguments by

Swemam as prosecutor, it retnrns to the debate over the n3mre of women.
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However, the serions potential of the counroom drama in which the death

penalty is imposed on Leonida is sabotaged by the humorons dialogue and

charaeterizations. The comic tone of this play, indeed, of the encire Swemam

series, suggestS that gender polemics are not material for serions reflection,

debate, or draIna, but matter for comedy. As 1 s:un discuss, this tone pervades

the formaI debate as a whole.

Perhaps the most striking feature of the debate pamphlets is the exaggerated

tone of vituperation or praise, depending on whether the document is an attack or

defense. ParticuIarly in the attacks. but a1so in the defenses, the rone is so

hype. .'.•Iic that the effect borders on f.m:e. In the Swemam conttOVCIsy the tone

of raillery and humorons ridicule with which Constantia Munda exposes Joseph

Swemam's Iiterary vices and logical f.illacies might lead the reader te suspect that

she is enjoying her critical enrerprise. For that matter, Swemam's overstated

invectives tend to make bis eamestuess suspect. We might even be inclined te

think that all of the wrirers who engage in this debate are presenting their

arguments with tongue in cheek. The pamphlets seem designed as much to

enteIt2in their readers with the topos of woman as an object of rhetorical play as

they are to persuade. The consequences, however, are the same whether or not

the authors are serions in their claims; woman is positioned within a pre­

estabIished network of signification that validates patriarchal consttuets of

fPrnininity as excessively good or hyperbolically evil.

The rhetorical conteXt, estabIished by the maleoriginators of the genre,

affirms masculine appropriation of discursive and sequential precedence and

patriarch2l control of female speech. It also places the gender debate and male

misogyny in the realm of comedy. 17 For woman speaking in defense of woman

thiS rhetorical frame limitS~e options of her defense strategy. FlI'St she is forced

to speak ventriloquistical1y in support of male generalizations of binaIy rerninine
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oppositions. Nen she must come to termS with the patriarchal assignment of

silence as the sign of female chastity. Given these conventions, female speech is

necessarily apologetic; otherwise the speaker risks identification with wanton,

wordy women. Without authentic speech, or even license tO speak at ail, and

without either an authentic subject position in the order of language or an

authentic subjec~ to defend, the female defenders of women in the formai

contrOVersy are severely constrained. Ar. best, they may express resistance to the

prev:lj1jng symbolic conventions in this debate by using the terms of

patriarchally regu1ated discourse. In the final analysis, even if a female defense

is logically successful, it is undermined by the rhetorica1 playfulness of the

anacks, which suggcst mat the naœre of women is not material for serions in

Tltrtzmque partem deban:. but for comica1literaIy games.

m

The gener.ù tendencies mat l have jnst observed are illnsttated in tb.ree of

the key early Stuart documents of the formaI controversy: Joseph Swemam's

attack, The Amjgnmem of Lewd. !s:J1e. Froward and UnconSfllm Women,

published in 1615; Esther Sowemam and Constantia Munda's defenses, Esther

Bath Banged Raman, and The Wonnjng of a Mad Dog. 18 respectively, both

published in 1617. 19 AIl three are cast in the form of the judicia1 oration w:th

ovenones of forensic oratoI}'. As the tirles indican:. the authors. frame their

azguments within the rhetocial context and idiom of cou.n:room draIna. Swemam

is thec prosecutor who arraigns gen~ women of equa11y generalized vices.

Sowemam and Munda represent the defense; they present models of good

"



•

•

Slowe 86

women as paragons of virme. In lœeping with the generic convention that

positions the female within dichotomons extremes, both sides draw on classical

and biblical exempla to typify excesses of evil or rectimde.

In aceordance with the rhetoricl frame of the controversy which assigns

centrality and precedence to male speakers, Swemam assumes a bold speaking

position. He makes no apology for bis vimperative acensations and invectives

against women. On the contrary, he uses the figure of surdose to prevent women

from responding to bis argument by invoking the code of female eloquence and

wantonness. Swemam warns women not to speak out or in any manner defend

their sex against bis misogynistic point of view: "whatsoever yon think privately,

l wish you to' concea1 it with "5ilence ..• lest yon prove yomse1ves guilty of these

m011StrOl1S acensations which are here following against some women" (191). The

rhetorical frame in which Swemam places women leaves them no position from

which to speak in their own defense. Swemam appropriates not ooly the central

discursive position but âll. speech. Women are strategically disempowered by

the linkage of female silence and chastity. Swemam daims that bis honillectic

diatribe is directed toward the general reformation of women; he is "hoping to

better the good by the naughty examples of the bad, for there is no woman 50 good

but hath one idle pan o. other in her which may be amended" (191). This is

consistent with the traditional Renaissance conceptions of rhetoric as

"reformative or reclamatory," 20 as an instrument of persnasi~n, and as an

epideictic d..evice of praise or blame. But while Swemam's rhetorical approach

repeats the &miliar homilectic pattern of reformation through persuasion and

praise or blame, the effect ofbis coarse analogies is incongruous and jarring rather

than persuasive.

Swemam's emphatic stance and bis figurative language colom bis prose

and give it a certain energy and emphasis. Yet bis anack is Stylistically and
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• stroaurally inferior to the defenses with which we sha1l compare it. Simon

Shepherd describes the anack as "a vicions, cliché-ridden piece of wode."21 The

loose and rambling catalogne of accusations and aphorisms is, as l have st2ted

elsewhere, typical of the generic conventions, as is the inconsistent logic of bis

arguments. 22 The weakness of the adversary's position emphasizes both bis

unreliability as a wimess and the reliability of the defender's argnments. This is

in accordance with the convention established by EIyot of assigning more

credence to the defense. The following is an enended exanlple of Swemam's

prose:

,

•

That great Giant Pamphimapho, who had beaIs waiting

on him like Dogs, and he could make tame any wild

beast, yet a wanton woman he could never rule nor

tw'Il to bis wilL

Solomon was the wisest Prince chat ever was,

yet he lusted after 50 many women chat they made

him quickly forsake bis Gad which did :ùways guide

bis $teps so long as he lived godly.

Did not Jezebel for her wicked lust cause her

husband's life to he given to dogs?

Agamemnon's wife, for a small injury chat her husband

did her, she fust committed adultery and afterward

consented to bis death.

It is said chat an old Dog and a hungry flea bite

sore, but in my mind a froward woman biteth more
-::::-.

sorer; and if thou go about to master a woman in hope
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to bring her to humility there is no way to make her

good with soipes except thou beat her to death. For

do what thou wilt, yet a froward woman in her frantic

mood will pull, haul, swerve, scratch and = all that

stands in her way. (198-99)

And so the list goes, linking examples of women whose actions were

indefensible with women whose actions were motivated hy extenuating

circumstances. The allusion to Clytmenestra, the wife of Agamemnon, who

consented to his murder because he had sacrificed the life of their daughter,

Iphigenia, does little to advance Swemam's argument: an opponent could counter

that Clytemnestra had suffered no smaIl injury. The final example in the

catalogue makes a series of hasty transitions. The "froward woman" is first

compared to "an old Dog and a hungty flea." She is represented nen, "in her

frantic mood," in the animal imagety of a beast of burden, a horse or mule who

"will pull, haul, swerve." ln the saIne comparison she is then metamorphosed

into a woman (a wildly disturbed one), or, at least, a diffèrent type of anima! with

claws to "scratch and tear." Swemam's violent solution for the reform of this

woman; to bring her to humility by beating her to death seems more hyperbolic

than serions. While some of the excesses and hyperbole of the anack are in all

likelihood simply intended to attraet attention, they do little to· advance his

argument logically.

The disempowerment of the female is a striking motif in Swemam's tirade.

Another conspicuous theme is the linkage ofwomen to wild anima!s who require

taming or 1112Stel'y. The rationale on which the first example hinges is that

women, like bears or dogs or other wild beasts, must he trained to submit to male

rule or will. The last example is an extension of this logic carried to the ultimate

extreme. In the Solomon ex.unple it is consistent wim the rhetorical framing
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• context in which ",omen are placed in the formaI debaœ as a whole, that women

are held responsible for the concupiscence mat caused Solomon te "forsake bis

God." In this instance, Solomon hirnself is represented as the active agent who

"lusted after ••• women" and the women who are blamed, are figured as passive

objectS of lùs desire. Even Oytemnestt2 who has sorne agency is described in a

passive context as Agamemnon's wife; and the implication is mat she should have

maintained her proper place as a patient and submissive wife. To protest or seok

revenge for even so extreme a form of patriarchal tyranny as the murder of a

daughter is to violaœ the prescribed model of good rernininity. ]ezebel, the other
•

active agent in the list. is a generalized vice figure. The eareless arguments and
>

loose logical development are liberties that Swetll2IIl seems to feel entitled to

take as a male writer defining woman's place in the debare over ferninine nature.

If there is an informing struetur2l principle in this sectiO:l it is precisely the

• arbitrarines.> with which Swetll2IIl can construet bis female examples te fit intO

an a priori. patriarchally defined signifying system.

The second chapter continues the same logic and generalities with a

graphic catalogue of deceitful women:
,

some [men] they keep in hand with promises, and some they

feed with flanery, and some they delay with dalliances, and

some they please with kisses. They lay out the folds of their

haïr te entangle men into their love; • .• Eagles eat not men

until they are dead, but women devour them alive. For a

woman will piclc thy poclcet and empty thy p=, laugh in

thy face and eut thy throat. They are ungrateful, perjured,

full of mud, flouting and deceitful, unconstant, waspish, • . •

sullen, prond,. discourteous, and cruel. ••• (204)
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The chapter ends 'with the pronouncement paraphrased by Henderson

and Mc:Manus: "'Woman is nothing else but a contrary untO man,' and al! the

pens in the world would not enable men to catalogue al! her deceits~ (205).

Whether or not Swemam is serious in ùis rhetorica! exercise coloured by

hyperbole is entire1y beside the point. The exaggeration in the att'ack is typical of

the cont:lining frame.

The question of his sincerity notwithstanding, Swemam's central

argument is entirely in accord with the general tradition of the Renaissance

controversy and with the orientation of the rhetorica1 handbooks mat we have

examined. Women's place in the symbolic order is subordinate, excessive, and

rhetorically framed by man. The contention mat woman is "nothing else but a

contraI}' unto man" is the fumiliar patriarchal construction of woman as other and

clichotomously opposed to man. The rhetorica1 Strategy which places women at

one pole or the other of hyperbolic extremes is an exteIISÎon of the binary logic in

which man is represented at the privileged pole and woman at the undesirable

one. When in the third chapter Swemam introduces some examples of good

women who are exempted from his general condemnation, it is apparent mat as

exceptions, these women are marginalized even from their own sex. They are

indeed opposites of the women represented in the preœding chapters, but their

chief common virtae lies in an emphasis on fema1e subordination to males who in

one way or another shape and regulaœ their lives. They are figured as valuable

material commodities, or as male possessions, "Pearl[s]" 2lld "Diamonds" found

among "bard rocks" (211). The Vll'gin Mary and Sarah, the obedient wife of

Abraham, are traditional Biblica1 models put forth by Swemam. Lucretia or

Lucree:e. is one of bis classica1 examples offema1e virtue (211). Lucretia is

simult211eously an example of feminine subjugation to male desire as a vietim of

cape, 2lld, of obedience to male standards of value, which would perceive her as
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dam2ged goods, in her suicide. Swemam's interlude of good women is heth brief

and srereotypical; his few good women are abstI'3ctions of the quintessential

patriarchal values: female chastity, obedience, and silence.

The argument for female silence is made in the third chapter. It begins

with a genera1ity: "It is said ..• of women mat they have !wo fJ.ults; mat is to say

they can neither say well nor do well" (207). The bull:: of his pamphlet bas

already argued mat women's actions are flawed. The} bave been represented as

disruptive, often monstrous forces, requiring male restraint and domination.

Swemam's proposition accentuates women's speech faults: women cannot "say

weIl." According te his formulation feminine speech is bound in advance te

fJ.ilure. The argument concurs with the pre-estabIished rheterical fr:uning

context of the formaI controversy, which denies women heterogeneity and

authet:'= speech. It is a stI'3tegy of containment designed te silence women. If,

according te the male definition of women's discourse, aIl female speech is

defecüve and any attempt on the part of women te speak a predetermined fJ.ilure,

female silence would appear the only successfal defense stI'3tegy.

We cannot know how mos: of Swemam's readers responded; Sowemam

and Munda found him less man a reliable wimess. Yet if, as l argue, the purpose

of the formaI controversy is the framing of women and women's speech within

patriarchal stereotypes in order te constrain female discourse, the discrediüng of

Swemam as an opponent is precisely within the range of expectations mat we

bring te this rheterical genre. As we shall see, the defenders of women aIso

comply with male-estabIished generic conventions. In fact, the entire query inte

the ~ture of women is located in the context of predetermined patterns of

lingoistic, historical, and rhetorical signification. Within this limiüng epistemic

frame the issue of women's nature is rheterically figured as sequential te

masculine nature, which precedes, defines, and sets the symbolic standards of
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• female value. In constraining the heterogeneons nature of women in this debate

tO hyperbolized and nonindividuated abstractions of good and evil the male

regn1ators of the genre confine fema1e speech within the same 1imits. ."'s we

scmtinize the arguments of Feminine defenses we do not h~ women speaking in

defense of specifically Feminine nature, but men speaking through women in

defense of male constrnets of femininity.

IV

•

•

Esther Sowemam's defense is a mode! of Quintillan strUcture and

judicions reasoning. She states her thesis clearly in a two-part division of her

e:rort1ium. 23 In response te Swemam's attack she will define women as worthy of

respect first by reference te biblical examples, and then by recourse te classical

authorities. Fmally, she will answer aU material aUegations against women and

will arraign 24 snch ill-disposed men as Swemam in oroer te take them te task for

their slander against women. She invokes the nobility of women: "You are

women: in Creation noble •.• " (220) and sustains this attitude te her snbject

tbroughout the treatise. Sowernam approaches her refutation of Swemam's attack

with relish; she criticizes bis pamphlet on a number of grounds, but chiefly on

the basis of its faulty logic and poor style. In her narratio section (chapter 1), for

example, after painting to some striking inconsistencies 25 in her opponent's

arguments, Sowernam draws attention te bis loose generalizations. She asks her

readers te consider the dishonesty of an author "who undertaking a particular,

proseœteth and persecuteth a general, under the cloak and color of lewd, idle,

and froward women te rage and rail against aU women in general" (223). This
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charge is repeated later in Sowernam's defense when she concedes mat if

Swemam had direeted his accosations to specific women no one would bave

challenged him. Sowernam uses panicular examples in her response to

Swemam's charges and she illustrates them with appropriaœ Latin quOtations.

While she generally follows the male-ordained conventions of the debate,

Sowernam appropriates and revises one of these conventions by calling on a

female authority, Rachel Speght, the woman writer who published the first

response te Swemam, A Muzzle for Melasmmns: "It is funher te be considered

as the maid in her MunIe for Melasmmns bath observed, mat God intended tO

honour woman in a more excellent degree in mat he aeated her OUt of a subjeet

refined, as out of a quintessence." 26 She follows her invocation of a fema1e

authority to challenge Swemam's negative definition of womankind with her own

orderly arguments against Swemam's attack. Sowernam uses the rhetorica1

technique of panitioning to StrUcture her argument. In order to dispute

Swemam's literary constimtion of women she divides her scripmral evidence for

fema1e worthiness into three categories: prerogatives bestowed upon women by

Godj women as instruments for the work of God; graces given to women by God.

In the first category Sowernam makes an argument mat is based on the

second kind of rheterical order described in Henry Peacham's The ("..arden of

Eloqpence; 27 in rhetorical amplification the most significant word or person is

placed last. Puttenham, we reca1l, also refers to this definition of rhetorica1

order, 28 using the example of Queen Elizabeth as last in his recital, but first in

imPOrtance. Sowernam alludes to this type of ordering as proof of women's

excellence in creation. She argues mat as the last creamre created by God,

woman Clis therefore the mllst excellent work of creation" (223). Her

architectonie trope of Gad, the master builder creating in man an "imperfec:t

building" to which woman supplies that which "was unperfected in man" (224),



•

•

Slowe 94

is aetually an argument for fema1e complementarity. Her argument that Gad

"made [women] to add perfection to the end of all creation" (224) may even hint

at fema1e snperiority, but she does not direetly make snch a claim. She returns,

however, to this argumez:r in her 5nmmary at the end of chaprer 4. While she

declares that she dare not say that woman is "the best" work of creation, she

argues that woman "was creared out of the chosen and best refined snbstance,"

flesh and bone nther man clay likP. Adam (227). Sowernam supports her second

and third categories of scriptural evidence with biblical exempla: seventeen

biblical women for the second group, and the Vxrgin Mary and severa! female

Chris~ martyrS for the third (226-27). Her confir71llZtio section ends with

chapter 4, 29 which focuses on historical and classical examples of outstanding

women, for exampIe, the nine muses as inventors of the libera! artS and

sciences,30 and Boadicea, who Ied a vietorious British revoIt against the Romans

in the first cenmry AD. The historical fema1e models Ol!minne in Elizabeth 1,

who is "a pattern for the best men to imitllre" (231).

Sowemam's refuutio section is also divided into concise rhetorical

partitions. In her sixth and final chapter she brings snperior scho1arship, wit, and

Iogic into play as she responds to Swetnam'S material objections. She disp1ays

her own scholarly credentials and draws attention to Swetnam'S lack of erudition

when she chides him for plagiarizing misogynistic St2tements made by snch

contemporary writers as LyIy and Painter, rather man alluding to the more

vehement and renowned classicai misogynists as, for example, Euripedes, 31

Menander, Semonides, and Juvenal (235). This strategy helps to est2bIish

Sowernam as a more qualified witness than her adversaIy. In a witty refutlltion

of Swetnam'S catalogue of women who have Iured men into min, Sowernam asks

"Is holiness, wisdom and strength 50 slightly seated in your Masculine gender as

to be St2ined, blemished, and subdued by women?" (237). She then brings in a
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10gica1 argument tO refuœ Swe='s key proposition: women are by nature evil,

and by their evil nature they bring men to min. She reverses the thesis and

proposes that women are by nature good, and that any evil befilling men in their

relationships with women is caused either by accidentaI or remoœ causes 32 or by

causes that originaœ in the men themse1ves: "Do not say and rail at women to be

the cause of men's overthrow, when the original root and cause is in yourse1ves"

(238).

Despiœ her snperior organization and arguments Sowernam essentially

follows the same generic conventions in her representation of women mat

Swemam does. She is more precise 10gica1ly, struetarally, and stylistically; her

defense is strOnger man his attaclc. Nevertheless, while Sowernam discredits her

opponent, she toO represents women as biblical or classical models. 33 Elizabeth

l is the only recent example. As part of her refutation she daims mat Swemam

was indïC:ted before two fema1e judges, Reason and Experience (232), 34 clearly

allegorica1 figures rather man living women. While she challenges Swemam's

sœreotypical caœgorization of accusing women, including herself, as "railing

scold[s]" by pointing to the distinction between "an honest accuser" and the

former, she hastens to add that it bas not been her "desire to speak 50 much"

(242). She defends her out5pokenness on the grounds of Swemam's extreme

provocation and the jusmess of her cause, thus deferring, at least pa-~lly, to the

code of silence for women. In any case she could he claimed, on the basis of her

extensive Iearning and skills in Iogic and composition, as an exception to the rule,

but snch exceptional status is in itself a form of marginalization. The most telling

aspect of Sowernam's complicity with the pre-established rhetorical structures

of the formaI controversy is her acceptance of the rhetorical framing of women

into ememes of good and evil rather man heœrogeneous individnals. Not only

does she base her argument on scripmral and mythological mode1s, she makes a
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• Key concessio:l to Swemam in one of ber mongest arguments for the worthiness

of women. Sowemam refers to ber argument mat as the 1= of God's creation

women are =de of more refined substance than men:

If l do grant mat women degenerating from the trUe

end of WOII13n bood prove the greate5t offenders, yet

in granting mat l do bereby prove mat women in their

creation are the most excellent creatnres. For

•

•

corruption bonj pessjma. the ben thing corrupred,

proveth the worst. ..• " (232)

In conceding mat fillen women are worse offenders than comparable men, and, in

the section immediately following the quoted one, rnaking an analogy berween

degenerare women and the fillen ange! Luciier (232), Sowemam follows the

patriarcha110gic mat positions women as either angelic representatives of a higber

order or demonic outsiders. This rhetorica1 frame contains women and ferninine

discourse within the limits of patriarcha1 constrUets of femininity. No less than

Swemam does Sowemam evade the issues of the heterogeneons nature ofwomen

and the variable and dynamic possibilities for ferninine speech. Fier Latin

quotation here is appropriare tO her argument. and her logic effecùve, but she

places women and women's discourse within the same strategies of containment

mat her opponent does, categories mat formulare and frame female speech within

a pre-established dialogic conteXt. 3S

Constantia Munda also StrUe:tures ber argument on the Quintilian mode!.

The tirle ofher defense, The Wormjnlr ofa Mad Dglr gC A Snp fur Ccrberns. the

hilgr gf HeU, sets the tone of invecùve, derision, and insult, verging on the

burlesque, with which she approaches the task of defending her sex from

Swemam's attack. Notwithstanding the elements of parody and f2rœ mat she

uses, Munda couches her defense in sophisticated, scholarly termS. She reveals
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an exrensive knowledge of Latin and Greek literamre in her frequent and always

appropriate quotations. Rer own Latin pseudonym translates as elegant

constancy, 36 an implication of her Stable speaking position as a credible wimess,

as well as a repudiation of Swemam's title and his principal charge :tgainst

women. Munda's name anticipates also the classica1 allusions in the original

Greek or Latin that are interspersed thronghont her treatise.

Rer repartees te Swem:un's 100se and disjointed aphoristns and qnotations

are qnite obviously intended te put Swemam at a disadvantage. In one response

she mocks the discretion as well as the credibility of her opponent, w~e

implying that he taXeS the patience of his readers: "Is it not irksome te a wise and

discreet judgement te hear a book smffed with snchlike sense as this: The world

is not made of oatmea1"? l have heard ofsome that have thought the world te he

composed ofatems; never any that thought it made ofoatmea1" (256). Renderson

and McManus point out that she offers Democritns's atemic theory "only as a less

ridicu10us alternative te the "oatmea1" reference" (257). She probably presents

the theory also as an inStance of her own judgemental expertise and scholarly

snperiority te Swemam. Munda's Latin and Greek qnotations are effective, often

witty, critiqnes of elements of Swemam's structure, style and logic. She uses, for

example, a Latin qnotation te cfisparage Swemam's inept plagiarisms, among which

are inc1uded Aesop's fables: "Funivis nudate coloribus moveat cornicula risnm,"

which translates as "Let every bird take his own feather, and yeu would be as

naked as Aesop's jay" (256).

Although she does not malce an explicit reference to the traditional

Ciceronian five-pan division of rheteric, Munda's critique of Swemam's

pamphlet falls inte this schema. In a derisive agricnltnral metaphor she scoffs at

her opponent's skills in im1entio or "invention" and snggests mat the barren soil of

Swemam's imagination bas produced a poor and incongmous yield.
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• How you have cudgeled your brains in gieaning

multitudes of similes as ':were in the field of many

wriœrs, and threshed them together in the floor of

your deviser, and a11 to make a poor confused

misce11any, whereas thine own barren-soiled soil is

not able tO yield the 1= congruity of speech. (255)

Munda's critique continues in this passage with the implication that

Swemam füls to meet the requirements for the second part of rhetoric, dispositio or

arrangement. She alludes to bis rendency to plagiarize indiscriminaœly and tO

throw together a medley of confused comparisons. The "Aesop's jay" simile is

contained in this section. Munda uses an architectural metaphor to comment on

the suuetural deficiencies of Swemam's composition:

Your indiscretion is as great in the laying together and

• compiling of your stolen ware as your blockisbness in

steali.ng, for your sentences bang rogether like sand

without lime. You bring a great heap ofstOny rubbish

comparisons one upon the neck of another, but they

concur no more to sense man a company of stones to a

building without mortar. And'tis a familiar Italian

Proverb, "duro e duro non fa muro" ("bard and hard

makes no wa11j. (256)

In other words, Swemam's plagiarisms have been strung together 50 poorly Wt

he bas created a written constrtlction mat bas no logical or suuetural symmetry

and 5Olidity; neither bis analogies nor bis sentences hold together.

Throughout her defense ~~unda derides her adversary's negleet of the

third part of rhetoric-his stylistic faults. For enmple, in a rejoinder to one of

Swemam's doggerel verses 37 she attests,
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l stand not tO descant on your plain-song, but surely if

you can make ballads no better, you must be fain' to

give over that profession; for your Muse is

wonderfully deficient in the bandoleers, and you may

safely swear with the Poet,

Nec fonte Iabra prolui caballinG,

Nec ;n bicipiti somniasse Pamas

MeIlÙI'.ini. (257)

Henderson and McManus gloss sorne of the musical rerms. "Descant," in

this context, means to comment at length on Swernam's poor poetry; it is aIso a

musical pun mat signifies the singing of an omamental melody abovc a musical

melody. "Plain-song" is a type of monodic Iirurgical chant (257). 1 wouid add

here mat the main fearure of plain-song, relevant te Munda's critique, is mat it

refers to music without strict meter and without accompaniment. "Fain" is

defined as "obIiged," and "bandoleer" suggested as a misprint for "bandore," a

stringed musical instrument (257). The Latin verse is attribured to the Roman

satirist Persius and is paraphrase:! ;:0 express Persius's intentionally satirical

references tO poetic inspiration: he does not remember dreaming on Mount

Pamassus, or drinking from the "nag's fountain," the spring ofHippocrene, which

purponedly gushed up at the touch of the winged horse Pegasus's hoof (257).

Munda's lampoon of Swernam as a stylist combines with ridicule of bis skill in

invention in the Latin excerpt.

Nor does Munda neglea te take Swernam te task for bis flaws in the fourth

and fifth parts of rhetoric, delivery and memory. She berates him for profaning

and misinterpreting the Scriptures and the classïcal philosophers through the

ignorance and perverred distortions of bis "illiterate and c10wnish Muse" (261).

In a number of pas.c;ages she chides him for bis mnemonic Iapses, such as bis
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history !If Theodora, according to Swemam, Ua strumpet in Socrates' tirne" (261).

Munda recalls only Ua glorious Martyr of this name," whose "persuasive oratory"

saved her from rape and imprisonment during the reign of the Roman emperor

Diocletian (261).

Like Sowernam before her, however, Munda constructS the female in the

terms established by male rhetorical discourse. She follows the generic

convention of representing women as hyperbolized abstractions of VÏrtue or vice.

In her e:cordium, which begins with a poem dedicated to her mother, Prudentia

Munda, she describes her parent as the "true pattern of [female] Piety and

V1I"tUe" (245). She pomays generalized "Woman" as "the second edition of that

goodly volume compiled by that great Gad of heaven and earth, . . . the

consummation of his blessed week's worle, the end, crown, and perfection of the

never sufficiently glorified creation" (248). Whereas Swemam had addressed his

treatise tO stereotypical negative feminine constructs, Munda refers to such

idealized versions of normative woman as "our glorious sex," whose untainted

purity" she is compelled tO defend (253). The difference lies only in the

positioning of woman as a binary term; in Swemam's representation the feminine

abstraction is at the negative pole, in Munda's at the corresponding positive pole.

In both she is constituted and framed as a predetermined, excessive stereotype.

The women for whom this defense is so effectively composed are the women

who fulfil patriarchal constructS of good femininity; they are Static abstractions,

not heterogeneous subjectS in process.

Thus, despite her well-organized arguments Munda laclcs an authoritative

discourse position based on a rationally coherent point of view. She confesses as

much in her Greek quotation of Sophocles, Ajax's line that silence brings honour

ta women. 38 While she demonstrates her scholarly expertise in the appropriatee usage and accurate translation of the Greek quotation, Munda also expresses
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complicity with the patriarchal code o~ silence as a becoming attribute for

women. She even praises the "feminine modesty" that has extolled silence as

"our greatest omament" (249). She finds it necessary te apologize for her own

exception from this ru1e by explaining that only the extremity of responding to

Swemam's anack had prompted her te WTÏte. The faet that Munda confines her

response to print is a lesser transgression of the sociosymbolic code than a public

speech would have been. Still, the faet that she does respond is a violation of

patriarchal proprietorship of language, and she can only justify her defense on the

grounds of extreme necessity, which allow her te consider herself an exception to

the norm of silent femininity. What she does not add is that in functioning as an

exception te her sex, and in genera1ly following the conventions of the socio­

symbolic code, she is an accomplice te her own marginalization, and to the

suppression ofwoman in general. In holding that it is permissible for a woman to

break the code of public silence only on unusual occasions, and only through the

medium of print, all the while echoing male patterns of thought, Munda weakens

her spealàng position. Rather than expressing an individual female point ofview,

her rhetorical and logica1 skills are used to support patriarchal definitions of

femininity. We are reminded of Toril Moi's remark on "the ventriloquism of

patriarchy" (68), and of Bakhtin's formulation of rheteric as the conœxtualized

dialogic framing of another's speech (340). Munda implies that she accepts the

generic limitations for woman's speech and that she subscribes te the status quo

of feminine discursive relations on the fringes of the symbOlic order.
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v

The Swem:un series made a transition from the debate platform of the

formaI controversy to the stage and to a counroom setting in an anonymous play

~am the Woman-Hater Arrajgned by Women published circa 1618. 39

There have been speculations that the author nùght have been Thomas Dekker or

Thomas Heywood, but neither has been confirmed conclusively. 40 The main

plot, which is not the title plot, is based on an English version of a Juan de Flores

novelette, Historia de Aurelio et Isabella, written around 1495. The original

Spanish title was Grise! y Mjrabella. 41 The original work is a tragedy, ending

with the death of the two young lover-protagonists. The Swemam variation,

especially in its subplot, gives the play an entirely different tone. Coryl

Crandall classifies Swernam as "a good and entertaining tragi-comedy" (1).

Indeed, the antic spirit of the play lends even the more serious moments of the

potentially tragic main plot a comic gloss.

To take Crandall's observation a step further, l would place the Swemam

play in the context of the Swemam controversy, which it culminates, as an

illustration of Altman's thesis of a re1ationship between Renaissance debate forros

and the structure of dramatic comedy (8-9, 107-75). In his chapter "The Method

Staged: Debate Plays by Heywood and Rastell," Altman traces the intellectual

pattern ofan in 1ltramque exploration ofalternative termS such as 1UlT7lÎ71g and love,

which are bath tested, found inadequate, and subsumed intO a third term, which

completes and unites them. He postWates that "[t]ms pattern is apparently the

archetype of a comedy derived from dialogic thinking which refuses to abandon

either of its original terms, and seeks a tertium quid that will fuse and complete

them" (112). In the following chapters Altman deve10ps this connection in sorne
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detail; he relates it tO specific Elizabethan comedies including Shakespeare's

The Comedy ofErroTS (164-73).

While in the Swemam play the pattern that Alt:!IlaIl describes tends tO be

obscured by complications within the potentially tragic main plot, the archetypal

elements of dialogic thinking inform the dramatic structure and infuse it with a

comic spirit. The terms explored and tested in Swemam in the form of a thesis

and antithesis are male or female culpability in relation te aduIrery. The general

question is particularized in the charaeters of twO young lovers, Leonida and

Lisandro. In the courtroom trial of the main plot each of the lovers pleads guilty

in order te save the other. The plot complications hinge on a third term, wbich

evenroally subsumes the other twO; that is, patriarcbal absolutism. Although the

alleged adultery bas not in faet occurred, Leonida is guilty of disobeying the

orders of her father, King Atticus, in allowing Lisandro inte her raom. Atticus is

the presiding judge of the trial in which the lovers are tried by the prosecuter

Misogynous, alias Joseph Swemam. As in the attacks and defenses of the formaI

controversy, the argument on which the courtrQom draIna centers becomes

abstraet rather than concrete and particuIar. The specific hypothesis regarding

the individual guilt of Leonida or Lisandro in tempting the other te adultery is

converted back by Swemam and by Leonida's defender AtlantalLorenzo inte a

generalized thesis rclating te the collective guilt of men or women. Both sexes

are found equally guilty of enticing the other in cases of sexoal seduction. Ar. the

play's end the thesis again becomes hypothesized in relation te the particuIar

charaeters of Leonida and Lisandro as Atticus's patriarcbal absolutism becomes

its own antithesis, transforming tyranny teward the twO lovers inte magnanimity.

Yet as we sha1l discuss, although Atticus finally relents and rescinds the death

penalty for bis daughter, Leonida (who is innocent) is found guilty by the court.
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While there are scenes in which the main plot links dialogic debate v.;th

comedy, much of the comic tone of the play is provided by the Swemam subplot.

As the tirle indicates, Swemam himself is tried and ultïmately condemned for his

misogynist anacks on women. His arraignment occurs in the second and least

important of the play's twO triaIs, which is contained in a single scene in this five

aet worle. Through ail me actS Swetnam's incorrigible persona is a source of

humour. As in the pamphlets he is blustering and roguish. He is amusing in his

messianic fervor to convert other men to bis point of view, as he does Nicanor's

servant, Scanfardo. His inability to refrain from insulting women even at his

own arraignment, when the female presiding officer asks for quiet in the coun,

and bis attempted seduction of the female defense lawyer, who is aetuaily a man

in disguise, are other sources of comedy. In faet, the play so frequenrly verges on

farce that it Stresses even more man the pamphlets the comic poœntiaI of the

Swetnam controversy.

The first and main triaI in which Swemam prosecutes Leonida focuses on

the central issues of the formaI debare; the nature of women, and the patriarchal

surveillance and control of male-defined female nature. Leonida's charaeter is

described by her father, Attiœs, in terms similar to the rhetorical framing context

of the formaI controversy. In keeping with the hyperholic extremes of the latter

genre she is charaeterized as extravaganrly beautiful. But she is also "wanton. coy

and ficlde too," and bas, according to her father's account, caused much

dissension among the young princes competing for her band (1.1.162-64). The

suicide of some of these suitors is attributed to Leonida's "disdaine" (3.1.82-83).

Yet she is also chaste and entire1y faithful to Lisandro, and she offers her life to

save bis. Leonida's problem is that she bas transgressed the code of patriarchal

surveillance and thus disrupted the order of Atticus' state. As Atticus attests, in

bis state "A King is like a Starre, 1 By which each Subjea as a Mariner, 1 Must
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steer bis course ... " (3.1.276-77; emphasis added). In steering her own course

and disobeying her f:lther's orders in a state where, as the pronoun "his" suggestS,

the mariner/subjectS are gendered as male and women are not even figured as

subjectS in the order of language, Leonida violateS linguistic as weil as patriarchal

order. She disrupts the basic stnlcture of patriarchal absolutist authority, which

informs the rhetorical frnming conteXt of the main plot.

Leonida's defense lawyer aise challenges the traditional hierarchical

absolutist structures. Shelhe is aetually Leonida's brother disguised as the

Amazon Atlanta. In his female disguise, Lorenzo plays out the re1ationship

between speech, gender, and dress. When he talœs on a fema1e persona Lorenzo

also adopts the fema1e ethos ofapology for breaking the code of fema1e silence. As

Leonida's defense advocate, Lorenzo is a patriarcha1 authority figure who

temporarily strips himself of power and assumes the disempowered symbolic

position of a female speaker. Yet although he is as benevolent as his father

Atticus is tyrannical, Lorenzo represents the patriarchy; he is heir to his father's

throne. Lorenzo aIso has a reputation as a military hero. He has remmed home

incognito after being reported missing in a military mission in order te observe

privately the political temper of the state. The incongruity between his timid

lines in the opening of the counroom drama and the bold speech that we would

expect from a courageous military man is one instance of the linkage between

dialogic debate and COllledy. Indeed the comic aspects of this representation of a

heroic masculine charaaer in t:ranSVestite disguise, pleading for permission te

speak, subverts the otherwise serious counroom scene.

AtlantalLorenzo begins Leonida's defense froID. an explicitly subordinare

and self-abasing position. As we have already discussed at some length. this is

precisely the ethos that the male authors of rhetorlcal treatises and handbooks

conventionally prescribe for women. In the opening statements shelhe pleads
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=eme mortification simply for speaking in a patriarchal coun of lav;. Lorenzo

in female dress, speaking as a woman, expemis rwelve lines of apology for

presenting the case as "but a woman" who is stricken "by dumbe feare and

bashfulnesse" before "Bold Orators of State, men, graue and wise, 1 That can at

eury breathing pause, correct 1 The slipp'ry passages of a woman's speech"

(3.3.45-52). This speech concludes with a plea for leniency for speech "defeets

in me a silly woman" (3.1.55-58).

AtlantalLorenzG's opening speech recapitulates in dramatic dialogue the

familiar rhetorical pattern of male precedence and female subordination that

coustrains female defenses and forces woman to speak from the margins or

interstices of patriarcllally infleaed discourse. She/he articulates the terms of

the rhetorical order that defines woman's speech as subject tO patriarchal

regulation. According to this standard, woman's speech is figured as tranSgressive

and potentially out of control in its "slipp'ry passages," which require the

correction and guidance of "Bold Orators of State, men graue and wise." In the

counroom of the patriarchal state, which is the setting of the Swetnam play, men

are authorized to speak and women are allowed to submit their reticent,

apologetic speech to male surveillance and controL Given this rhetorical framing

context, it is not toc surprising that despite AtlantalLorenz.o's best efforts to

provide a strong defense, Leonida's case is lost. Swetnam wins the legal vicrory,

and the happy ending of the play is achieved only thraugh the subterfuge of

Leonida's feigned execution.

Within the terms of the Swetnam play no rhetorical strategy on the part of

a fema1e, or ostensibly fema1e, advocate would suffice to defend Leonida against

the false charges of sed~ction and adultery. In the legitimate counroom,

authorized and controlled by men, male speech prevails. The fact of her

innocence of all aspects of the accusations, except for the disobedience of her
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father's orders in allowing Lisandro into her chamber, carries no weight in

Leonida's defense. Although one of the wimesses te the trial reports that the

legal arguments on bath sides were equally balanced, Swemam was successfu1:

The aduocates bath used their utmost skill,

To iustifie and quit the sex they stood for,

With arguments and reasons so profound

On eyilier side, that it was bard te say,

Which way the sca1e of justice would incline. (3.1.6-10)

It appears that within this court, within the legitimaœ space of patriarchal law,

the "sca1e of justice" is inclined te tip in one direction only. 42 Any feminine

subversion of patriarchal authority cao only occur in an area outside the margins

of legal discourse. This is precise1y what occurs in the second trial.

The second trial, in which Swemam is arraigned and successfully

prosecuted for his misogyny by the women of the play, takes place in a III:lkeshift

court outside the official counroom, outside patriarchal law, and outside the

margins of legitimate legal discourse. Here we are in a world governed,

authorized, and judged by women, 43 whereas in the first trial we were in the

world l,f the legitimate court, governed, authorized, and judged by men. While

the second area is outside patriarchal order and control, it is also in a marginal,

nonlegitimaœd space. In this liberaœd but unofficial theatrica1 space, we are

doser te the world of farce and te the implication that misogyny is comic

materia1. While the mood in the first trial is often lightened by the humorons

dialogue and burlesque actions of Swemam and some of the minor characters, it

entails serions issues with grave consequences. The penalty for Leonida's

transgression of patriarchal order is death; a fake execution bas te be devised to

save her life for the happy ending. In the second trial the issues are treated less

seriously and the consequences are Iess severe. Swemam is found gnilty of
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misogyny; his sentence involves humiliation and physical punishmenr. He will

be muzzled and led to a public place where he will be bound and baited by

women. He is aIso threatened with the possibilities of whipping and being smck

by women's hat pins (5.2.164-65). Fmally his book will be bumed, and he will

be sent to live among infidels (5.2.330-58). The women's victory, like the

women's conn and the issue of misogyny, is placed in the context of comedy

albeit, rather black comedy. The women's defense of Leonida and of women in

general is not given priority in the dramatic strUcture or in the rhetorical context

of male precedence and the legitimacy of patriarchal oroer. Ar. the end of the

play a benevolent male absolutism replaces tyrannical patriarchal abuse of power,

but women and women's speech are still assigned a subordinate linguistic and

legal position in the symbolic oroer.

The Swemam play continues tO figure women within the rhetorical frame

of the formaI debate, as generalized binary oppositions of good and eviL In the

main trial Swetnam attacks, and Atlanta defends, the saIne patriarchal constrUets

of women that we have observed in the conttoversy genre. Leonida is not

defended as herself but as an abstraction of fe:=lininity; depending on the speaker

she is either a figuration of angelic grace and goodness or of seduetive eviL One

of Misogynous's feminine representations is "the wanton Morning Sunne," that

attraets men's eyes as beautiful women do (3.3.163-64). Misogynous uses a

rhetorical technique here similar to the one that Swemam employs in his attack

in the example discussed earlier of the women for whom Solomon lusred. The

rhetorical structure of his misogynistic discourse perfectIy demonsttates the

technique whereby a conttolling male speaker manipulates language to define

woman for his own discursive ends. There is nothing innately "wanton" in the

phenomenon of the morning sun or in the nature of beautiful women.

Misogynous rhetorically frames them as wanton through the deviœ ofan unstated
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and false syllogïsm: the beautifu1 morning sun mat attractS men's eyes is wanton

because Swemam defines it as wanton. Beautifu1 women attract men's eyes.

Within the rhetorical context in which beautifu1 women are associated with the

morning sun, beautifu1 women are wanton. He follows this bit of casuistry with

a catalogue ofaduirerous women including Cleopatra and Helen ofTroy.

Atlanta counters Misogynous' list of classical examples of seductive

women by offering to name "a thousand women" who have been chaste and

honourable (3.3.221). Neither mentions Leonida. ArlantalLorenzo's defense as

we11 as Misogynous' attack insaibes Leonida as an emblematic figure rather man
an individual woman with a distinctive nature and identity. Like the formai

controversy the play functions as a containing strategy, arbitrarily fitting women

into a class or categOry of male-defined femininity•

VI

Two of the }!',are noteworthy documents that followed the Swemam

controversy focused on the issue of transvestism. Hic MuJier and Haee Vir

were published in 1620, near the end of ]ames's reign. The first treatise,

attacking women who adopted a masculine Style of dress, was cast in the form ofa

judicial oration; the second, chastising bath sexes for wearing apparcl mat blurred

the gender boundaries, was composed in the dialogue mode. The speaker ofHù:

Mulier strongly empbasizes dress as a means of preserving the sociosymbolie

order but indictS women only in the dispute. 44 In Hace Vir both sexes are

reproved for the confusion of the dress code, but by Dr the greater burden of

defense &lis on the woman. The gender polemie in the Hje Mulier and~
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Yir. pamphlets focuses on the interrelations hetween feminine dress and speech.

In the dialogic context of this argument, woman's clothing signifies her place in

the symbolic order; her dress should reinforce the male discourse by which she

is defined and coded. Female modesty and appropriateness in attire are

associated with fem;n;ne speech decorum, proper signification in the order of

language, and in extension with the ethos by which woman's actions are directed.

The writers of the treatises suggest mat female violation of the dress code

threatens disorder in the system of oppositions in which both sexes are

inscribed. Dress is a sign of distinction hetween the sexes. For a woman tO

reverse, even temporarily, mat marker of sexaal difference is ta sign2l degradation

in speech, manners, and actions. As usual the reference ta female action reflects

the male preoccupation with female chastity. According to the male speakers in

both p:unphlets, female transVeStism is the sign of a f.ùlen woman who speaks a

fillen language.

The debate in Hic MuJier hinges on the q1:!estion of appropriate dress for

Hic Mulier, the mannis" woman. 4S Haec VlI' the male speaker initiates the

attack with a playon language in his exordium. In a series of puns on the

de1iberately incorrect Latin of Hic Mulier's name, a joining of the masculine

form of the adjective with the feminine noun, he 1inks female adoption of male

attire ta reversais and unnatural joinings ID grammatical declension and these

grammatical violations to feminine mon5trosity and to impudent liherties in

speech and action:

But l will maintain, if it he not the tIUest Latin in the

kingdom, yet it is the commonest. For since the days

of Adam women were never so Masculine: Masculine

in case, even from the head ta the foot; Masculine in

Mood, from bold speech ta impudent action; and
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Masculine in tense, for without redress they were,

are, and will he the most Masculine, most mankind,

and most mon5trous. (265) 46

According te the argument in the quoted passage, women's repudiation of

the dress code signifies chaos in the symbolk order as well as a deformity of

female nature. The author continues along the same line of logic te put forth the

premise that female tranSVestism is a corruption of heth nature and language.

After a brief digression in which he praises good women, who are presumably

true te their natures, "full of holy thought, modest carriage, and severe chastity,"

he toms to the women who are the snbjea of bis anack. In the long and

vehement passage that follows he describes women who cross-dress as an

antithesis te nature. He correlates the practice with "mOn5ttOUS deformity •..

the impudence of Harlots ... baseness, hastardy, ... indignity ••. deceitfulness

..• [and[ barbar[ity] among other negative attributes (266-68). 47 The incidence

ofwomen dressing in maIe attire

offends man in the example and God in the most

unnatural use; barbarous in that it is exorbitant from

Nature and an Antithesis te kind, going astray with il1=.

fayored affectation hem jn attire. jn sPeech and

manners, and it is te be feared, in the whole courses

and stories of their actions. What cau be more

barbarous man with the gloss of mnmmjng An te

djsggjse the beauty of their creations? (268; emphasis

added)

Hace VII' defines femaIe tranSVestism as an unnatural reversai that implies

a perversion of originally good Femjnjne nature and of femaIe language, speech,

and manners. The practice is not only degrading and a sign of barbarism in its
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digression from both human and external nature, it is also duplicitous. The stress

on affectation in speech and manners in the rhetorical context of "mumming Art"

and "di~guise" conveys notions of deceit and inauthenticity in the character and

langnage of the female persona. The reference to "mnmming" also suggests actors

in costumes and masks, an occupation for males only in the Jacobean period in

England. This association also implies counterfeiting, unnatural artifice, and a

tranSgression of the proper boundaries in which women are carefully contained.

Women who adopt male apparel ruin :u:d disguise the beauty of the patriarchally

constructed stereotypes by which they are defined. But the thesis that underlies

Haec Vrr's argument is that women in male dress mar the beauty of a natural

order in language and in nature.

For Haec VlI' the reversai of the dress code by women entails a semiotic

shift as weIl as reversaIs in grammar, nature, speech, and manners. Their

tranSgression of gender boundaries convens female transVestites from "signs

deceidess" te representatives of total degradation: "the gilt din which

embroiders Playhouses, . •. the perfumed Carrion that bad men feed on in

Brothels ••• " and so forth (266). Through "the monsttousness of [their]

deformity in apparel" they are tranSformed into "disguised deformities" (267,

273) with the connotations of deceit, aberration, and degradation just discussed.

Like Sidney's anthropomorphized female rhetoric, discussed in the previous

chapter, women in male attire have fallen from their original state of grace in

which they are inscribed in the symbolic order as superlatives of excellence:

"Yon, oh yon, " • good women .•. that are the fullness ofperfection, the crowns

of nature's worle, the complements of men's excellences ••• "(265). Once again,

woman is defined by the rhetorical framing context of hyperbolic oppositions.

In the preceding passage good women are "the complements of men's

excellences." As in the rhetorical handbooks where gender difference is figureà
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by male linguistic precedence, female complementarity is represented as

intrinsic to the order of nature. For Haec Vrr, female violation of the dress code

signifies a transgression of this namral order. The link between attire, speech,

and manners forged in the Haec Vir pamphlet thus suggests that women who defy

the decorum of gender distinction in dress transgress the boundaries of language.

The speech of such "deformed" women subvens the natural order of male

precedence and blurs the gender differences that position women as silent, or at

least, reticent speakers. Women who have "cast off the omaments of [their] sexes

to put on the garments of Shame ... have buried silence te revive slander ... "

(266). It seems that the woman's guide te proper dress is informed by her guide

to proper speech. In both 31"eas she is placed at the positive pole of the symbolic

order when she reinforces masculine precedet:i.;::e and proprietorship, at the

negative pole when she reverses or disturbs male priority. Decorum of dress is

linked to decorum of place in a rhetorica1 context that identifies female

transvestites with public women or counesans in public places. In the passage

that follows, female chastity is associated with proper fema1e dress. Women are

urged te avoid the exposure of such parts of their bodies as "breasts ... and arms"

(271).

Oh, hide them, for shame hide them in the c10sest

prisons of your strietest government! Shield them

with modest and comely garments, such as are warm

and wholesome, having every window c10sed with a

Strong Casement and every Loophole furnished with

such StrOng Ordïnance that no unchaste eye MaY come

near to assail them. . • . Gnard them • . • not with

Antie disguise and Mimie funtasticaIness, where

every window stands open like the Subura, 48 and
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every window a Counesan with an instrument, like so

many Sirens, to enchant the weak passenger tO

shipwreck and destruction. (271-72)

The interrelations between the decorum of dress, speech, and place are revealed

in H:!ec VII"s strict waming te women te conceal themse1ves in modest garments

appropriate to their sex and tO confine themselves te the domestic sphere, lest

they be mistaken for prostitutes or, at least, seduaresses.

While it is difficult te believe that the author of Hic Muljer is entirely

serious in his strident condemnation of fema1e ttansVestism, his arguments follow

the generic conventions of the fonnal contrOversy. Woman's c10thing is a part of

the rheterica1 context in which she is framed; female modest:y in dress is linked

to patriarchally approved female verbal reticence and by extension to female

chastity. Female tranSgression of the containing frame of the dress code subverts

the system of meaning in which men and women are inscribed in the symbolic

order. Indeed, Raec VlT denies meaning to transvestite women, who are "so

much man in all things that they are neither men nor women. but ... nothing"

(270).

Hic Mulier is silent throughout the anack. Her silence confonns to the

literary form being used-the judicia1 ontion is a monologic composition-but it

is aIso typica1 of the rheterica1 tradition in which women do not speak but are

used as passive examples by male authors. It is consistent with this tradition that

the literary form is one that offeTS no space for a female speaker. Even the

pamphlet sequence followed the rheterica1 convention of male precedence: both

Hic Muljer and Haec Vir were published in the same year, 1620, but the former

was printed first, the latter acknowledging in its subtitle that it was "an A:nswer

te a late Book entitled Hje Mnljer ••• "(278). In one respect it depans from the

other attacks and defenses that we have just scrutinjzed. While in the Swemam
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series aIl three treatises were judicial orations, in the Haee Vir pamphlet Hic

Mulier's defense is presemed in the Platonie dialogue forro. Raec VIT bas an

opportunity m speak at the beginning and end of the dialogue, and bis words

affect: the resolution of the debate.

The deliberate grammatical confusion continues in the comic opening of

Race Vir. As in the first: pamphlet, Raec VIT is an effeminate man, and Hic

Mulier a mannish woman. Here, however, the exchange of dress styles leads to

gender confusion. Raec VIT addresses Hic Mulier as "Most redoubted and

worthy Sir," and Hic Mulier greets him as "Most rare and excellent Lady" (278).

In humorous asides Hic Mulier queries, "Is she mad or doth she mock me?" and

Raec VIT inquires, "Pity of patience, what doth he behold in me 00 taIre me for a

woman?" (278). Once the confusion is cleared they agree 00 a debare in wbich,

once again, Raec VIT spea1cs first. He presents bis anack in the familiar

vimperative Style, a rambling delivery of derogaoory adjectives and comparisons,

again with an empbasis on the deformity implied by Hic Mulier's masculine

attire (279). She refers to bis disjoinred style and delivery as "lightning and

thunder" and presses him for the point or proposition of bis argument: "come

roundly 00 the matter; draw mine accusation inm heads, and then let me answer"

(280). When he organizes bis case inm specific charges that Hic Mulier is guilty

of "Baseness [in her bondage 00 novelty], Unnamralness, Shamefulness,

Foolishness," bis choice of diction is coarse and bis analogies crude (281). He

compares, for example, women who break the dress code 00 "untamed heifers"

(280).

Hic Muller, on the other band, begins her argument in a logica1, orderly

fashion. She does not rail but responds 00 each of Raec Vrr's accusations with a

challenge 00, and a critique of, the conventional patriarchal gender distinctions.

She argues for a more hererogeneous position for women in the sociosymbolic
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order, and insists on the right to choose her fashion of clothing according tO her

personal taStes rather than accept the constraints of custom and convention. In

responding te the charge of bondage to novelty she asks, "What slavery can there

be in freedom of election ... with those pleasures . . . most suitable tO mine

affections? Hic Muller defines bondage as perform[ing] the intents and purposes

of another's disposition ... by the force of authority and the strength of

compulsion. Static feminine stereotypes, including dress codes, are

metaphorically rejected: "And will you have poor woman such a fixed Star that

she sha1l not so much as move or twinkle in her own Sphere?" (281). Hic Muller

plays here on a dynamic, plural signification for women; she subverts the "fixed"

patriarchal construets of femininity in favour of a potential for variety. In

language evoking the poetry of the familiar third chapter of Ecclesiastes she

declares:

Nature te every thing she hath created hath given a

singular delight in change: as to Herbs, Plants and

Trees a rime te wither and shed their leaves, a rime to

bud and bring forth their leaves, and a rime for their

Fruits and Flowers. ... (281)

The authority of the biblical allusion strengthens Hic Mulier's defense of

the possibilities for multiplicity and heterogeneity in Feminine meaning and

freedom in woman's position in the sociosymbolic order. Her argument disrupts

the boundaI'i-"S of the containing frame of the dress code that, like the generic

conventions of the Renaissance controversy, provides formaI closure and unity te

the signification of the feminine. This is a point that l shall explore more fully in

the discussion of Moll Cutpurse in MiddIeten and Dekker's The Roaring Girl,

specifically in the context: of the outrage incurred by Moll's male attire. In both

instances a female character revises her meaning in the symbolic order and argues
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for a more flexible position. In her defense of heterogeneity against the charge of

"[u]naroralness in forsaking [her] creation and [scorning] custem," Hic Mulier

dec1ares, "1 was created free, born free, and live free; what l~ts me then so to

spin out my cime that l may die free?" (282). She conc1udes her refu::ation of the

charge of unnaturalness with the contention that only custom, and not reason, is

violated, adding that "Cusrom is an Idiot" (284).

Hic Mulier continues her spirited defense, refuting Haec Vir's

accusations of shaIrlefulness and foolishness with consistently unified arguments

that refleet her individual point of view. Until Haec Vrr invokes the combined

authority of church and Bible te support bis position she appears te be winning

the debate and te be able te tran5Cend the consttaining limitations for Feminine

individuaIity mat the dress code represents. Then she begins te waver from her

srrong speaking position. Haec Vrr refers te church sanctions against the wearing

• of masculine dress for women except for the purpose of avoiding persecution.

He calls on patriarchal figures of authority, male divines who interpret and

represent the will of a male God who ordains mat women shan be subjecred te

men. The traditiona! justification for masculine control of authority originates in

a biblical passage in Genesis, 49 although it recurs in varions other passages, for

example, the Pauline injonction: "the head of the woman is the man"

(Corinthians 1. 11). 50 In the Genesis passage the male Jehovah ordains obedience

te men as a moral obligation for women.

The weight of the biblical confirmation of male hegemony in this, as in

other maners, imposes an ideological closure on Hic Mulier's arguments. In

deference te the patriarchal construction of femininity as modest and oberlient,

she adjusrs her point of view regarding women's liberty te dress according to

their persona! preferences. She bas a1ready associated the latter with freedom of

speech. decision, and action; now she submits te the male absolutist standards
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that demand obedience from good women. Although rechnically she does not

lose the debare, she loses her verbal empowerment, her claim tO fre.:dom of

dress, and the right to speak out publicly on this issue. Indeed, ü'te topic of

female ttansvestism quickly becomes a closed issue. When Hic Mulier

conrends, as pan of her modified defense, that women have adopted male dress

because men have been dressing effeminately, she may be making a reference to

the historical conteXt of the Jacobean period, 51 bt:t she is surely making a

concession to patriarchal absolutism. The next step in this direction is a promise

that when men reven to dressing like men, women will desist from masculine

dress and will remm to modest and subservient behavior toward men (282).

Hic Mulier links the reversaI of dress style to a reversai of speech style.

In her charge that men have arrogared feminine dress and manners, she notes that

they have "even ravished from us our speech, ..• 1 have .•• heard a Man court

his Mistress with the same words that Venus did Adonis, or as near as the Book

could instruct him" (286) 52. She urges Haec Vil" and his conremporaries tO

become "men in woros" as weil as in other respects (288). Near the end of the

debate, when she coneurs that "it is necessary that there be a distinct and special

difference between Man and Woman [as decreed] by the Laws ofNatw'e, by the

rules of Religion, and the Customs of ail civil Nations" (287), she vows that when

men become men distinctions in speech will again be observed; men will speak

and women will listen:

Cast then from you our omaments and put on your

own armor; be men in shape, men in show, men in

words. • . • Then will we love and serve you; then

will we hear and obey you; then will we like riclt

Jewels bang at your ears to take our Instructions. •••

(288)
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Hic Mulier's freely expressed defense of her right to dress as she chooses

is stifled in her capirolation to patriarchal ventriloquïsm. As the debare draws to

a close, she echoes male standards of value and accepts the patriarchal terms of

::he symbolic contract that define woman as other than and different from man, by

whom she is defined. The jewel metaphor defines women as complementary tO

men and as male materia1 possessions. As in the case of the rheterical treatises,

the figuration of women as valuable properties pertains only te good women who

speak submissively, and therefore defensibly, within the patriarchal code.

Women are propeny categories; they have no legitimate speaking position except

tO give voice te patriarchal instructions and te signify male complementarity.

Grammatical confusion and unnatural reversaIs and joinings are cleared

when Hic Mulier and Haec VIT revert to their conventional gender distinctions

in dress. Haec Vir announces that they will change their names with their

attires. The adjectives and nouns that comprise their names will agree: "[He]

will no more be Haec VIT, but Hic Vu; nor [she] Hic Mulier, but Haec Mulier"

(288). With the reinstatement of correct grammatical inflection both speakers in

the dialogne will retum to their pre-estabIished network of signification within

the symbolic order. Transformed from Hic Mulier, the female speaker, Haec

Mulier, will not question her place in the symbolic contraet nor argne for a freer,

more heterogeneons conception of woman. By the end of the treatise she speaks

in defense of patriarcha1 standards of femininity. Both speakers observe the

traditioual male syntactic and sequential precedence. Haec VIT, the male

speaker, had the first speech; as Hic VIT he also bas the last word. 53 In keeping

with the force of the invocation of biblical and church sanctions against Hic

Mulier's earlier arguments and with the containing frame implied by this

rhetorical strategy, he closes with a religions poem, thus giving ideological

closure to her abortive critiques and attempts to revise the socïosymbolic
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contraet. The shift back te proper attire and proper grammar has led back to the

woman's guide to proper speech.

VII

As a rhetorica1 debate genre the formaI Renaissance controversy over

women funerions as a containing strategy for women speakers. The generic

conventions defined by male writers and rhetoricians who control the genre

allow the female no autenomous or authentic speech. In the discourse of the

debate pamphlets as in the rhetorica1 handbooks male authors designate female

meaning in and through language. Women speakers are inscribed in the

rhetorica1 structures of the arguments for and against women 2S complementary

and subordinate adjunets te male speakers. The female is figured as an either/or

representative of two antithetical construets; she is transcendently good or

excessively evil, possessing no potential for heterogeneity. The male-imposed

link between female silence and chastity strategically disempowers the female

speaker. The genre, indeed, seems expressly designed to silence women. As l

shall demonstrate, these conventions carry over to the draIna, and are reflected in

the verbal defenses of female charaeters.
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1 My quotations are taken from Duncan-Jones, Van Dorsten,

MjsceJJaneoys Prose of Sir Philip Sidm:y. See ch.1, n.12.

2 Joel B. Altman, The Tudor Play of Mjnd: Rhetorical InQJliry and the

DevelQprnent of EJizabethan Drarna (Berkeley: U of California P, 1978).

3 Frederic Jameson's The Po!jtical Unconscjoys: Narrative as a Socjal]y

SymboJic Act (Ithaca: Comell OP, 1981) bas been an extremely useful resource

in this context. Jameson's Manàst-historical interpretations make this work an

important precursor text to much of the new-historicist school of thought. In

The Wood Turned Upsjde Down; Radical Ideas durin~ the En~!jsb Revolution

(Harmondsworth: Pengaïn, 1975) Christopher Hill anticipates the direction of

our current historical perspective in his daim for the perennial preoccupation

with the past and with our changing conceptions of histoty: "History bas to be

rewrinen every generation, because although history does not change the present

does; each generation asks new questions of the past and finds new areas of

sympathy as it relives different aspects of the experiences of its predecessors"

(15).

4 Two particularly well-researched and useful recent texts that make

significant contributions to this project are Linda Woodbridge's ground-breaking

survey, Wornen and the En~!jsh Renaissance: Lireramre and the Nature of

Wornankjnd. 1540-1620 (Orbana: U of DIinois P, 1984); and Constance Jordan,

Renaissance Ferninism; LireraQ" Text:j andPQ~ (Ithaca: Comell OP,

• 1990). Katherine Usher Henderson and Barbara F. McManus, eds., Hill
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Humankind: ContenS and Tem of the Conttoversy about Women in England.

1540-1640 (Urbana: U oflllinois P, 1985) is a1so very useful.

5 Christine de Pizan's The Book of the CitY of Ladies W3S written and

pub1ished in France in 1405. The work W3S translated into Eng1ish in 1521 by

Bryan Anslay crhe Boke of the Cne of Lacl.ves). For a recent translation see~

Book of the CitY ofLadjes, tranS. Earl Jeffrey Richards (New York: Persea Books,

1982). Christine conceived of, and wrote, her vindication of women as an

objection to the treatment of women generally, and te crude, sexua1ly explicit

speeches attribuœd te Lady Reason in The Romance of the Rose by Jean de

Meung specifically. (The first part of this we1l-known French work W3S written

by Guillaume de Loris ca. 1225. De Meung wroœ a sevenœen-thousand line

continuation approximately fifty years later). La Ouerelle de la Rose,

inœrestingly enough, W3S simulraneously an anack on the misogyny ofa male poet

(Christine reverses the epideictic praise of Meung te negative criticism) and a

defense of women. She tums the argument mat the poem represents an example

of correct morallife for men of a1l classes inte an accusation mat the poem is an

exhortation te vice - specifically te the seduction of a defenseless young woman.

(See "Epistre au dieu d'amours," in Euvres poetiques de Christine de Pisan, ed.

Maurice Roy [SATF 24] 1886; New York: Johnson Reprint, 1965) 11, 10-14. l am

indebted te Ann Jones' translation of excerpts from this work, which W3S among

the reading materials of the spring 1992 Folger Seminar "The Polemics of

Gender," which she directed. See a1so The Epistle:; on the Romance of the Rose

and Other Documents in the Debate, ed. Charles Frederick Ward (Chicago, 1911)

17-28. While an in-depth consideration of this fifteenth-century work is outside

the range of my smdy, it is certainly relevant and entirely fuscinating mat the
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genre of women's literary defenses in connection with negative literary criticism

of a male poet, instituted in France by a femaIe writer, was tranSformed in

England intO a pamphlet war of defenses of and attacks on women. In England

women were latecomers tO the genre. Although Christine herseIf was extremely

successful as France's fust professional woman of Ietters, one of the srrong

arguments in her poem "Episrre au dieu d'Amours," which preceded the debate,

is the contention that a primary cause of women's defenseIessness against maIe

literary attacks lies in their exclusion from the literary canon ("Epistre" 416-26).

Her concem with maIe sIanders against the linguistic sexual propriety of a female

poetic persona emphasizes the preoccupation with female chastity as a central

issue of the debate on bath sides of the continent.

6 See Suzanne W. Hull, Chaste. Silem and Obedient; Eng:lish Books for

Women. 1475-1640 (San Marino: Huntingron Library, 1982) 107. For more

detailed material on the formaI conrroversy see Woodbridge, Wo ID en:

Henderson and McManus, Half Humankind. While both of the latter works

provide illUIIlin::ting coverage of the formaI controversy, the orientation of each is

different. Woodbridge of'fers a comprehensive survey and genre definition with

a discussion of the surrounding issues, whereas Henderson and McManus

present seIecred documents and their specific historical context. The latter is

the fust study te afford modernized and annotated editions of sorne of the key

documents of the genre. l shall refer te the Henderson and McManus edition ofa

number of these pamphlets, including the Swemam series and those dealing with

the Hic Mulier Haec Vir conrroversy.

7 In Women and the Eng:1ish Renaissance, Woodbridge attests that we

need not assame that a defense is necessarily a response ta anything (44).
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8 In Renai~sance Feminism. her excellent scholarly analysis of the

Renaissance gender polemic within a multi-generic and pan-European context,

Constance Jordan also places the pro- and contra- women arguments within the

rhetorical frame of literary defenses (3).

9 The judicial oration was usually divided into five parts: tht: e:cordium or

"introduction," 7lIlTTatio or "statement offaets," 'OnfiimatïO or "proof," rifutatio or

"refutation of opposing arguments," and peroratio or "conclusion." Sorne

rhetoricians combined confirmatio with rifutatio; some added further parts such

as the partitio, a "forecast of StrUetnre," the propositio, a "statement of theses to be

demonstrated," and the digressïo, a "digression." Even the most apparendy

e:aempore oratorical effusions followed some elements of Quintilian structure

(Woodbridge 25). Woodbridge holds that the form of the Platonic dialogue is

particu1arly suitable "as a literary forum for debate and . . . a method for

discrediting erroneous opinion by embodying it in a speaker of questionable

integrity" (18).

10 F05ter Watson places it among"the group ofbooks in praise ofwomen,

based on historical examples." See Educariona! Classjcs. ed. J. W. Adamson

(New York: Longmans, 1912) 212.

11 Simon Shepherd, like Woodbridge, describes the formai debate as a

rhetorical exercise. See Amazons and Warrior Women: Yarieties of Femjnjsm jn

Seventeenth-CentuI,Y Drama (New Yor!c St. Martin's P, 1981) 205.

12 See Henderson and McManus 20-24. The editors concede that there is

no definite proof that the defense WIÏters who used fema1e pseudonyms, as

Esther Sowemam and Constantia Munda did, ae:toally were women. They

contend however, that there is no evidence against the daims, and no advantage
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te be gained by men writing under sucb psendonyms. Further, they argue mat

the consistency of tone and convincing female perspective of the defense

pamphlets support the authors' daims te he women. Henderson and Mc.\1anus

conc1ude that

since nothing in the tradition of the Iiterary

controversy indicates mat men would write under

female names .•• and since the internaI evidence of

the pamphlets themse1ves point te female authorship,

it seems reasonable te take these wamen at their ward.

••• (24)

Woocibridge also raises this question, but finds no evidence against the daims of

female authorship (93).

13 See note 4.

14 My quotations from these pamphlets are taken from Henderson and

McManus's text.

15 Henderson, McManus, 270.

16 See Coryl Crandall, ed., Swemam the Woman-Hater Amjgned by

Women in Swemam the Woman-Hater; The Controversy and the Play.

(Lafayette: Purdue University Studies, 1969) 3.3.117-23, 5.2.82-89.

17 As 1 shall discuss, in my analysis of Othe!lo, misogyny can easi1y he

converted from a comic topos of gender-play to an effective rhetorical weapon of

attack. Iago's sly attacks on Desdemona are eD111ples par excellence of the

negative latent power of ostensibly anmsiug and harmless misogynistic discourse.

18 The Swetnam quOt:1tious, like the Sowernam and Munda excerpts are

taken from Henderson and McManus's HalfHuman!cjnd.
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19 Although l quote throughout this chapter primarily from the

Henderson, McManus edition cf these documents, l also refer tO Simon

Shepherd's Amazons and Wanior Women for maœrial not included in the first

source.

20 VIViana Comensoli, "Gender and Eloquence in Dekker's The Honest

Whore. l'lITt TI," English Smdies in Canada 5. 3, (1989) 249.

21 See Shephercl, Amuons 203.

22 See also Woodbridge, 18-22.

23 The Latin terminology for this division of a proposition is partitio.

Judicious partioning is an optional additional part of the conventional Quintillan

five parts of the judicial oration. It is typical of Sowernam's organized structure

and expertise in the art of logical disputation. The pn.'"Pose of this teehnique is

the rhetorical amplification of a discourse. By "dividing a matter or materia into

its parts [the writer] ••• make[s] it increase and multiply." See Parker. Ljœrary

Fat Ladjes. 128.

24 If the Swetnam pro- and contra- women debate represents a

collaboration between the pamphlet wriœrs and the printer and distributor, as it

might, it is relevant mat Sowernam here seems to anticipaœ the anonymous play

Swetnam the Waman-Raœr Amigned hr Women. She entitles the sixth chapter

of her defense Joseph Swemam His IndjetJDent and continues the forensic

vocabulary in the opening sentence of this section: "Joseph Swemam, thou art

indicœd br the name ofJoseph Swetnam of Bedlammore (an allnsion to Bedlam),

in the connty of Onopoly. For mat thou in the twentieth day of December in the

year ete. dids't most wickedly, blasphemously (as we have noted, Swetnam taO

refers to bis work as blasphemy), falsely and scandalously publish a lewd

,
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pamphlet entitled The Ami~ment of Women." This is an issue discussed at

the Folger Seminar "The Poleries of Gender," which l attended. Simon

Shepherd also raises the question (Amazons 27-28). Indeed, Swemam does show

an interest in promoting a second book that he plans to wriœ. See The Women's

ShalJ) Reven:e: Five Women's Pamphlets &om the Renaissance, ed. Simon

Shepherd (New York: St. Manin's P, 1989) 62.

25 Perhaps the most gIaring inconsistency in Swetnam's attack is the

passage in his preface in which he accuses himself of "the blasphemy of this

infamous book against [women]" and dec1ares that after writing the piece he cut

his pen into fragments and considered cutting offhis fingers (Shepherd, Women's

Sharp Reven~ 60). He then promises to make amends for his offense, thus

implying that the attack is part of a series and leaving his seriousness suspect.

Two wittier, more polished examples of this type of single-author literary attack

and defènse are Nathan Fie1d's comedies, Woman is a Weathercoc!c and Amends

for Ladies.

26 Shepherd, The Woman's Sharp Reven= 93.

27 Peacham, 120.

28 See my chapter 1.

29 There are two successive chapterS numbered four. This is perhaps a

misprint.

30 See Henderson and McManus, 228.

31 Henderson and McManus point out that in the Renaissance and earlier,

Euripides had an undeserved reputation as a misogynist (226, n. 15).

32 Henderson and McMa.nus gloss the term, "accidentai cause," which

Munda explains as "a cause as Philosophers say. t:JZ1lSIZ sine iJUIZ non." They offer
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the English tranSlation: "A cause without which no definÏte effeet mes place"

(239). in Shakespeare's Use of the Arts ofLan~a~ Sister Marian Joseph draws

attention to the four major categories into which the term, anISe, was placed in

c1assical rhetoric and logic; efficient, formai, material, and final causes.

Renaissance scho1ars would have been familiar with the severa! connotations of

the term (120).

33 Sowernam and Swemam of course both folIow almost universal

Renaissance debate convention in arguing from biblica1 and classica1 exempla as

authorities for their pro- and contta- women arguments. Yet ifSowemam aetually

was a woman sbe would have received a different education than a man, and

might thus have been bound less c1ose1y to rhetorica1 conventions. As a woman

writing in defense of women. sbe might weIl have COnstn1eted her arguments

differently.

34 This rhetorical strategy may be JnfOrmed by a feminist subtext.

Sowernam's judicial prosopopOeM may aIlude to Christine de Pizan's The Book of

the City of Ladies in which the narrator is guided in her defense of women by

three crowned ladies: Reason, Rectitude, and Justice.

35 1 am using the term "dia/ogie here as Bakhtin does in The DialoiPc

ImaiPnation to refer to his formulation ofdialogism. See my n.3, Introduction.

36 See Henderson and McManus, 245.

37 This is the Swetnanl ditty on which Munda comments:

Man must he at aIl the cost

And yet live by the 10ss.

A man must talœ aIl the pains,

And women spend aIl the gains.
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And yet she thinks she keeps herself blame1ess,

And in al! vices she would go name1ess.

But if she carry it never 50 clean,

Yet in the end she will be counted for a coney­

catehing quean.

And yet she will swear mat she will thrive

As long as she cau find one man alive. (257)

38 Qtd. in Henderson and McManus, 249, 0.22.

39 See CrandaI1, Swemam.

40 Crandall, 28-29.

41 Crandall, 21-22.

42 Ifwe look back for a moment te the Swemam attack, which begins the

Swemam controversy, Swemam himself disdains female judges, declaring mat he

"meane[s] not te make [women bis] judges" (Shepherd, The Woman's Reven~

61).

43 Simon Shepherd aIso remarIes on the exclusion of women from the

court. He observes mat in acting "as a group outside male strUctures," women are

effective in rectifying the erroneous justice of the male court (Arnarons 216).

44 In bis fZIrITatio the speaker defines the issue as pen:aining ta women

only: "Come then you Mascnline women, for yon are my Subject" (266).

45 See Henderson and McManus, 265.

46 The editors observe mat the Jacobean definition of case could denote

clothing.
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47 As shall he noted in the discussion of Middleton and Dekker's The

Roarine- Girl in chapter 4, cross-dressing is perceived by authoritative males as a

sign of monstrosity. Constance Jordan points OUt in her analysis of the His:

Mulier and Haec Y1r pamphlets that it is politically inrerpreted as signifying

anarchy. (See Renaissance Feminism 305). See also Mary Beth Rose, IM

Expense of Spirit; Love and Sexna!itY in Ene:Jish Renaissance Drama (Ithaca:

Comell UP, 1988) 64-92; Valerie Lucas, "Hic Mulier: The Female Transvestite

in Early Modem England," Renaissance and ReformationlRenaissance et

Réforme 24. 1 (1988): 65-84.

48 Henderson and McManus, 272, n. 34. The term, subura, refers to "[a]

poor district abounding in prostitutes in ancient Rome."

49 The Genesis (King James version) text reads: "But 1 would have you

lcnow, that the head of every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is the

man; and the head of Christ is God.•.." (2.22-3). Women's subordination and

subsequence is stressed also in 1 Tunothy 2.11.14:

Let the woman learn in silence with all subjection.

But 1 suffer not a woman to teach, nor to usurp

authority over the man, but to be in silence. For

Adam was first formed, then Eve ... (2.11.14).

These biblical qUOtations are cired in Parker's Lirerary Fat Ladies, 180. In IM

Renaissance Notion ofWomen (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1980), !an Mac1ean

refers to the subordination ofEve to Adam inscribed in Genesis 3.16.

50 This passage is cired in Parker, Lirerary Fat Ladies111.

51 The Haec Y1r and Hic MuJier pamphlets may weIl point to their

historical context. They were published at a time when James 1 had observed
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with displeasure mat a number of women were wearing male dress in public.

James had ordered his ministers tO preach against this practice, and a number of

clergy had done 50. James, however, requested no public comment on the issue

of male foppishness, although quite a few men, including some of bis own

courtiers, wore eIaborately effem.inare dress. The speaker of Hic Mulier rer1ectS

James's bias.

52 Henderson and McManus anest that the book is "doubtless

Shakespeare's Venus and Adonis, a popular narrative poem which had been

reprinted in nine successive quanos by 1616 (286, n. 36).

53 See Punenbam on the rhetorica1 conventions for male syntactic and

sequential precedence (250).
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•
Fema1e Defendants and Male Judges in Two Jacobean Tragedies

l

This chapter analyzes the discourse of drama tO examine relations

between, and resonances of, the conventions of Renaisance rhetoric and the

formaI Renaissance debate in the rheterical structures of defenses by female

dramatic charaeters. The plays seleaed for scrutinyare Shakespeare's OtheIJo

(ca. 1604) and King Mar 1 (ca. 1605). Given the complexity of these works and

• the enormous range of critical approaches that they offer, a definitive and

comprehensive reading that engages all or even most of the major issues, is

beyond the purview of my research. l shall limit my analysis to the specifie

issues of this inquiry. My focus is on the specifie ways in which the

conventions of the nondramatic genres either operate in the draIna as constraints

against authentic female speech or present impasses the female speakers must

negotiare. As we shall discuss, Desdemona and Cordelia are the central female

charaeters who challenge but eventually are undone by male abuses of the

authority te determine and control women's place, meaning, and discourse in the

symbolic order.

OtheIJo is of particular interest in juxtaposition with Elizabeth Cary's Iht

Tragedje of Mariam. discussed in the next chapter. OtheIJo and Mariam have

verbal and structural parallels that illnminate the rhetorical construction of

women as materia1 constitnted by male discourse and subjeaed te semantic shifts
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by male speakers. While both plays offer an alternate spiriroal depiction of

women that potentially allows sorne female agency and effective defense

strategies, Desdemona and Mariam are ultimarely represented in stereotypical

Petrarchan conceits that control and reify ther::. as passive subjeets of male

discourse. Notwithstanding their differences, these draInas are both domestic

tragedies among highly placed individuals; 2 in both, the tragic consequences

arise from male abuse of the power te control female place and meaning in the

order of language. The unique relevance of Kjng Lear to this smdy lies in its

representation of women in relation te rheteric. In her inclination for silence in

the oratorical contest that Lear forces upon the three sisters as the play opens,

Cordelia illustrates the Renaissance figuration of a good, and, therefore

defensible, woman. She speaks only at Lear's insistence, and then re1uctantly,

briefly, and simply. Her verbal reticence contrasts with her sisterS' rhetorical

facility, perfectly demonstrating the logic of the male attackers of verbally

powerful women. Cordelia is represented as good and chaste; Goneril and Regan

are both evil and unchaste. The three women are judged :>n.i praised or

condemned by Lear and by the men who restore order by the end of the play,

within the traditional gender standards that value and link female silence and

chastity.

The judicial and forensic associations surrounding the formaI controversy

treatises are intensified in Shakespeare's female dramatic defenses as women are

directly subjecœd te patriarchal judgement. Whereas in the formaI debaœ male

and female authors represent women on trial as a c1ass, presumably subjeet to

female as weIl as to male judges, Shakespeare presents individual female

characœrs, subjeet te the decisions of specific male charaeters. In these plays the

female defendants are close1y related te their male arbiterS as wives or daughœrs.

This close relation notwithstanding, the convention established in the rheterical
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handbooks and tteatises and the Renaissance debate pamphlets, of constituting

and evaluating the female as a subject for anack or defense by constrictive male

standards, obtains in the drama as weil While Desdemona and Cordelia initially

promise more individuation and complexity as dramatic charaeters, by the end of

the tragedies they are reduced to the patriarchally defined conso-ucts for good

women. In OthellQ the standard is female chastity, and marriage is the tribunal

over which the husband-judge presides. In the opening scene of Kjng Lear,

father and judge merge in the persan ofLear, and both merge in the royal persona

of Lear the absolute ruler. In this scene Lear adjudicates a public hearing of

speeches by his three daughters, ostensibly on the question of female filial love,

but aetually on female homage tO absolute patriarchal authority and tO the

principle that female speech is given charter only through the patriarchy.

The mess on male authority and female subordination in the order of

language is the most recurrent transgeneric feature and the most constraining

factor for the discourse of female defense. In accordance with the rheoorical and

formal debate conventions, the premise of male dominance is figured as

patriarchal disposition of a female subjeet, and it is predicated on the duallogic of

male priority in aIl areas 3 (but especiaIly in the artes sermodnales) and of the

female and female speech as male property categories. In Shakespeare's tragedies,

these male prerogatives are exercised on bath state and domestic levels. In King

l&a1:, Lear represents both levels in his double status as father and monarch. In

Othello the institution of marriage, on which the drama focuses, refleCts the

unequal political and legal relationship between male and female that resembles

the relation between monarch and subjeCts; it is "contracroal rather than

consensual," and sacrificial for the generic female and for female speakers. 4 Like

the female subjeCts of the male-authored tteatises discussed in the preceding

chapters, S the speech and meaning of female dramatic charaeterS is subject 00, and
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contingent upon, male authorization. Desdemona and Ccrdelia display

considerable verbal power, but they lack the authority, vested exclusively in

males or in the patriarchally govemed state, to legitimate such empowerment.

This is why Desdemona's forceful self-defense faiIs and why Lear disdains

Cordelia's defense of her fit and proper filial affection. Only male discourse

cames the weight of legitimate authority.

The distinction between power and authority as constimted power that

cames sorne title or charter to legitimate enforced obedience or conformity 6 is

critical tO the discourses of female defense in Otbello and!&a.J::. The most

powerful justification for this rationale lies in the context of Christian theology

generally and early Stuart theodicy specifically: the originary moment in Genesis

when, in the archetype of an inviolable law reflecting the pattern of its divine

source, Gad delegates authority over Eve to Adam. The position of woman in

this typology is always "the quintessential political subjeet, forever bound to

honor divine law .•. and obey her human superior." 7 In Otbello vested

authority and an authoritative discourse are located in the state and are exrended

ta the charaeters who best serve the interests of the state. For most of the play

this authority is given ta Othello, and in lesser degrees ta Cassio and !aga. It is

only briefly loaned tO Desdemona in her capacity to verbally complement

Othello in the courtroom scenes early in the play. 8 When she speaks ta Othello

in Cassio's defense, not as an adjunet but as a self-authorized subjeet, Desdemona

loses this entitlement. 9 Male possession of verbal authority as a constimted

power enables !aga ta falsely accuse Desdemona and at the same rime prevents

her from delivering an authoritative self-defense.

In keeping with the structures of authority in the order of language, the

male charaCters who perform as judges in the dramas receive little external

scrutiny of their speech or conduCt. Othello, for exam.ple, is privileged to
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sentence himself; he commits suicide for the murder of Desdemona, rather than

be subjeeted tO the legal indietment of bis peers. la In what might seem an

exception to this standard, Kent declares Lear as fust "fall[en] tO foUy" and

finally as committing "evi!" (1.1.166). The fool, tao, passes judgement on Lear's

flawed powers of discemment: "That such a king should ... go the [fools]

among" (1.1.177-78). But Kent and the fool remain loyal ta Lear, and for the rest

of the play the suffering and degradation of the dispossessed king at the hands of

his twO unkind daughrers invite only sympathy from charaeters and audience.

Indeed it would he impossible tO withhold sympathy, or ta do other than accept

Lear's anguished lament that he is "[a] man more sinned against than sinning"

(3.2.58-59). Although in the recognition scene he confessses ta Cordelia that she

has "sorne cause" ta condemn him, she tao absolves him: "No cause, no cause"

(4..7.74-75). At the play's end Edgar and Albany, who represent the patriarchal

succession, judge Goneril and Regan's misdeeds, but make no reference to Lear's

flawed decision on which much of the action of the drama turns-his miscarriage

of justice ta Cordelia and bis rejection of her defense. Il

II

The documentation of Shakespeare's sources is an industry in itself. l

shall therefore confine my remaries on this tapic to a few brief notations. The

plot of otheno is based on "a 7Z01JeJ/a by Giraldi Cinthio, the seventeenth of the

third decade ofhis Heammnnintbi, published in Venice in 1565." 12 Although the

play was officially published in 1622 and 1623, it is held, on the evidence of an

• entry in the Revels account5, ta have been performed at court in 1604. An
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altemate dating of the play is given as 1603. In his introduction to the Riverside

edition of OrhelJo. Fran!: Kermode contends that one of the major divergences

berween Shakespeare's and Cinthio's exploitations of the themes of love, jealousy,

and revenge lies in the authors' treatments of the issue of Othello's race and

religion. Cinthio uses it as the rationale for the tragedy: "Desdemona made an

unhappy choice in marrying a man ... unsuitable by reason of race, creed and

education". 13 In his adaptation of the original narrative, Shakespeare makes

Othello a Christian and limits the expression of Cinthio's moral to such

unreliable or prejudiced wimesses as Brabantio and Iago.

Shakespeare's compression of rime both intensifies the dramatic tension

and reduces the plausibility of the plot by which Iago persuades Othello of

Desdemona's infide1ity. The short space of rime in which the plot unfolds

provides no literai opportunity for Desdemona and Cassio to have enjoyed the

"srol'n hours of lust" that Iago describes in his charge (1199). Kermode holds that

Elizabethan dramatic conventions overcome the difliculty (1199). l propose that

the familiar discourse of the Renaissance debate over women, specifically the

stereotypical antithetical female construets, further Iago's ends. In her essay

"Historical Differences," in The Matter of Difference, Valerie Wayne relates

Cassio's courteous praises of Desdemona and Iago's misogynistic discourse on

women in general ro the formaI debate (160-67). The conventions of Renaissance

rhetoric, which facilitate male disposition of female discourse, place, and

meaning, aIso make Iago's narrative plotting plausible to Othello. In any case

Othello is driven by Iago inro such a jealous frenzy that he is hardly rational.

The earlier discussion of the rherorical strategy whereby Thomas W1lson

displaces the potential for duplicity in figurative langnage onto the meaning he

assigns bis nameless female example illllminates the rhetorical struetnres of the

transformative discourse by which Iago recreates Desdemona negatively in
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ûthe)]o. 14 Desdemona's position as a topic of discourse conrrolled by Iago

reveals the same vulnerabilities as the WIlson ex:unple. In the play, as in the

WIlson preface, we see a specific ex:unpIe of the srrategy by which the femaIe

may be constimted and conrrolled by male rhetoricaI techniques. Iago's skillfui

manipulation of dialogue in conjunction with the constraints on female speech

prescribed by the rhetorical and formaI debate rreatises make Desdemona's

defense against bis defamatory discourse aImost a rhetorical impossibiIiry. In

Renaissance SeIf-Fashioning. Stephen Greenblatt convincingIy argues that Iago

"[c]OnstrllctS a narrative into which he inscribes ••• those around him" (234). 15

As bis artful narrative graduaI1y guides Othello into a murderous rage, Iago

refushions Desdemona into her own antithesis, as an aduIrress, and Othello into

bis, as a berrayed husband. In order to achieve control of this misrepresentation,

Iago inscribes himself in the roIe of rrusœd confidant, and to conceaI his own

interVention, he carefully conrrois bis subjeets. The conventions of Renaissance

rhetoric mat facilitate male appropriation of femaie discourse, place and meaning

make Iago's narrative plotting plausible to Othello. The familiar discourse of the

Renaissance debate over women with its stereotypical constructions of the

female aIso furthers Iago's ends.

Like the female subject of male discourse in WIlson's attack Desdemona is

not present to defend herself against either the innuendoes of Iago's initially

covert accusations or bis later overt incriminations. Iago uses bis control of the

dialogue with Othello to turn it into a sly in utramgut partem debate over

Desdemona's chastiry. In a masœrfuI display of rhetorical sIeight of hand Iago

manipulates the conversation in the third aet so mat OthelIo himself makes

Desdemona a topic of their conversation. His insinuating remark "Hab? l 1iJce

not mat" prompts Othello ta cast about in bis own mind for the subject of Iago's

vei1ed inference (3,3.34). The highly successfal indirect approach alIows Iago to
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focus anention on Cassio's depanure from Desdemona and on the knowledge of

the laner's private conversation with her. Although a few lines later Desdemona

makes a frank disclosure .of the conversation tO Othello (3.3.52-54), Iago's prior

rhetorical frame of the incident puts her at a disadvantage. He has already shifred

the meaning of the innocent meeting between Desdemona and Cassio tO raise

Othello's suspicions.

Unlike WIlson, whose intentions remain obscure, Iaga declares in advance

that he intends ta reconstimte his female subjecr of discourse and to ttansform

her angelic figuration in Othello's mind ta its opposite demonic figuration. In an

earlier private monologue he vows that he will "mm [Desdemona's] virtue inta

piteh" (2.3.360). He schemes ta mm Desdemona's innocence against her; 16

indeed to "... out of her own goodness make the net 1 That shall enmesh them

all" (2.3.361-62). 1 will not add here ta the numerous critical arguments focnsing

on Iaga's motives or his misogyny. 17 1 am prituarily interested in him as an

example of that disputations and rhetarical cast of mind that Altman and Ong,

among others, typify as charaeteristic of the Renaissance mind-set and of male

education in the smdy of classica1 rhetoric. Indeed, as Iaga declares his

intentions ta "mm" Desdemona's goodness inta its opposite through his "net" of

words (2.3.360-61), he sounds rather like a scholar preparing for a rhetarical

exercise in the formaI debate over women. The rhetarical frame within which

women are contained in this dramatic tragedy echoes the conventions of the

treatises and handbooks 011 rhetaric and the formaI controversy. The epistemic

limit imposed on female representation by dichotamous COl1SttUets is crucial te

Iago's plot and to his success in convincing Othello of Desdemona's

unhithfulness. Iaga plays on the extremes of gaod and evil that male wriœrs and

rhetaricians employ in their definitions of women. He effi:cùve!y uses the

conventional female antitheses ta influence Othello and te redefine Desdemona's
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meaning and place in the symbolic order. The divine Desdemona (2.1.73),

praised by Cassio as

••. a maid

That paragons description and wild faIne;

One that exce1s the quirks of blazoning pens,

And in th' essential vesture of creation

Doth tire the rmgener] (2.1.61-65)

is the epitome of the Renaissance patriarchal construct of a good woman. 18

Cassio observes the proper rhetorical decornm in avoiding the Petrarehan blazon

of Desdemona's bodily parts. Although proper rhetorical etiquene forbids any

public praise of a married woman, particn1arly the wife of one's superior, Cassio's

tribute to a transcendendy good representative ofa higher nature is appropriate to

the role of intereessor with Othello, which he will shortly ask of her. The

request, prompted by Iago, is part of the latter's design to blacken Desdemona's

name and to mm her meaning in Othello's mind into "whore." Cassio's petition

to Desdemona to speak on bis behalf puts her in jeopardy on twO counts. If she

speaks independendy against her husband's decision, she transgresses both the

patriarchal code of female silence and the alternative of patriarchal

ventriloquism. She must a1so engage in private conversation with Cassio before

making the plea for him, a risky negotiation for any woman, particn1arly within

the context ofIago's plot.

The rhetorical tradition that denies women ownership of authentic speech

facilitates Iago's scheme while it hampers Desdemona's defense. The negative

valuation of the female word and the inordinately high premium on male

discourse further prejudice her defense before it even begins. Other critical

elements that contribute to the problems of her defense are the force of male

CODStrUets of femininity and the overweecing male concem with female chastity.
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The StI"ong injunctions ag:ùnst female speech, particu1arly in public or privare

conversation with a man other than her hnsband, malœ Desdemona susceptible to

!ago's anack on her reputation. Indeed, the radical shift in Othello's signification

of her from bis "soul's joy" (2.1.184) to "public co=oner ... impudent

strumpet ... [and] nmning whore ofVenice ... [who] keeps the gares of hell"

(4.2.73,81,89,92) is pteeisely the kind of shift a male would malœ whenever any

question regarding the characrer ofa female ('m this instance, ofa female dramatic

charaaer) arises.

Other lcey factors in Iago's success lie in Desdemona's absence at critical

moments in the dialogue and in !ago's deviously indirect straregy. By the time

she is allowed to speak in her own defense it is roo lare; Iago bas already

convinced Othello of her guilt. Desdemona bas lost both her power to persuade

Othello of her innocence and her power to move him on Cassio's behalf; she is

merely a disempowered subjea of male conversation. By the end of the third aa

!ago is free to accuse her openly to Othello. Yet Desdemona is never made aware

mat Iago is her accuser. Nor is Othello cognizant of the sreps whereby the

dialogue turns from the question of Cassio's honesty (3.2.104-30) to that

ineluetable standard of female honesty, chasrity. Iago bas been shrewd enough to

observe the proper rhetorical decorum in terms of the deference due bis

co=ander's wife unril, through bis successful machinations, he tricks Othello

himself into questioning her behavior. Up to this point Iago's accusation bas been

COVert and unspolcen bùt all the more keenly sensed by Othe1lo.

In her essay "Shakespeare and Rhetoric: 'dilation' and 'delation' in

Othe1lo," in Shakespeare and the Onestion ofTbeory, Patricia Parker elucidates

the rhetorical process whereby Iago ensnares Othe1lo in the position of jealous

husband. She argues mat the enigmatic and frequently glossed Folio phrase

"close dilations working from the hean" (3.2.123) is critical to Iago's verbal
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strategy (54, 74). In this conneetion Parker considers several of the more

frequently adduced interpretations of the term "dilations." She refers to

Steevens' observation that "dilations" signified delays in ancient literature, a

connotation relevant to Iago's tonuous drawing out of the suspicions which he

raises in Othello's minci. Parker also notes Malone's citation of the Minsheu 1617

dietionary gloss of "de1ate," a variant spelling of "dilate": "to speak at large of

anything" (55). The latter is in the fumiliar rhetorical tradition of the dilation or

amplification of discourse, discussed earlier. 19 While l will not attempt to

duplicate Parker's superb analysis of Iago's usage of the rhetorical structure of

dilation (38-54), l would like to pause over her co=entary on Samuel Johnson's

reading of the phrase as "close de1atious" or "occult and secret accusations" (55­

56). Although Johnson's reading is generally rejecœd, Parker points out that the

link between judicial delation, and accusation looks back to Cicero and

Quintillan (55). Given the variations of seventeenth century spelling, "close

dilations" could therefore easily suggest amplification and accusation

simultaneously. In the context of semantic crossings between the judicial and

rhetorical she cites the OED's "dilatit of adultery" (1536) as an evocative

e.'tllIIlple (55-56). Parker proposes that all three resonances; amplification,

accusation, and de1ayare highly suggestive ofIago's rhetorical manipulations (56).

A brief analysis of Iago's discourse on the theme of reputation in the

following passage suggests the severa! inœrpretations proposed by Parker:

Good name in man and woman, dear my lord,

Is the immediate jewel of their souls.

Who steals my purse steals trash; 'tis something; nothing;

But he that filches from me my good name

Robs me of that which not enriches him,
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And makes me poor indeed. (32.155-61)

!ago both amplifies the meaning of reputation or "good name," and delays the

secret accusation that the phrase insinuates. When Othello is driven tO exclaim

"[By heaven,] Pll know thy thoughts" (3.2.162), !ago prepares him for the

hitheno silent attack on Desdemona by moving from a warning to Othello to

("beware, my lord, of jea1ousy!") to a common cause of male jea1ousy, the fear of

sexua1 betrayal by the female beloved. The veiled and delayed accusation is

implicit in !ago's reference to cuckoldry:

... That cuckold lives in bliss

Who, certain of bis fate loves not bis wronger;

But 0, what damned minutes tells he o'er

Who dotes, yet doubts; suspects, yet [strongly] loves!

(3.2.167-70)

• By dramatizing and drawing out in the third line the sense of tormenting

suspense that a jealous lover would feel and intermingling terms of love and

doubt in the last line, !ago heightens the jea10us suspicion that he bas raised in

Othello's mind. At this point he delays an outright accusation, but bis rhetorical

subterfuges and bis cunning allusion to the term "cuclcold" both amplify the

charge against Desdemona and force ûthello into a tacit acknowledgement that

adultery is implied.

It is not, however, !ago's skillful rhetoric alone that stands behind bis

success; bis considerable powers of persuasion are enhanced by the resonances

of the powerful male-controlled rhetorical tradition. Othello and !ago are male

charaeters within a Renaissance play, and both reflect the rhetorical conventions

of the period, which, in tom, look back to the rules ofclassical rhetoric and to the

divergent constructions of women promulgated by the formaI debare. It is in

large measure the premise that the female is matter for male discursive
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disposition that enables Iago tO redefine Desdemona's meaning in Othello's

imagination. He proceeds gradually; first through wary hints advanced, then

re=cœd, as in his apology, "But pardon me l do not ... [d]istinetly speak of her"

(3.3.234-36), and then to a more oven accusation. The seeds of distrust planted

by Iago in Othello's mind are grounded in the male construets of femininity and

the stereotypical and polarized oppositions into which women are categorized in

this =dition. If women are primarily represented as either chaste paragons of

virtue or whores, the slightest question regarding female conduct will naturally

rom on the issue of female chastity. Considered in this light, the swift sequence

in which Othello first defends Desdemona against Iago's "inference" (3.3.176­

92), then privately questions whether it might indeed be true (3.3.260-77), and

shortly finds himself imagining "her stolen hours of lust" appears almo5t

inevitable (3.3.37).

As Iago prediets, his project is facilitated by Desdemona herself. Although

the play contains not one shred of evidence that she has ever been unfaithful tO

Othello, she unwittingly places herself in a vulnerable position for Iago's attack

through her own magnanimity. His shrewd assessment of her character allows

him to devise a strategy whereby he can exploit then shift the apparent meaning

of her innocent words and condue!. Iago's advice to Cassio, in the second aet, to

"importune [Desdemona's) help" (2.3.219) to restore him to Othello's favour after

the drunken brawl that cost Cassio his po:ition of lieutenant, is calculated to

"undo her credit with [Othello)" and to make her goodness seem evil (2.3.259).

Desdemona is represented as an innately virtuous woman who unhesitatingly

supports patriarchal ideals of female chastity in her words and actions. Her

conversation with Emilia and Iago in the founh act attests to her revulsion

toward even the idea of marital infidelity:

• • . l cannot say "whore."
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It doth abhor me now 1 speak the word:

To do the act that might the addition earn,

Not the worId's mass of vanity could make me.

(4.2. 161-64)

Yet Iago sucessfu1ly mediaœs between Desdemona's characrerization as a chaste

and honourable woman and the :.neaning mat he chooses te assign her as a

blatantiy unfaithful wife, a meaning mat Othello amplifies to whore. Her

willingness te speak out in defunse of Cassio allows Iago te misrepresent her tO

Othello as the antithesis of her trUe nature, and te declare, "0, 'tis foui in her"

(4.1.201).

Iago's successful str.ltegy is mus furthered by the authority granœd in this

domestic drama to maIe discourse, maIe rheterica1 COnstnlctS of women, and maIe

appropriation of female speech and meaning. The licence that we have observed

on the part of maIe wriœrs of the handbooks and treatises on rheteric and the

formaI controversy over women is reflected in Iago's reconstitution of

Desdemona. This privileging of maIe discourse over female speech predisposes

OthelIo te allow bimself te be guided by Iago's slanders against: Desdemona but te

swiftly dismiss Emilia's staunch defense:

1 àum my lord te wager she is honest;

Lay down my soul at stake. Ifyou think other;

Remove your thought; it doth abuse }'OUT beSOIn.

Ifany wretch have put this in your head,

Let heaven requiœ it with the serpent's curse!

For ifshe he not nonest, chaste and trUe,

There's no man happy; the purest of their wives

Is foui as slander. (4.1.12-18)
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As her personal woman in waiting Emilia is in a much bener position than Iago to

have knowledge of Desdemona's conduct. Her defense is unwavering, her "'":Iger

of her Iife absolure proof of her faith in Desdemona's integrity, but her word bas

Iittle currency with Othello. So convinced is he by Iago's arguments that no

defense by Emilia could be of any avail. Indeed, rather than accepting her

defense, Othello condemns Ernili2 along with Desdemona. "She says enough;

yet she's a simple bawd 1 That cannot say as much" (4. 2. 20-21). Othello

reverses Emilia's role of loyal defender of bis wife's reputation to a "bawd" and

accompliœ in Desdemona's aIleged sexnal misconduCt.. Through bis reliance on

Iago's word he authorizes Iago to recreate Desdemona negatively. She is a fit

subject for Ernilia's defense; Iago redefines her nature to make her a conventional

target for male anack.

The play gives no rationale, other than bis trUSt in Iago's word, and Iago's

rhetorical skiIl, for Othello's capitulation to Iago's representation of Desdemona

even before the handkerchief trick. It is evident, however, that bis high regard

for Iago's speech is in inverse relation tO bis degradation of Emilia's word and

reputation. Ernilia's defense cames no weight at aIl in this patriarchal mediation

between female language and meaning. Female speech is devalued and

marginaIized in the interests of privileged male speech. According to the logic of

male discursive precedence, which comes into play here, woman's speech is the

less privileged term in a system of dichotomous oppositions, in this case, male

and female speech. Male Iangnage-Iago's-is the positive term by which fema1e

speech-here Emilia's-is defined as negative, and Iacking authenticity.

In sharp contraSt ta bis dismissal of Emilia's defense of Desdemona,

however, Othello authorizes Iago's anack as entirely authentic and coming from a

man "full of love and honesty, 1 [Who] weigh'st thy words before thou giv'st

them breath" (3.2.118-19). The Iast pan of Othello's estimate of Iago's word is
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accurate enough, but not in the sense that Othello intends. Iago's words are

carefuily considered and calcuIated to control the dialogue for bis own purposes:

the faIse rhetorical construction of the relationship between Desdemona and

Cassio in order to redefine Desdemona from Othe11o's chaste and vinuous wife tO

Cassio's paramour. To accomplish this end he reformulates and recontextualizes

both bis own conversation with Cassio regarding Bianca (4.1.74-145) and Cassio's

conversation with her (4.1.146-161). He represents the former to Othello as a

circumstantial 20 inquiry inro Desdemona's infidelities with Cassio, the latter as

the bestowing of Desdemona's handkerchief by Cassio to Bianca, whom Iago

describes as Cassio's "whore" (4.1.177). Iago's reformulation of the conversation

hinges on a technique ofsubstitution of person and meaning; bis fabrications shift

Desdemona into Bianca's place and Desdemona's signification into Bianca's

meaning.

• The . handkerchief too shifts its symbolism in Iago~s.. ~reful

reconteXtUalization. Othe11o originally defines it as a love roken. As hgo and

Othe11o discuss it, the handkerchief becomes a symbol of Desdemona's fidelity.

Since Iago bas arranged ro place it in Cassio's possession, he begins ro convert the

little piece of embroidered linen material inro material proof of infidelity. He

guides Othe11o's suspicions in this direction by feigning the argument that

Desdemona bas the right to "bestow't on any man" (4.1.13). Unaware that Iago

has purloined bis roken of love, Othe11o also links it ro Desdemona's chastity:

"She is proteetress of her honor too; 1 May she give that?" (4.1.14-15). In a later

dialogue with Desdemona he will again alter the handkerchief symbolism; it

becomes a charmed object, given ro bis mother by an Egyptian charmer to

"subdue [Othello's) father 1 Enti.reiy ro her love" (3.4.59-60). Within the terms

ofIago's false rhetorical frame, it becomes uItimately a sign ofbetrayal and a piece

of material evidence against Desdemona. Like Desdemona the handkerchief is
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simply matter for male oratory and disposition, assigned a symbolic value and

position, first by Iago, then by Othello. Yet its power as marerial evidence has a

legal basis mat lends it weight in Iago's scheme. In Cinquecento Venice, male

possession of the handkerchief of a married woman was considered proof of

adulrery, and was deemed a punishable crime. 21

Iago's rhetorical recontextualization and reformulation of setting, scene,

action, and dialogue fÏrst toms the initial discussion of Cassio's honesty into a

debate with the unwitting Othello over Desdemona's chastity, then into an

arraignment in which Desdemona is the absent and disempowered defendant.

Not present at this trial in which she is surreptitiously charged by Iago and

judged by her husband, Desdemona is at the mercy of her self-appoinred male

coadjudicators. Iago's control of her place in the symbolic order divest5 her of

the power to defend herself against his covert straregy. After Iago's attack,

Desdemona has no jurisdiction to speak in her own defense or Cassio's. Whereas

in the first twO aets she seems to have the autonomy to choose Othello as her

husband freely and to defend her choice eloquently before the Venetian court, a

close reading :>f the dialogue reveals mat in the fÏrst defense her authority to

speak with impunity is merely borrowed from the dominant patriarchy. Her

marital choice, though free, is aetually a transfer of allegiance to male authority

from her futher to Othello, rather than an assumption of self-governance. In

challenging her futher's claim to her obedience (1.3.179-189), she borrows

Othello's verbal empowerment to argue that her duty as a wife supercedes her

responsibility as a daughter:

And 50 much duty as my mother show'd

To yon, preferring you before her futher,

So much 1 challenge mat 1 may profess

Due to the Moor, my lord. (1.3.186-89)
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Desdemona's verbal empowerment in the first act is thus merely

provisional. Her father's and Othello's speeches take precedence in the order of

business in the council room in Venice, over which the duke ofVenice presides.

In her chal1enge to her father she reïnforces Othello's testimony regarding the

narrative of bis life's advenmres and hardships mat won her love. 5he prefaces

her bold request to accompany Othello on the military expedition to Cypress,

which the state has assigned him, by asking for patriarchal approval. Desdemona

seeks a chaner in the Duke's voice "T'assist [ber] simpleness" (1.3.245-46).

This apologetic approach to public speech is consistent with the rhetorical

conventions for women. Although most of Desdemona's speech in the following

passage is a spirited defense of her marriage it foenses on her willing subjugation

to Othello:

That l did love the Moor to live with him,

My downright violence, and storm of fortunes,

May trumpet to the world. My hean's subdu'd

Even to the very quality of my lord.

l saw Othello's visage in bis mind

And to bis honors and bis vallant partS

Did l my soul and fortunes consecrate

50 mat dear lords, if l be left behind,

A moth ofpeace, and he go to the W2r,

The rites for which l love him are bereft me,

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .... .. ..........

. . . Let me go with him. (1.3.248-59)

WhiJe her petition to the Duke may appear to oppose Othello's prior suit

for her "fit ~osition" in an accommodation in Venice (1.3.236-39), Othello

himsdf sanctions Desdemona's desire ta accompany him ta Cypress. He toO asks
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the Duke tO "Let her have your voice" (3.1.260). Desdemona here is giving

voice to Othello's desire as well as her own. Since they are of one mind, her

speech represents no challenge tO his authority. While she briefly reverses the

sequence of malelfemale verbal precedence she refleets a point of view that

perfectly coincides with Othello's, and thus does not disrupt patriarchal control

of the symbolic order.

In undenaking Cassio's cause, however, Desdemona transgresses the

boundaries of woman's place in the symbolic order. When she agcees to speak for

Cassio, she violates the code of decorum in which female chastity is figured

either in terms of silence or patriarchal ventriloquism. Her defense of Cassio

and Othello's knowledge of a private conversation between the two is a double

violation of the patriarchal figuration ofa good fema1e, which dietates that a chaste

wife's mind and words, like her body, belong to her husband alone. Indeed,

Desdemona's openness and freedom of conversation with others, including

Cassio, is noted by Othello just before he begins 00 succwnb te Iago's persuasion

that she has been unfaithful 00 him. He concedes that his "wife is fair, ... loves

company, 1 Is free of speech" (3.1.184-85), but contends that she is also virtuous

(3.1.186). Nevertheless, the figuraI link between female silence and chastity

represents a liability for Desdemona; it is the private conversation between

Desdemona and Cassio, which he himself has engineered, that provides an

opening in the third aet for Iago fim to intimate a silent accusation, then to

introduce the debate over her chastity.

Desdemona's vow 00 present Cassio's suit 00 Othello "00 the last article,"

and to "watch [Othello] tame, and talk him out of patience; 1 [50 that] lb]is bed

shall seem a school, his board a shrift" (3~~~2:2_4) implies that her speech refleets

her mind, and not Othello's, and further, that she intends 00 anempt tO persuade

Othello 00 adopt her point of view. While she does not use the Strong military
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metaphors mat rhetoricians such as Peacham associate with the figures of

rhetoric, 22 Desdemona's figurative language in the phrase "watch[ing Othello]

tame," with its allusion tO the training methods of falconry, verges

on militancy. 23 Her figures of similitude for Othello's bed and board as a

"school" and confessional "shrift," respectively, are also aggressive. Although

she bas Othello's best interests in mind, Desdemona's plan encroaches on male

proprietorship of the arts of speech. The persuasive modes of speech, genera1ly

associated with rhetoric and male oratory, are off-limits for women. In her desire

tO plead Cassio's "cause," and to aet as bis "solicitor" (3.2.27-28), Desdemona

disrupts the symbolic order in which male speech is figured as sequentially

precedent to female speech and the latter is constIUed as complementary,

apologetic, and hesitant. Her outspoken defense of a male in conjunction with

her private conversation with him challenges, even if inadvenendy, the

inscription of silence as the sign of female chastity and the traditional

subordination of the wife's speech to her husband's. Once Iago begins bis p~ot to

"pour this pestilence intO [O]thello's ear- 1 That she repeals [Cassio] for her

body's lust" (2.3.356-57), Desdemona's verballiberties place her in a vulnerable

position for Iago's verbal manoeuvers.

In her discussion with Emilia, Desdemona reveals an intuitive awareness

of her disruption of the patriarchal order in which the argument or debate format

is figured as a male enclave. For a female speaker tO enter this arena is a

subversion of the conventional symbolic order, and in the fourth aet Desdemona

retreats from her mong verbal position. Her confession mat she is an

"unhandsome warrior" recalls Peacham's martial metaphors for the figures of

rhetoric (4.1.151). While at first she attributes Othello's anger with her to bis

concem with some important matters "of state" rather man to her advocacy of

Cassio, she bas a1ready begun to desist from her arguments on the latter's behalf
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(4.1.140). In response to a later plea by Cassio for intervention, she rues mat her

"advocation is not now in tune" (4.1.123). Desdemona attests that she has

"spoken for [Cassio] all [her] best, / And stood within the blank of [Othello's]

displeasure / For [her] free speech" (3.4.127-29). Rer second use of military

imagery in the metaphor of the "blank" or center of a shooting target, which

represents Othello's displeasure at her "free speech," suggest5 bath the sense of

a straying onto 5trongly guarded male territory for which the tranSgressor risks a

violent penalty and the association of this violation with speech. The metaphor

of a shooting target is premonitory of her fate for the unauthorized defenses of

Cassio. But her death by smothering, as Othello stifles all her words, is more

direetly connecœd to Desdemona's subversion of the speech code.

Within the rhetorical structUres of the play, woman's word is always

subjea to the empowered male ward. In any contest for verbal power the male

word has precedence. Female speech may only borrow power from the

dominant patriarchy and cannot contest male discursive authority without peril.

Once Othello allows himse1f to he persuaded by his male ensign of Desdemona's

sexual tranSgressions, she is stripped of the power to defend herself against the

accusation. It is noteworthy in this context that !ago feels no danger that

Desdemona could successfully refute his false charges, but discloses that he

"stand[s] .•. in much peril" from Cassio should Othello "unfold me to him"

(5.1.20-21). Notwithstanding his awareness of the rage and jealousy that he bas

inspired in Othello toward Cassio, !ago fears that Iris careful plotting could he

undermined by Cassio if Othello were to confront the latter with a direct

accusation. As we have discussed elsewhere, men are ascribed credibility under

their own aegis in this draIna; women are not. The traditional reinforcement of

the male penchant for engaging in verbal CODteSts would also lend weight to

Cassio's refutation; this is perhaps Iago's key reason f(;.': concluding, after a little



•

•

Slowe 153

hesitation, mat Cassio "must die" (5.1.22). In any case, he appears to fear Cassio's

authority as a male speaker.

The discouragement of any autonomous female engagement in debate

against a male opponent in the =gedy rests in part on the fmùliar Petrarchan

figuration of the female beloved as a materia1 co=odity. In the Venetian

counci1 room, when he concedes mat Othello bas won bis daughter's affections

fairly, Brabantio refers to Desdemona as a "jewel" (1.3.195). When Othello

succumbs to Iago's persuasion mat Desdemona is false to him, he rails mat he

"had rather be a road 1 And live upon the vapor ofa dungeon 1 Thau keep a corner

in the thing [he] love[s] 1 For others' uses." (3.3.271-73). The crucial term here

is thing, and whether Othello refers to Desdemona herself or to one of her fema1e

parts with the latter term, a staple of Petrarchan discourse on women, he reifies

the object of bis description. She, whether in her person or as her part, is

explicidy described as a co=odity for male usage. Othello castS hirnself in the

role of rightfol proprietor. He continues to define Desdemona in terms of

co=odity discourse after her death, claiming

.•• [Nay,] had she been ttue.
Ifheaven had made me such a world

Of one encire and perfect chrysolite.

Pld not have sold her for it. (5.2.143-46)

In bis final speech, Othello bitterly repents mat in killing Desdemona he

"(Like the base [Indian]) threw a pearl away 1 Richer than all bis tribe" (5.2.346­

48). Some editors accept judean" for "Indian" and suggest mat the referenœ is

to Herod the Great who like Othello killed bis beloved wife (Mariamne) in a

jealous rage (1240, n.347). It is certainly of interest in this conteXt mat Elizabeth

Cary's~ Tragedie of Mariam, represents Herod as referring to Mariam before

and:L.w her death in very sirnilar Petrarchan terms.
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Desdemona attempts te defend herself as heth chaste and innocent, but her

verbal defense, like Emilia'5o is brushed aside by Othello. When he asks her

"what art thou?" (4.1.32), she makes a stI"ong effort to correct her general

representation as a woman and assert her particular meaning as Othello's "true

and loyal wife" (4.1.33-34). Her defense f.ùls because she never has an

opportunity te contest Othello's acceptance of Iago's word. Her response to

Othello's accusation that she is a "whore" or "strumpet"-"By heaven you do me

wrong"-{4.2.82) is ignored. Othello simply repeats the charge. Desdemona's

refutation,

No, as l am a Christian.

If to preserve this vesse! for my lord

From any other fouI unlawful touch

Be not te he a strompet l am none. (4.2.84-87)

f.ùls on deaf ears. Othello repeats the charge in the form of a rhetorica1 question,

already answered in bis own mind: "What, not a whore?" Her persistent

defense of her innocence cames no weight at all in Othello's prejudgement of her

guilt. Desdemona's word is never allowed to contest Iago's definition of her

meaning; her death by smothering at Othello's band is the ultimate stifling of her

protest against male misrepresentation of her signification. Although Othello's

questions ostensibly qualify as an in utramque partem hearing of heth sides of the

issue of Desdemona's chastity, they are not questions at all but corroborations of

Iago's arguments. Her final plea for mercy and insistence on her own integrity is

strong:

And have you mercy toO! l never did

Offend you in my life; never lov'd Cassio

But with snch genera1 warranty of heaven

As l might love•••. (5.2.58-61)
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But Othello has already ackncwledged mat even a denial under oath by

Desdemona could "not remove nor choke [bis] strong conception" (5.2.54-55).

He counters her last defense with the material evidence of the handkerchief

pianted in Cassio's possession. Only after her death, when Emilia's defense of

Desdemona finally prevaiIs, does he realize the truth of Desdemona's argument

mat Cassio simply "found it then" (5.2.67).

Emilia's ultimately succes~ful defense of Desdemona's innocence

succeeds only at the cost of her initial wager of her life for the disruption of

patriarchal order. Although she initia11y seeks authority from Montano, Gratiano,

and the other male officiaIs present at the scene of Desdemona's murder, to break

the code of femaIe silence and to speak freely, Emilia defies Iago's regulation of

her speech. She refuses both bis order to "charm [ber] tongue" and bis command

to "hold [ber] peace" (5.2.183, 219). Shortly before Iago stabs her, Emilia

challenges aIl patriarchal control of the symbolic order:

... T'will out, t'will out! l peace?

No, 1 will speak as liberaI as the north:

Let heaven and men and devils, let them aIl,

All, aIl, cry shame against me, yet rll speak. (5.2.219-22)

Emilia's successful verbal chaIlenge to patriarchal authority in this passage

represents the only moment in the play in which the unmediated defense of a

woman by a femaIe speake!' is given credence. Female contrOl of femaIe speech

and meaning, however, is toO brief and toc belated to prevent the tragedy of

Desdemona's death. The first tragic action, which precipitates the final one of

Othello's suicide. occurs while Desdemona's significance is mediated by male­

contrOlled discourse.

Desdemona herself is a sacrifice to the disastrons consequences of male

abuse of the authority to determine her place in the order of language and to the
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twO overly simplified and opposite fem:ole positions in this order. She is neither

Cassio's "divine Desdemona," Othello's "soul's bliss," or bis "cunning whore of

Venice," but a spirited, generous young woman with more virtues than faults.

The play represents her as impulsive in both her elopement and her quick assent

to take on Cassio's cause; she is even a little scolding in her defense of Cassio to

Othello. Like most women, she bas a heterogeneous personality and some

potential for change. After the third act, however, she bas little opportunity tO

express variety as a speaking subjeet; she is forced into the narrow rhetorical

frame that the discourse of men COnstrllets for women and into the apologetically

subordinate discourse that the tropes of male dominance and female submission

define for women speakers. At the beginning of the play, although she only

argues for the transfer of her obedience from one male to another, she defies the

conventional paternal disposition of the female in choosing Othello the Moor as

her husband against her father's wishes. Desdemona's tranSgression of patemal

authority is doubled by her autonomous choice and by Othello's raci:il

difference. Since Othello's milirary accompIishments suPPOrt their interests,

the dominant patriarchy supersedes her father's opposition to the match and

sanctions her choke. But the charter for speech behind Desdemona's defense of

her actions is patriarchal authority, not to he confused with female autonomy.

Othello's violent abuse of the power invested in bis domestic patriarchal

authority as Desdemona's husband in the final scenes of the play decisively

silences Desdemona and prevents any future transcendence of her oppression in

the male-controlled o~er of language and female speech.
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Shakespeare's King' Lear was entered in the stationer's register in 1607.

While the actual date of composition is variously held te be 1603 te 1605, the

latter date is more generalIy accepted. The single most important source for the

play is an earlier anonymous chronicle entitled King Leir (1249). The narrative

ofKjng Leir is based on an old folkta1e mat reappears in Geoffrey ofMonmouth's

twelfth-cenmry Higory; John Higgins's 1574 and 1587 editions of A MiITOr for

Magisrrares; Wamer's A1bion's Eng!and (1586); HoIinshed's Cbmnic!es (second

edition, 1587); and book 2 of Spenser's The Faerie Oneene (1590). The play is

a150 indebœd te Harsnett's Declaration of Egregious Popish Impostures (1603);

Montaigne's Essay:; (Florio translation, 1603) and Sidney's Argdia (1590).

Although Shakespeare modifies the plot of the original tale in a nnmber of

ways, l l'hall remark only on the revisions that ha...e some bearing on Lear's

attempt te direct bis daughters' speech. In the former "a daughter !ells her father

that she loves him as much as salt and dissipates bis anger by demonstrating that

this means he is essential te her" (1250). The anonymous chronicle of King Leir

begins, like Shakespeare's King LeaT. with an aging king who Jacks a male heir

calling bis three daughters before him. In the first play, however, none of the

daughters are married, and what the king desires is a promise from each that she

will marry the suiter of bis choice. The aIder daughœrs agree, but the youngest,

Cordella, avoids the promise. Lear's angxy division of bis kingdom between the

.. two aider daughters and bis abdication are Shakespeare's innovation of this part of

the plot. In the l&k version the king is deposed and Cordella returns te save

him but is not murdered. Kennode proposes that the happy ending of the first

play in which the k:ng and bis youngest daughter survive represents the greatest
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difference between the two works (1250). Another important diffe:-ence is the

stress on the chaos that follows Lear's refusaI to accept Corddia's candid

interpretation of her personal view of filial obligations. The power and

pervasiveness of the rhetorical structures that figure female discourse as

subordinate ta male discourse in the order of language is one of the numerous

revelations of Shakespeare's draIna. 24

Kjng Lear opens with what appears to he a re1ease of the conventional

stricmres on female public speech, a conteSt :n oratory between Lear's three

daughters, Cordelia, Goneril, and Regan. In this scene, however, Lear is in tatai

command of vested authority, and he uses this power ta direct bis daughters'

discourse. The speeches follow bis announcement that he is about ta abdicate

bis responsibilities as ruler and will de1egate the privileges and burdens of State

ta bis daughters and their husbands. Lacking a male heir, Lear will divide bis

kingdom among bis daughters; the distribution will be made according ta the

degree of love they declare for him in formaI speeches hefore a court audience.

The highest pme will go ta the daughter who, in Lear's judgement, makes the

highest claim of filial love. Lear's criteria for the good female governor reiterate

Renaissance patriarchal CCnstIUetS of a good woman as one who frames her speech

ta patriarchal desires and pays absolute deference ta patriarchal authority. Most

of the play refleetS the disastrous consequences of Lear's standard of evaluation

and bis choice of the daughters most fit ta receive bis inheritance and to govem

bis State.

While the summons ta the three female charaaers to participate in a

public debate in order ta acquire property and political power appears to

contradict the conventional figuration of women as silent property categories, we

mUst note that Lear assumes control over bath the tapic and the tenor of their

discourse. Even as he stages bis own disempowerment Lear wie1ds authority
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over the daughters to whom he proclaims the uansfer of mat authority. Indeed,

Goneril complains later in the same aet mat he continues to attempt to maintain a

hold on this power: "!dIe old man, 1 That still would manage those authorities 1

That he hath given away" (1.3.16-18). The debaœ itself is an exercise in male

proprietorship of femal;: speech in return for female ownership of land. The

daughters are allowed, even forced, to speak, but in order to qualify for the

rewards, they are constrained within the limits of Lear's rhetorica1 frame, and

entirely subjecr to patriarchal ventriloquism.

With the exception of Cordelli, who is unmarried, the relation between

female love of a patriarch and the material commodity of land in Kjng Lear

inverts the Petrarchan economy mat represents the female as material tO be

blazoned or merchandised by male orators. In this instance the female speakers

will presumably gain both proprietorship of the land and empowerment in the

symbolic order through oratory; the proportion of delivery of praise and

acquisition ofproperty and power is in a direct ratio. In a proclamation mat both

reSOuates and varies the tradition of the bridal dowry, which markets eligible

females. Lear declares "a constant will tO publish 1 Our daughters' several

dowers" (1.1.42-43). His command "Give me the map there. Know mat we

have divided 1 In three our kingdom" relates the symbolic figuration of the

female as male property to the division of a,-:uaI propeny:~s kingdom. He

states that the princes of Burgundy and France who are rivaIs for his "youngest

daughter's love .•. are to be answer'd" (1.1.46-48), and mat she will have her

portion of his estate. It is not simply the faet mat the twO elder sisters, Goneril

and Regan, are already married and only the youngest, Cordelia, is :: prospective

bride, but the method of transferring the inheritance mat departs from tradition.

In a frank equation of filial affection with material reward and an cbvious
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inducement to precipitate a public verbal contest in patriarchal ventriloquism

between his female children, Le:lT enquires:

... Tell me my daughters

Wnich ofyou shall we say doth love us most,

That we our \argest bounty may extend

Where nature doth wi:h merit challenge? (1.1.48-53)

The encire context of the preceding passage explicidy relates "merit," no!

as one m:gnt assume, in the succession of a kingdom and monarchal authority, to

Inagisterial skills, but to oratorica1 skills associated. with the conventionally

forbidden (to women) province of rhetoric. The orations, however, are to he

direeted by, and used in the service of Lear. He sets the stage for extravagant

declamations of filial loyalty and praise, which he indeed receives from Goneril

and Regan. The two sisters compete for the I:lost flatte:ing similitud~.

Goneril's description of her love for her !ather as so absolute that it tranSCends

words, is nevertheless artfully expressed in language abundant witb. weil

amplified similes:

Sir, l love you more than [words] cao wield the matter,

Dearer man eyesight, space and liberty,

Beyond what cao he valued, rich or rare,

No less man life, with grace, health, beauty, honor;

As much as child e'er lov'd, or !ather found;

A love that makes breath poer, and speech unable:

Beyond all manner of 50 much l love you.

(1.1.54-61)

Regan's rhetorica1 copia cleverly surpasses her sister's by fust

incorporating, then increasing it :
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l am made of that self Metal as my sister.

And prize me at her worth. In my tI'Ue hean

l find she naInes my very deed of love;

Only she comes too snort, that l profess

Myself an enemy to all other joys

Which t.'te MOst precious square of sense [possesses].

And find r am al(lne fp.licitate

In yom dear Highness' love. (l.1.69-ï5)

Her self-figu.-~tionas a sibling whom 1.= should "prize" at the same "worth" as

GoneriI and her allusion to a measurement of filial "love" in which her sistet

"comes toc shon" echoes the tenns of Lear's co=ercial economy of love.

Regan's final profession of hetself as "an enemy to all other joys" but her father's

"love" exemplifies usage cf rhetorical n7UZtbriomus or c07lgmes, Puttenham's

heaping figure; the Janet is also referred to by Puttenham as "the recapitulator"

when it is used to recapit>.J1ate, as it is here, in a conclusion. 2S H we keep the

metaphor of a measuring scale in mind the scale is heaped to overflowing, as is

Regan's :aus, or praise of her father. Lear measures out the reward for his

daughters' verbal e1oquence, which, not coincidentally, is exactly what he wishes

to hear, in acres of land. To GoneriI he allocates "shadow'y forests ..• with

champains rich'd, 1 With plenteous rivers and wide-skined meads" between two

lines on the map to which he points (Ll. 63-65). He assigns Regan an "ample

third" of [bis] ••. kingdom, 1 No less in space, validity, and pleasure, 1 Than that

conferr'd on GoneriI" (1.1.80-83).

Ostensibly, the two SÏSter5' speeches are models of compliance with the

symbolic order, in r.his instan-:e authorized by Lear as titular and actual head

prior to the relinquishment ofhis kingdom and his power. Yet their endorsement

, of Lear's ct>mmand of their speech in the first aet is empty of meaning; their
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declamations of excessive love for their father reflect oaly patriarchal

ventriloquism. Lear desi:·es words of love from his children and he indeed

receives the words mat match bis desires from the two eIder daughters; but as

the play reveais, their words do not reflect their minds and subsequent actions.

Goneril's and Regan's love for Lear is ir. declamatory language alone, and like !ago

they demonstrate t.ltat linguistic and rhetorical skills may be put tO evil uses.

Cicero's famous diaum notwithstanding, the good orater is not necessarHy a good

man, or, in this case, a good wo:nan.

As their tnle attitudes toward Lear are revealed in their subsequent

actions, the sister's speeches invoke Sidney's figure of the duplicitous "honey­

flowing matron Eloquence appareled, or rather disguised, in a counesan-like

painted affectation" (see my chapter 1, notes 29 and 42). The Ciceronian

convention of linking figurative language to clothing aIso is implied as Reg:m's

rhetorical affectation is figured in her sumpmous dress, which she wears not for

comfort but for appearance. As Lear later remaries: "If only to go warm were

gorgeons, 1 Why, nature needs not what thou gorgeous wear'st, 1 Which scarcely

keeps thee warm" (2.4.268-70). Lear's allusion to her magnificent dress as more

man "nature needs" may aIso suggest that Regan disrupts the order of nature. If

50, the implication is not Lear's but Shakespeare's. Lear's insight is limited in

this scene, which begins with bis own reasoning that he requires a hundred

knights because "man's life is cheap as beast's" if he does not have superfluities

(2.4.267), as even the "basest beggars" in bis kingdom do (2.4.264-65). In a later

moment of recognition, Lear recants bis unthinking statement:

... 0, l have ta'en

Tao little care of this! Talee physic pomp,

Expose thyseIf to feel what wretches feel.
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That thou mayst shake the superilux to them.

(3.4.32-35)

The sisters' excesses and affectations are not entirl'ly unrelated to Lear's 0'1'."1,

excesses while he is in a position cf authority; both exceed nature's balance of

needs, as does Lear's demand for absolute filial dedication. Their disruption of

the order of nature is, however, fur more violent than Lear's.

As the drama progresses, Lear begins to recognize the hollowness of

Goneril's and Regan's rhetorical figurations of filial love. He reverses bis

opinion, situating the twO women again at a dichotomous extreme in bis affections,

but at the opposite extreme, as demonic OUtea5tS. In an ironic reversai they come

to represent the negative opposites of their speeches in the opening scene. Their

subsequent behavior, which initiates bath Lear's suffering and the ensuing chaos

in bis kingdom, marks them, on the conttary, as embodiments of the abuses of

rhetoric linked to females in the rhetorical handbooks, and to the type of ::vil,

lustful, abusive women described in the male attacks of the formaI debate. Yet

while the daughters cannot be defended, it is Lear's misuse of the constituted

power vested in him by his position as ruling monarch that is ultimately

responsible for the havoc and destruction that follow his

empowerment of them. 26 Lear's political error in preferring the rhetorically

glib and vocal daughters to the silent one is not only a breach of rhetorical

decorum but a moral lapse as well. In StiJl HaIPing OD Daughters Lisa Jardine

proposes that even Shakespeare's audience would interpret Lear's judgement, or

rather misjudgement, of bis three daughters' speeches "as a moral mistake on

Lear's part. Silence=virtue; excessive speech=disorder" (108).

In contrast to her sisters' copious praise of their futher, Cordelia's speech
--

counters aIl of Lear's apectations. The brevity of her first response, the

moderation of her discourse on filial love, and her implicit rejection of the terms
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of the contest arouse paternal wrath rather than the promised pme. Yet while

her aside aner Goneril's speech "What shall Cordelia speak? Love, and be

silent" (1.1.62-63), reveals her resisrance to participation 10 patri2rchal

ventriloquism and rhetorical hyperbole, it is consistent with patriarchal

specifications for a good woman, and with the conventional linkage of female

silence with chastity. 27 For once, however, the issue on which women are to be

judged is not chastity, but filial love and obedience. Although her situation is

different, Cordelia must, like Desdemona, defend herself against the charge of

neglecting her responsibilities te her father. Her aside after Regan's dec1amation

revea\s that despire her repudiation of the oratorica1 contest with her sisters she

is not lacking in affection for Lear, and she cao defend her position. "[S]ure [that

her] love is more ponderous!han [her] tongue" (1.1.78-79), Cordelia refuses only

te measure it OUt in words in eYCbange for land and power. When Lear asks her

what she cao say "te draw 1 A third more opulent !han [her] sisters" (1.1.85-86),

then orders her to "Speak," Cordelia startles him with "Nothing, my Lord"

(1.1.87). In contrast te her sisrers' rheterica1 amplifications she employs the

figure of brackiepia, expounding the matter more briefly than the hearer

anticipates. Nor will she submit te Lear's urgings to expand or amplify her

speech. Notwithstanding his injunction tO "Mend your speech a little, 1 Lest

you may Ina!' your fortunes" (1.1.93-94), Cordelia assumes control of her

discourse and speaks her mind straightforwardly. In contrast to her sisters'

excessive c1aims she declares a genuine, but reasonable love for her father. She

also attests that she cannOt expound the love she bears te her father in words:

"Unhappy that l am, l cannot heave 1 My hean into my mouth. 1 l love your

Majesty according te my bond, no more nor less" (1.1.90-92).

In her reference te the "bond" berween father and daughter, Cordelia

defends her right te define her proper place in the symbolic contract and tO
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balance Lear's c1aims for filial affection and loyalty with other c1aims. 28 She

expands upon her conception of familial ties and divided duties much as

Desdemona does in the first aet of OrheUo:

... Good my Lord,

You have begor me, bred me, lov'd me: l

Rerum those duties back as are righr fit,

Obey you, love you, and most honor you.

Why have my sisters husbands, if they say

They love you all? Happily, when l shall wed,

Thar lord whose band shall take my plight shall cany

Half my love with him, half my care and duty.

Sure l shall never marry like my sisters,

rro love my father a11. (1.1.95-104)

In refusing te enter the declamatery contest and in defining limits that she

will not exceed in filial love and obedience, Cordelia defends her right to

examine, question, and transfonn her place from daughter te wife in the symbolic

order. Lear, however, insists on absolute control of her discourse; he cousrrues

Corde1ia'~ argument only as a challenge te bis authority. Her resistance to bis

excessive demands moves him tel shift her place in bis esreem. Before her speech

he "lov'd her moSt, and thought to set [bis] rest 1 On her kind nursery" (1.1.123­

24). The Rjyerside Shakespeare gloss on "nursery" as "loving are" (1256, n.

124) may be taken as an indication that Lear defines good women within the

traditional patriarchal representation as ministering angels who nurture and

proteet the patriarchy. 29 Although, as l shall discuss, Lear larer restores

Cordelia te tbis position, after her speech he redefines her as an outeast and an

outsider te the symbolic order, "banished [from bis] dominions" (1.1.178); as a

!'newadopted" object of hatred, an alien "stranger'd by [bis] cath" (1.1.203); and
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as "a .•. wretch whom Nature is ~ham'd 1 AlmOSt t'acknowledge hers" (1.1.212-

13).

Lear also divests Cordelia of her rich dowry of property and places her

instead in the general category of women who are themselves consuued as

propeny, in this case devalued property. In "de""·r'[mg her] with [bis] curse,"

(1.1.203) and figuring her as a co=odity of lessened material value, Lear

anempts to disempower Cordelia entire1y by depriving her of a husband in her

enforced exile. He informs her suitors that "When she was dear to us, we did

hold her 50, 1 But now her price is fallen" (1.1.196-97). Lear's strategy, however,

requires complicity, and only the prince of Burgundy complies with this linkage

of love and property. 30 Cordelia herse1f regrets only the loss of her father's

affections; she does not once allude to her materialloss in her self-defense before

her twO suitors but focuses on her characrer and on the integrity of her words and

actions. Although she rejeets Lear's standards of value she begins the defense

with a properly respec'.:&Ïl1 pat~al address:

i do beseech your Majesty-

Iffor l want that glib and oilyart

To speak and pmpose not, since what l [weil] inrend,

rn do't before l speak-That you make known

It is no vicious blot, murther, or foulness,

No unchaste action, or dishonored step,

That hath depriv'd me ofyour grace and favor,

But even for want of that for which l am richer­

A still-soliciting eye, and such a tongue

ïnat l am glad l have not, though not to have it

Hath lost me in your liking. (1.1.223-33)
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Cordelia's rejection of Lear's terms in the cratorical contest

simultaneously refutes the marnage formula of the female as property to be

disposed by her father to the husband of bis choice, and allows her to substitnœ

her own standards in place of Lear's. She defends her right to self-definition

outside of Lear's value system by representing herself in spiritual J"'>her than

material terms. 31 Her defense is eIoquent but free of rhetoric:- .nent and

hyperbole. In the opening line she defers to Lear's authority, aclo.owledges her

own marginal position in the symbolic order, and in creating an oppormnity for

herself to speak before her suitors subvens these impasses. In the plea to Lear

for an explanation of her fall from bis favor, Cordelia inserts her marginaIized

discourse into the dominant discourse and effectively nego~tes a method of

defense. She herse!f insiSts on defining her chaTacœr tO her suitors and

exp1aining the behavior for which Lear condemns her. In maintaining that her

conduet entaiis "no vicions blot, murther, or foulness, 1 No unchaste action, or

dishonor~d step," but something for lack of which she feels "richer," she

reconstitntes herseif and subverts Lear's misrepresentation and devaluation of

her wor..h as an individual. Cordelia refigures herseIf as a good woman in terms

of conventional construets 'of femininity.

The art possessed by her SÏS;;ers, which Cordelia lacks and rejects, "that

glib and oily an" that enables them te declare deeds they de not intend te carry

out: "[t)o speak and purpose not," is obviously the art of rhetaric. Cordelia's

figure for Goneril's and Regan's studied speech obviously alludes ta flanery and,

more specifically, ta the duplicitous :;.nd devious eIoquence that Sidney

condemns. Lacking, or at least declining ta employ, the rhetorical expertise that
~.- .

would gain her such rich material rew2I'd, Cordelia bases her self-valuatioi'. on a

more spiritual scale; she is "richer" because of her integrity in speech, intention,

and action. In her metaphor of"a still-soliciting eye" for continuaI solicitation for
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materia1 reward, 32 she denounces her sisters' rhetarical delivery as weil as the

content and insincerity of their speeches. Her conclusion that she is "glad" mat

she has not "such a [deceitful] tongue" although it has cost her the patemal

affection that she does value, recapitulates her rebuttal of Lear's terms of

properry in remm for submission to patriarchal ventriloquism and affirms her

autanomyas a female speaker. Cordelia's final words, "though not ta have it [the

tongue mat will say what he co=ands] 1 Hath lost me in your liking," are

expressed with simple dignity rather than in the richly figured words of praise

demanded by Lear.

The king of France and the ear1 of Kent are entirely pe=aded by

Cordelia's defense of her integrity and of the love and proper respect mat she

bears ta Lear. Kent's 5taunch defènse of Cordelia results in bis own banishment

(1.1.144-54). The king of France offcrs ta marry her for !ler virtues and her

beauty, "dower'less" (1.1.256). Since, however, Burgundy mingles bis love for

Cordelia with her fortunes he is unmoved by her defense and unwilling ta marry

her without the promised rich dowry. The King of France, like Kent, accepts

Cordelia on her own terms. He approves her nonmaterialistic self-valuation:

Fairest Cordelia, thou an most rich being poer,

Most choice forsaken, and most lov'd despis'd,

Thee and thy virtues here l seize upon,

Be it lawful l take up what's cast away.

Gods, gods! 'tis strange mat from their colds't negleet

My love should kindle te inflam'd respect.

Thy dow'rless daughter, King, thrown te my chance,

Is queen ofus, of ours, and our f.ür France.

Not ail the dulœs of wat'rish Burgundy

Can buy this unprÏz'd precious maid of me.
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Bid them f.lrewell Cordelia,

Though unkind, thou los't here, a better where to

find. (1.1.248-61)

Male discourse in this scene, constitutes Cordelia in dichotomous

oppositions. In contrast te Lear's denunciation and disinheritance, the king of

France honours and endows her with bis own and bis country's riches, making

her "queen of us, of ours, and our fuir France." Cordelia's position thus shifts

from dispossessed OUtea5t of the symbolic order controlled by Lear te honored

insider of a new and different order presided over by the king of France, who

appraises her on her own terms. Although he alludes te her physical beauty in

bis address, ("Fairest Cordeliaj, he gives no Petrarchan inventory of her bodily

parts but emphasizes "respect" of her "virtues." The king is willing, as weIl, to

accept Cordelia's individuality and autenomy as a speaking subject. He is

unruffled by Lear's condemnation: "Is it but this a tardiness in nature / Which

often leaves the history unspoken / Tœt it intends te do?" (1.1.235-37).

Presumably, marriage will provide the occasion and the freedom for Cordelia te

hold a Iess subordinate and constricted place in the symbolic order.

It is Cordelia who reinscribes herself in the oid order and assumes the

symbolic position earlier demanded by Lear. When she returns with her

husband to defend Lear from her sisters' maltreatment she operates

autonomously, but when she risks her Iife te stay with him upon the king of

France's return to bis country on urgent business, Cordelia begins te fulfill

Lear's earlier expectations of a ministering, angelic, excessively loving daughter.

Shortly before she encounterS Lear she acknowledges that "[i]t is [ber f.lther's]

husinesS that [sh..e] gales] about" (4.3.23-24). H Cordelia's words, as she hovers

over the sleeping Lear, bespeak a filial love more absoluœ than the natural bond

thar she aflirms in the opening scene of the play:
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o my dear futher, resroration bang

Thy medicine on my lips, and let this kiss

Repair those violent harms that my two sisters

Have in thy reverence made. (4.6.25-28)

While it is entirely natural that Cordelia should he 5trongly moved to assist Lear

both by the pathos of his condition and by her sisters' abuse of him, she goes

beyond the bonds of filial love and loyalty in her original vow and acquiesces to

Lear's earlier demands for an unconditional and undivided loyalty and love.

From this point on Cordelia makes no mention of that half of her "love ... care

and duty" that is due her husband (1.1.101-02); she concems herself only with

Lear. Thereafter she loses the more individualized and autonomous

charaeterization that she appears tO promise in her defense in the first aet. For

the rest of the play she fulfills the female ideals originally demanded by Lear as

well as the generalized patriarchal constrUcts of good women.

Like the women defended in the formaI debate, Cordelia represents an

idealized version of femininity as she ministers to Lear. Even the other

charaeters in the play describe her as an exception to her sex and a sublime

representative of a higher nature. In his dialogue with Kent, the gentleman loyal

to Lear compares Cordelia's tears for her futher to "holy water from her heavenly

eyes" (4.3.30). He aflirms to Lear that "Thou hast one daughter 1 Who redeems

nature from the general curse 1 Which twain have brought her to" (4.4.205-07).

In his delirium Lear, too, attributes angelic qualities to the daughter he had

earlier condemned. He mistakes her for "a soul in bliss" (4.7.45). Like Othel1o's

appelation of Desdemona as his "soul's bliss," Lear's comparison is drawn from a

lexicon of male constrUcts ofwomen at the positive extreme, as divine or elevated

beings, whose mission it is tO suppon and proteet the patriarchy and the

symbolic order.
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The negative extremes of male linguistic indexes of female identity are

constiroted by a lexis of devils, fiends, darkness, and various forms of corruption.

Throughout the play, in his half-mad and fecble condition as well as in his

original state of absolute empowennent, Lear COnstIUes women only according to

these divisions. His view of women does not necessarily coincide with their

representations at the rime of his definition but with his state of mine.. Although

his description of Goneril and Regan's lechery in the context of his dialogue with

Gloucester on adnltery and female sexuality happens to he accurate in terms of

their actions and charact~, at this point in the draIna Lear is in no position to

have direct knowledgf" of their condua. Lear's figurations are extreIl'le; he

heightens and intensifies the farnilia r tropes of female abuse and he includes all

WO:::len in bis attack. 34 The attack also incorpontes a short passage of

conventional female defeuse, represenèng women as figures of the divine:

The fitchew nor the soiled horse goes to't

\Vith a more riotous appetiœ.

Down from the waist they are Centaurs,

Though women all abave;

But to the girdle do the gods inherit,

Beneath is aIl the fiends'; there's hell, there's

darkness.

There is the sulphurous pit, burning, scalding,

Stench, consumption. Fie, fie, fie! pah, pah! (4.6.122-28)

The lines "Though women all abave; 1 But to the girdle do the gods inherit," are

dnwn from the rnrniliar stock of tropes of female pIllÏSe: woman as angelic,

superhuman being. In the context of the surrounding passage, the lines represent

a fragmented COnstIUct of the femaIe, a split hetween the angelic and demonic.

This fragmentatiou is in Lear's imagination, not in any female character within
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the play. It is also in Lear's general conception of women; he is o:!ly abl~ tO

imagine the female caregorized within this frame. From Lear's point of view,

when Cordelia rcrorns ta assist and care for him, she rerorns to her originally

positive place in bis affections and judgement as bis favourire daughter. The

only difference is that her virtues now are heightened and she stands in sharper

contrast to the wicked sisters, fulfilling her role as angel of mercy ~nt tO undo

their em For that matter, the play itself limits the female ::haraeters tO these

antitheses; it contains no moderating female representation after Cordelia's

origù:al, shor.:-lived attempt to reconstiture herself.

For the rest of the drama Cordelia serves as the female sacrifice who helps

to restore and perpemate the ruins of patriarclW order. When she is captured

along with Lear by the soldiers of her sisters and Edmund she voices concem

only for her father: "For thee oppressed king, l am cast down" (5.3.5). Lear

foliows his "Come let's away to prison" speech (5.3.8-18) with high

commenàation for her sacrifice: "Upon sucb sacrifices, my Cordelia, 1 The gods

themselves throw incense" (5.3.20-21). 3S From this point on Cordelia is silent;

Lear speaks for her and of her. After her murder in prison he describes her

voice in termS expressing stereotypical patriarchal valuations of female discourse:

"Her voice was ever soft, 1 Gentle, and low, an excellent thing in woman"

(5.3.273-74). Lear's emphasis here is not on the content but simply on the tone of

Cordelia's speech. In the final scene, desperately seeking for a sign of breath

stirring her stilllips, Lear calls attention to her silence: "Look cn her! Look her

lips, 1 Look there, Look there!" (5.3.311-12). But Cordelia is permanently

silenced; her self-sacrifice bas helped tO preserve the symbolic contract and to

restore the patriarchy. Lear too ceases to speak or tO wish the retum of bis

power; bis death quickly follows Cordelia's. Order will he restored by a new

patriarchy headed by Edgar, who, chastened by his own vicissitudes and
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saddened by the =gedies bef.allen Lear and Gloucester, counsels the survivors

of the grim series of calamities to "[s)peak what we feel, not what we ought tO

say" \5.3.320). Edgar's admonition may be a belated male endorsement and

authorization of Cordelia's original atternpt tO express herself in authentic

discourse. If 50, the play that begins with a contest in female oratory and

Cordelia's banishment for her self-autborized speech, e~ds with a posthumous

defense of her values and her verbal inregrity. Even sa, Cordelia is relegared tO

the margins of the drama; her defense of her right ta challenge patriarchal order

has shifted to a defense of that order and she remains contained within the

narrow construets of women definei by the rhetarical structures of the dominant

patriarchal àiscourse.
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Notes

1 My Shakespeare qUOtations throughout this chapœr are taken from~

Rjversjde Shake:weare. ed. G. Blakemore Evans (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,

1974).

2 Although the interest in domestic issues in both plays places them in the

caœgory of domestic tragedy, their emphasis on the political dilemmas of men,

highly placed in public life disènguishes them from the popular English

domestic d.ramas that aIso link marriage and murder. For an excellent analysis of

the latter genre see Leanore Lieblein, "The Context of Murder in English

Domestic Plays, 1590-1610," Smdjes jn Engljsh Ljreramre 23 (1983): 181-96.

Lieblein describes the domestic draInas set in England as a group of six plays that

"evamine confliets and their consequences whirh arise in a middle-class family

situation" (181). She notes that such plays emphasize a socioeconcmic context,

moral judgements and a providential pattern of sin, retribution, and repentance,

usually in connection with the problem of adulrery (181-82, 194, 196\ As

Lieblein concludes, the moral vision of the great Jacobean tragedies that folIowed

the last of these popular London stage draInas, John Heywood's A Woman Killed

with Kjndness. is considerably more complex (196). Despiœ their differences

from the popular domestic plays, and indeed, from each other, Othello (ca.1605)

and Mariam (ca. 1603) share an inœrest in the domestic issues found in the earlier

group ofplays. While OtheJ!o, however, was composed for the stage, Mariam

was written as a closet draIna intended for a smaIl audience of readers.
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•
3 One conflieted area of exception W2S the the putative spiritll41 equality

of women in early sevenreenth-centm'Y theodicy. See!an Maclean,~

Renaissance Notion of Women (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,19S0) 13-14; and

Constance Jordan, RenaiSsance Feminism; LiteratY Tens and Politiçal Models

•

(Itha= Comell UP, 1990) 22-29.

4 l have discussed elsewhere the correlation of this contracmal

rel:a.tionship to what mc.dem theorists like Kristev:l. design:a.te the symbolic

cct1traet. For an illnminating development of this topie see Jordan, 3, 4, 47, 49,

124. See:l.1so Karen Newman, Fasbionin~ Feminjni\y and Ene:lish Renaissance

pram:a. (Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1991) 87. For further re:a.ding see Robert

FIlmer, Patriarçha and Other PoIjtiçal Works: ed. Peter Laslett (Oxford: Basil

Bbckwell, 1949); JOn:l.than Go1dberg, James l and the Foljtics of Literamre

(Baltimorc;Johns Hopkins UP, 1983). As l shall discuss in the next chapter, this

rel:a.tionship is intensified, underscored, and questioned by E!iz:lbeth Cary's

pla.y, The Tra~ieofMariam.

5 This is :l.1so the case in other noncanonical teXtS that this inqniry does not

include, such :l.S the handbooks on marriage, educational tre:ltis~ and religions

tractS.

6 SeeJordan, 4.

7 SeeJordan, 308.

8 Constance Jordan remarks in her analysis of Ren:a.issance bumanism that

women were coI:SÏdered :a.dmira.bIe in the role of "f.aithfullienten:a.nt to • • • male

superiors" (35). Th'; military fr.une of the counroom scene would have O::l!r'­

heightened the possibilities of Desdemon:l. receiving authoriz:ltion for performing

• this complementary role to Othello. Her speeches and her desires coincided
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with the interests of the state and with the interests of Othello who was

employed in the task of defending the state milil2rily.

9 Although Desdemona insists mat her defense of Cassio is in Othello's

best interests (and the play demonstrates mat it is), she authorizes herself to

define those interestS. Such fema1e self-authorization tranSgresses the code of

=le command and fema1e subordination.

10 That is not t1l say that bis peers exonerate him from responsibility for

bis actions. He is, however, spared the indignity of a 1egaJ. trial, which >lIould

dimirish bis stature even more, and permitted by Shakespeare the traditional

option (for a heroic militaIy man) of taking bis own life.

Il In her =y "The Patriarchal Bard: Feminin Criticsm and

Shakespeare: IGne' Lear and Measure for Measure," Kathleen McLuskie

obs= mal: Lear's power over bis daughters at the beginni..-;; of the play "is

socia1ly sanctioned, but its arbitrary and tyrannical chuaeter is clear from bis

treatment of Cordelia" (105). She holds mat the power mat he delegates to

Goneri1 and Regan is the obverse of bis own and mat bath are the result of a

patriarchal model of f.unily organisation which "affords no rights ta the powerless

within it" (105). McLuskie aIso remarks on "the material basis" of this power.

She argues convincingly that Cordelia "intrOduce[s] a notion of lo'!Te as a more

individual and abstraet concept, incompatible bath with public declaration and

with computation of forests, champains, rivers and meads" (104). It was

obviously the laitèr notion of love :hat prompted Cordelia ta remm ta Lear's

assistance after ber sisters' mistreatment of him. McLuskie's essay is in Jonathan

Dollimore and Alan Sinfield, eds., Political Shak§peare: New Essay:; in Cultural

Materialism. (Itbaca: Cornell UP, 1985) 88-108.
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12 This info=tion is taken from The Rjverside Sh2ke~;>eare, 1198.

Other st2nd3rd n:sources a!"e Geoffrey Bullough, Narrative and pramatie S011rees

of Shakespeare. 8 voIs. (New York: Columbia UP, 1957-75) voL7; A. C. Bradley,

Shakespearean Tra~edy: Lectures on Ramier. OtheJlo. Kjn~ Inr. Macbeth, 2nd

ed. (1904; London: MaCiIlillan,1920); Douglas Bush, ~n~ljsh Literarnre in the

Eadier Seventeenth-Century. 1600.1660 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1962).

13 See Riverside, 1198.

14 See chapter l.

15 Greenblatt also draws attention te a passage in Kenneth Burke's f...

Grammar ofMotïves (BerIœley: U ofCalifornia P, 1969) 243. In the passage from

which Greenblatt quoteS, Burke observes that in order te arouse Othello te

jealousy, !ago draws him inte a specifie type of language describing women, a

language that Othello knows but does not normally use. Burke refers te the

discourse of women as properties and the male ideal of love that represents the

fema1e beloved as a male possession. Neither Burke nor Greenblatt point te

Petrarchan poetics as an informing principle in this view of women, however.

Burke does remark on the degradation of women implied by snch language. He

notes that in revising Othello's conception ofDesdemona as a spiritnal possession

te one of her as his private property, Iago's persuasive rheterical machinations

persuade Othe1lo te see "Desdemona in termS of this gready reduced idiotn,

wholly lacking in possibilities of idealization (44).

16 In StiU Ha[pinr on DapLWteTS;Women and Drima in the Me of

Shakespeare (New York: Columbia UP,1983). Lisa Jardine points thata number

of critics question Desdemona's "snpposed ·innocence...• She ci.es M.R.

Ridley. the Arden editer of OtheUo. In a critique in his foomotes from which
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Jardine quOte5 a passage, we find the ==ent that Ridley finds it "dist:asteful to

watch [Desdemona] engaged in a long piece of cheap backchat with !ago, and so

adept at it that one wonders how much time on the voyage was spent in the same

way" (119-20). Ridley thus raises the issue of Desdemona's possible misconduct

on the grounds of her free hanter with Iago. It is quiœ f2.~n2ting to discover an

authoritative twentieth-centnry male critic making the same connection between

female eloquence and questionable chastity that Renaissance males did. As

Jardine remarks, in the play "[t]he shadow of sexna1 frailty hovers over

Desdemona, ... " because female speech is linked tO semality (185. See

also119,-20). However, as l have just noted in the play, !ago clearly

acknowledges Desdemona's innocence, thus invalidating Ridley's position. In

her essay, "Historical Differences: Misogyny and Othello," Valerie Wayne also

addresses Ridley's quibble over Desdemona's repanees with !aga. See Valerie

Wayne, ed. The Matter ofDifference (Ithaca: Comel1 OP, 1991)160-65.

17 One of the more f.unous enqmr;.es is A. C. Bradley's discussion in

Sbak§pearean Tra= of Coleridge's ana1ysis of Iago's "'motiveless ma1ignancy,'

or a disinterested de1ight in the pain of others." (217) Bradley contends that this

phrase is misleading. He finds !ago a remarlcable dramatic character whose

"powers of dissumu!ation and self-control [a.-e] prodigious." (217) He adds mat

!ago, though selfisb and unfeeling was "not by namre ma1ignant" (217).

18 Wayne observes mat "the divergent consuuctions of women by Cassio

and !ago parallel the praise and blame acctiroed to women in the Renaissance

debaœ" <Matter of Djffenmce160).

19 See chapterl.
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20 The =dition of rhetorical dilation as the amplification of a matter

through the det:ùling and erarnination of cirCUIIlSl2llces was the standard form of

a legal indiament in the P~naiSS;lDce. Examples of such circumstances are the

persans who, and te whom, the rime, the place, the intent, the manner, the

consequences, ete. See Patricia Parker, Literal:Y Fat Ladies; Rbetoric, Gender.

Pro.peny (London: Methuen, 1987) 56-57 for fnrther e1ucidation.

21 See Newman, 90.

22 See chapter 1, n.19.

23 See the Riverside gloss (1220). The taming figure is frequently used in

connection with the tan=ir ,2' of a fema1e sccld or shrew, although sometimes, as in

the case ofJohn Fletcher's The Woman's Prize. which is discnssed in the nen

chapter, the term refers te the curing of male misogyny•

24 As Peter Erikson points out, one of the taSks of contemporary rerninist

criticism is "the need for critics te resist the ideology of femininity that

Shakespeare historically represents" ("Rewriting the Renaissance. rewriting

ourse1ves," Sbak~eare Onarnrly 38 [1987] 327-37. Qui. in Wayne, 126. See

aIso McLuskie, in Dollimore and Sinfie1d, 106. While as critics we cannot

quarre1 with Shakespeare's artistic prerogative te define a subordinate place for

Cordelia in the order of his dramatic discourse, we are entitled te discern and

focns on her oppression and the COnstl'3Ïnts on her iemale defense dialogue in that

discourse.

25 Taken in the context of later events when it becomes ev:ident that not

only does Regan not love Lear but she is, in effect, an enemy 1'0 bis joys. her figure

could well he termed irony•



Slowe 180

•
26 McLuskie also malœs this point. Although she concedes mat we C3I1Ilot

withold sympathy for Lear after the first act, she toO, however, emphasizes his

accountability in the disastrons aftermaths of his actions (Dollimore and Sinfield,

88-108).

27 Jardine notes mat Cordelia's silence is appropriaœ proof of her female

virtne, and th:it in preferring the voluble speech of his two eIder daughters Lear

precipitates the misrule mat follows (109). She cites a tale from Robert Greene's

Pene!ope's Web in which another king, Ariamenes, confronœd with a similar

decision between three daughœrs-in-law, malœs the correct choice of the silent

fanale (108-09). See A. B. Grosan, ed., The LUe and Complete Works in Prose

and verse of Robett Greene. MA. 4 vols. (New York, 1964 reissue). Vol 4, 231-

32.

28 Other. critics have a similar point. See for example Jardine, 108-10;

Jordan, 1-10,65-133, McC1uskie in Dollimore and SinfieId, PoJjtica! Shakespeare

104-05.

29 See Coppélia Kahn, Man's Estaœ: MascuJjne IdeptiJ;y in Shakespeare

(Berkeley: California UP, 1981) 11.

30 Although the king of France declares mat Cordelia is "herself a dowry"

(1.1.241), the prince ofBurgondy bas a more material view of love and withdraws

his oirer ofmarriage.

31 The issue of the theoretica1 spirimal equality of women will be more

fully explored in Mariam. See also Jordan, 22-29, Mac1ean, 47-67.

32 The Riyerside glass is "begging." See 1258, 0.231.

33 In the Rjversjde introduction to IGnr Lear Kermode notes mat

• Cordelia's role is particularly important to dtose critics who inœrptet her it and

•
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this line in the play ~ allusions to Christian allegory (1254). While l would not

argue for a Christian-allegorical reading of 1&aL l snggest that in speaking the

words of Christ, Cordelia identifies herself as a sacrificial figure who is prepared

to put Lear's well-being hefore her own.

34 Ironically, Lear's attack on women follows bis pardon of Gloucester,

who, in bis madness, Lear does not recognize, for adultery; Lear's generalized

tirade against women is precipitated by bis recollection of bis own twO unki..'l.d

daughrers and of Gloucester's illegitimate son, Edmund, whom he IIlÏSt:Ùenly

assumes bas been kinder to bis father than Lear's own "lawful" children. The

irony in the scene is compounded by the faet that Edmund, the offspring of

Gloucester's illicit liason, is the object of Goneril's and Regan's illicit love, and of

Lear's double Standard, which exonerates men but condemns women for the same

offense. Some aities argue that the play as a whole condones this double

standard. Indeed, Goneril and Regan are provided with no excuses or

exrenuating circumstances for their conduet. W...arilyn French observes that "In

the rhetoric of the play, no male is condemned as Goneril is condemned" (233).

See M2rilyn French, Sbakespeare's Division of Experience (London: Jonathan

Cape. 1982). However, we might also argue that the play expc.ses, rather than

condones, the exoneration of men from accountability in snch cases.

35 The Riverside gloss on this passage suggests two bterptetations: Lear

may refer to Cordelia's sacrifice for him, or to their joint :ôacrifice in giving up the

world. In my estimation, the lines "He that partS us ~l bring a brand from

heaven, 1 And fire us hence lilœ faxes" imply the iirst: interptetation (5.3.23-24).

Like Stanley Cavell l wouId aI'.,'Ue that Lear's desire to he alone with Cordelia in

prisoa is a "repetition of bis strategy in the first scene" (152-53). See Stanley
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Cavell, Myst We Mesn Whar We Sav? (New York: Scribner, 1969). Although

Lear is radic:illy changed me:- his harsh experiences and has neither his former

authority nor the desire to impose it on Cordelia, !he prison imagery tellingly

exposes his inclination tO enclose Cordelia within the narrow circle of his

affections, rather man te hope for her release te a presumably happy marnage

with a considerable degree of liberty.



•
Slowe 183

Chaste but Not Silent: Elizabeth Cary's Mariam Tragedy

l

In the powerful conclusion of Kjng Lear Cordelia's death is appropriated

by and presented primarily in relation te Lear. The ordering of the play follows

the standard gender precedence of the rheterical treatises in its tide and content,

which detinc: Lear as subjeet and Cordelia as adjunet. Lear's priority is

obviously appropriate in the tragedy in which he plays the leading role, and

Cordelia, a supporting, one. Yet although in the twO Shalcespeare:m tragedies that

include the Dames of female characœ:rs in their tides (Romco and Iu!iet and

AntoDY and Cleopamj) the female protagonists play roles equal te those of the

male herces, male sequential preœdence is followed in these tides as weIl. 1

Cary's The Tra~je of Miriam. The Fajre Opeene of 1ewJy (ça. 1603) reve.-ses

the sequence of male precedence in the ordering of plot, dialogue, and tide. 2

Mariam is the lealllilg charaeter i:l. the drama that bears her Dame and she displays

the qualities befitting a heroine, conducting herself courageously and facing death

with stoic dignity. While her death is both mandated by and, in the final scenes,

presented Ï1!. relation te the grieving Hercd, Mariam alone commands our

sympathy. No expression of regret, however hyperbolic, cao defend Hercd's

part in her execution.

In his statnS as hushand and ruling sovereign, Herod exercises the

prerogatives of m21e authority over Mariam on state and domestic levels. As a
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representative of patriarchal absolutist monarchy as well as males in the genel':Ù

populace, Cary's Herod emblematizes the mirroriug and doubliug of female

subjection intrinsic to the marriage modeL 3 However, Herod is a particularly

problematic subject for the religions typology mat provides a rationale for male

proprietorship of authority over women. Although his secu1ar power is absolute,

he is guilty ofabuses ofauthority that no theologica1 rationale can support. In the

final scenes, even he confesses his agency and culpability in Mariam's death,

castigating himself as a "vile monster," an epithet with which we are incliued to

agree. We are not invited to sympathize with Herod as we are with Othello and

Lear, for all their faults. Even though the chorus voices only a mild reproof for

his execution of Mariam, in emphasizing Mariam's integrity the play itself tacidy

condemns Herod. He is, as well, strongly censured by the annals of history and

the mediem tradition of Herod dramas, both of which present him as the

notorious slaughterer of the innocents. Indeed Cary's particular choices of

historical figures for the protagonists and historica1 material for the plot of her

drama subverts the conventional theologica1 and politica1 justifications for male

magistry over women and for male control of female speech. The Mariam tragedy

implicidy questions the liuguistic power relations that inscribe male dominance

and female subordination in the order oflangoage.

While Cary's ~lay, like Shakespeare's Otheno and King Lear. was written

during the early years ofJames's reign, (between 1603 and 1605), the latter two

are highly acclaimed works of the traditional canon. They were composed by the

world's most eminent English playwright at the height of his career and his

creative powers. On the other hand Elizabeth Cary's The Tra~ie of Matiam, a

closet drama composed very early in Cary's literary career (about 1603) and

published 0 anonymously in 1613, bas found no place in the canon. 4

Neverthe1,'lSS, it daims our attention as worthy of inclusion in this stndy on
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severa! counts. As far as 1 have been able to determine, it is the first original play

written and pubIished by an English woman in the Renaissance. It is also the

first English dramatization of the Herod and Mariam srory. In addition, Cary's

tr2gedy daims our attention as an inquiry into the problem of female speech in

relation tO rhetorical strategies for female defense and tO the pro- and contr2­

woman arguments of the formal debate. FmaIly, the Mariam play daims our

interest as a prote5t against the abuses of patriarchal absolutism as manifested in

male appropriation of female speech. Although each of the plays contains a

female protagonist who in sorne manner challenges male control of her speech,

the issue is foregrounded in Mariam. The heroine's death is precipitated by and

directIy related to her attempt to constituœ herself through self-authorized,

authentic speech and tO her resistance te Herod's attempt to appropriate and

control her disCOUTSe; Mariam's laconic defense represents one instance of this

resistance.

il

Cary uses the device of a chorus to represent the conservative voice of the

co=unity as an arbiter of public opinion on Mariam's speeches and conduet

throughout the play. Through subtle ambiguities in the choral pronouncements

she fully vindicates Mariam on the spirimal plane. Mariam bas however, crossed

the boundaries set for the containment of female discourse and the play does not

overtIy condone her verbal freedom. The final chorus, which functions as an

epilogue, concedes that Mariam's unorthodox habits of speech have compromised

her reputation; "she did her name disgrace" (5.1.2223). But they do not justify
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Herod's decision to bave her put tO death. Although they do not explicitly

defend Mariam or aCCl1Se Herod, the allusion of the chorus to Herod's arhitrary

capriciousness implicitly questions the allocation of absol~tist power to such a

fallible male magistrate: "Yet now agame so shon do humors last, 1 He both

repents her death and knows her chast" (5.1.2224-25). The issue of Herod's

bettayal of his authority simultaneously poses ail ethical dilemma for Mariam as

his female subjeet and mitigates her f..ult. Whereas Mariam's unrestrained

speech refleets only on he;- reputation or "name," Herod's crimes stem from a

spiritual failure mat refleets on his essential charaeter. Mariam receives some

censure for her verbal improprieties, particularly for her outspoken protests to

Heroel, but the play as a whole stresSeS mat she is spiritaa.lly above reproach.

Although the play contains little oven action, S Mariam and Salome's

speeches fonction as subversive alternatives to the political action denied them

as women and as subjeets of the despotic Herod. Through their speeches in

defiance of Herod's authority (although Salome's resistance is concealed and

dissimulated), they tacitly challenge the oppressed stare !)f the female subjea in

relation to male absolutism. Mariam does not, as Salome does, propose

revolutionary solutions for the disadvantaged position of women in the

conttactual arrangements hetween the sexes or for the legal system mat legislates

the political subordination of women to men. Her chief concems are privare and

inidividual-Herod's ruthless exploitation of his power for the purpose of

murdering ber brother and her grandfather and her right to speak publicly against

his unwarranred violence and tyranny. In ber opening speech Mariam aIso

defies the domestic constraints mat limit women to the confines of their homes. 0

While it might he argued mat ber defense of ber right to protest and to speak in

public places with persons other man Herod promotes a more constitutional

mode! of domestic, if not aise of state, government, Mariam's open but limited
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resistance is politically conservative in comparison tO the l'2dicù thought that

Salome's feigned submission ro her brother masks

In accepting Herod's 1egal anà politicù authori~ over her but assuming

responsibility for her own conscience, Cary's Mariam touches on a conflicted

doctrine in Renais>ance theology. Within the termS of !bis doctIine the subject

bas a primary obligation to obey Gad and tO resist whatever "bis [or her]

conscience determines to be an unlawfu1 order." 7 The notion of the spiritual

equality of both sexes, however, confliets with the symbolic, legal, and politicù

subjugation of women. Such equality would de!egate the rights and

responsibilities of conscience ro women as well as men, and thus constimte a

challenge ro male governance. This conflict is central ro the play; the problem of

reconciling the politicù implications of the proposed spirimal equality of women

with female symbolic and legal subordination is refleeted in Cary's

chaI'2cterization ofMariam. 8

Throughout the play Mariam stresSeS her spirimal purity, and from !bis

perspective her resistance ro Herod's authority and control of her speech could

be justified. Cen:ainly Herod's atrocities are indefensible by Judaic and

Christian standards. Within the context ofJacobean theology Herod's authority

is entirely secu1ar; bis mode! of government cannOt he sanctified as a figuration of

a divine original; it is a profimation and corruption of the legitirnized mode!.

Further, in se!eeting the nororious Herod as an atavistic representative of

patriarchal absolutism and in shifting the foens ro Mariam's spirimal dilemma in

her revision of an authorized male narrative, Cary not only reverses the sequence

of male linguistic precedence, she questions the validity of male dominance and

fema1e submission in matters of conscience. IfCary presents a case for spirimal

equality hetween husband and wife, subjeet and monarch in the Mari:un

mgedy-and 1 wou1d argue that she does-she sitnates ber argument in the clash



•

•

Slowe 188

berween the ideals of male legal and political governance of women and the

female spirimal entitlement tO proteSt an unlawful abuse of male power. The

latter implies that a woman is in control of her mentallife; in Mariam's case her

speech directly refleas her mind, and both are identified with her integrity.

Mariam's insistence on freedom of speech is thus a defense of her own virme.

Her defiance of Herod's COI!'IOI and surveillance of her speech, however,

transgresses the code that links female silence and/or patriarchal ventriloquism te

chastity and places Mariam in a vulnerable position for the charge of adultery

engineered by Salome. Herod interprets her self-authorized, brusque defense,

which thwarts his desire for rheterical amplification and defies his possession of

her speech as part of his marital prerogatives, as female insubordination. In much

the same manner in which Lear abruptly shifts the female oraterical contest tO an

arraignment of a forward woman when Cordelia makes her terSe speech in

response te his demands, Herod reaets te Mariam's brief self-defense by accnsing

her of Salome's charge. Indeed, he views her general resistance te his control,

her propensity te talk te srrangers, and her readiness te speak in public. as signs of

guilt. Like Lear, Herod demands absolute female devotion te mm, but he

extends the tem1S of female self-sacrifice and subordination far beyond Lear's

c1aim; Herod would deny Mariam's right te protest even the morder of her

relatives, who became victims of his ruthless and suspicious guardianship of his

title te power.

Mariam may he read as a defense of a woman's right te protest corrupt

parriarchal tyranny. In its revision of female Stereotypes and its subversive

undermining of the conventiona! linguistic tropes of female submission that

inscrihe women and women's speech as male property categOries, silence as the

sign of female chastity, and the private domestic sphere as the proper place for

women's speech, the play implicitly questions woman's place in the symbolic
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order. Cary plays or the contradictions of male cOnstrUctions of women, and sbe

reverses the gendered dichotomies in ber charaeterizations of Mariam and

Salome. While the play does not direetly contest the suros quo, Cary's

exploration of these reversais :md contradictions indireetly cha1lenges it. The

heroine's death and the choric judgement sugge5t that women must negotO:lte

lingcistic conventions more discreetly than Mariam does, yet the play as a wbole

inquires into the validity of these conventions. The chorus imposes formaI unity

through its conservative Stance, but it also exposes the injustice of Herod's

absolutism and the justice of Mariam's cause.

Indeed, the Mariam play might he fruitfully analyzed as an enended trope

of leversa\. Through her semantic shifts of the ethos of silent female submission

in the charaeterization of Mariam and Salome, Cary calls attention to woman's

oppression in the symbolic order. She a1so subverts the St:ltuS quo, including the

conventional consi:IaÏnts against female speech. While seeming to advocate

patriarcha\ proprietorship of the symbolic order and to condemn Mariam for her

discursive improprieties, the play permits her the integrity of her word. While

the chorus avers that Mariam should have restrained her speech within the

established limits, the play itself argues against: the arbitraIy containing frame for

female discourse and fonctions as an inquiry into thl' problems of women's

speech. In the conteXt of her own situation in rime and place at the writing of

Mariam. Cary was constrained from St:lting her case directly. She submined to

the decorum imposed upon her as a fema!e author by society in recalling her

work from pnblication. However, the internai evidence of the drama suggests

that the work represents a subtle polemic against female subordination and male

domination in the order of language. IfCary as female author adopts the indirect

discursive Strategy avoided by her leading female characœr, but exploited by her

other key female characœr, the Mariam tragedy and Cary's role as author
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represent twO versions of female defense, one in art, one in life. 9 Both subven

the dominant stnlctures of IIl21e rhetorical discourse on the female as a male

COnstnlet. 1C

The precise date of composition of Mariam is uncen:ain, but it was ,vrimn

during the =ly years of Cary's marriage while her busbaDd, Sir Henry Cary,

Iater VlSCOunt Falldand, was away on military service in the Law Counmes. 11

When, approximately ten years !ater, the pIay was published, it bore only the

initials E. C. to identify its author. Such conceaIment of Feminine authorship

from public attention was, of course, a feamre of the Renaissance as a historical

period. Not only was public reticence urged upon women in the :-hetorica1

handbooles but, as 1 have discussed, it was aIso discreedy encouraged by the

bumaniSl; patriarchs of education who esentially controlled women's education

and liœrary ventnres.

• Cary's source for her rragedy was Josephus's TheAntiqpjties of

the Iews. 12 Although she followed Josephus rather closely. she represented

events that had occurred over a time-span of twO years in Josephus' chronicles

within a single day in Herod's court ofJudea. The effect of this strategy is a

Sl:rÏet observance of the dra=tic unities of time, piace, and action. Like

Josephus. Cary inœrweaves the histories of Mariam and Herod with the period

immediately preceding the notorious massacre of the innocents. The ten1poral

setting maries a deparmre from the Herod tradition of the medieval mystery

pIays, which, although they do not stage the infamous murders. are set in that

s1ighdy Iater period. The action of Cary's pIay occurs just after the batde of

Actium. thus connecting it to the history ofAntony and Cleopatra. 13 Indeed, for

the first three acrs Herod is offstage negotiating for peace with Angustus Caesar

after the defeat of bis (Herod's) aIly M2rk Antony. Herod's prolonged absence

instigateS a f2lse rumour of bis death. While in Caris dra= the charaeter of
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Herod is Dot the srereotypical villain of the mystery plays, the absolutism and

repression atùibuted to his reign are salient. This aspect of Herod's

charae:terization is consistent 'I1.ith ] osephtlS' version. 14

Cary's representation of Mariam is aIso close te hez: source. In both of

]osephtlS's versions of the Mariam and Herod story, Mariam is characrerized as

chaste, beautiful, and be10ved by Herod but lacking the restraint appropriate tO

fema1e speech. In book 15 of The Anriquiries of the Iews, ]osephus records the

history of Herod's execution of Mariam, for whom "the king's fondness was

inexpressible" (459). In a somewhat larer passage ]osephus r=>ents a rather

ambivalent enlogy for the queen. The passage perfeetly exemplifies the

rheterical narrative convention of male mediation between women and language:

a woman of exœllent charaeter, both for chastity and

greamess of seul; but she wanted moderation, and had

tao much of contention in her natnre; yet had she al1

that tan he said in the beauty of her body, and her

majestic appearance in conversation; and thence rose

the greatest part of the occasions why she did not •••

live with [Herod] . . • pleasandy • • • she taok tao

unbounded a liberty ••• she ventnred te speak of al1

[that she] had snffered by him. (461)

]osephus further recounts that Mariam "was gready displeased" that Herod had

taken the lives ofher brother and grandfather and twice ordered her own death te

follow in case of bis. The implication that female silence wou1d have been more

admirable than open displeasure is is insaibed between the lines as Josephus

twice reports that Mariam's resentment was "not concealed but open" (448-49,

458-59). He aIso notes that Mariam's aW2lel1ess of the latter order had aroused

Herod's suspicions that she must have had "a nearer conversation than ordinaIy"

,
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with Sohemus, the priest te whom he had en=d this charge (45). In an earlier

passage Herod is described as wildly agitated because one of Mariam's

reve1ations had given him "an evident demonmation that [she] had engaged i!l

criminal conversation" with a male informant (450).

Mariam elicits ambivalence in The Antiq:gjties chronicle because although

she is characterized as chaste, excellent, and "great ... of sou!," she is also flawed

by too much "contention" and tOO little "moderation." The male narrator

suggests that in ventnring te speak openly of her resentments teward Herod and

te upbraid him for bis evil conduet, Mariam bas rransgressed the proper limits of

discourse and bas taken "too great a liberty." Josephus apparendy does not

question the fact th:.t Herod's suspicion of Mariam's loose conduct was based

entirely on her unguarded speech. Although the crime te which the phrase

"crimina1 conversation" all~des is not directly stated, adultery is implied. In

faer, according to Josephus's report of events, the historical Mariam,

notwithstanding her fidelity te Herod, was exeœ:ed on exactly that charge. The

history infers that Mariam's fatal flaw was a problem. of speech and style.

The ambivalence in the Josephus enIogy for .Mariam hinges on a perceived

ineongruity between Mariam's chaste and honourable persona and her

unrestrained speech that disrupts the fonnal unity of the pauiarchal order of

statie polarities in which female discourse is encoded. WhiIe Josephus does not

condone Herod's actions, bis critica1 commentary in the enIogy on Mariam's ladc

of moderation, contentious nature, and "unbounded" speech liberties, implies

that he mingles pl2ise with blame. In repudiating patriarchal control of her

priv.lte and public speech Mariam positions herself in a dangerous interstice of

. the symbolie order; she does assert her autenomy as a female speaker and she

subvens Herod's absolutist hegemony in the domestic sphere, but it costs her

her li1ë. The final tIllgedy ofher death, Herod's instant remorse notwithstanding,
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is the patriarchal silencing of a disruptive female heroine who challenges the

rhetorical convention of male: precedence and fema1e subordination in the order

of1anguage.

ID

Cary's chorus in Mariam expresses a judgement very close to that of the

narrator in Ih!:. Antiqnjties. Like Josephns the chorus condemns the speech

liberties that Mariam assumes. What was implicit in the Josephns =tive,

however, is explicit in the draIna: "Then she 1IS1lIpes upon another's right, 1 That

seekes to be by publike language grac't" (3.1243-44). The chorus argues for the

conventional restriction of wamen's speech to the private domestic sphere:

"That wife against her f.une doth reare, 1That more then to herl Lord alone will

give, 1 A private ward to any seconde eue" (3.3.1231-33). According to this

argument, any public speech by a wife constitntes "nsorp[ation)" of a patriarchal

prerogative:

When to their hnsbands they themselves do bind,

Do they not wholly give themselves away?

Or give they but their body not their mind,

Reserving that though best, for others pray?

No sure their thoughts no more cm he their owne,

And therefore should to none but one he knowne.

(3.3.1237-42)

For the choms, Mariam's h"berties in speech signify a tranSgression of

symbolic boundaries tantamount to prostitntion: "And though her thoughts
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reflea with purest ligbt, 1 Her mind if not pecnlia.r is not chaste" (3.3.1251-54).

The chorus accepts and reinforces the convention of male proprietorship of

women's language. A "peculiar" or individnal woman, including her mind and

words, is the exclusive prope.-ry of ber husband. Women's speech as well as

women's bodies are figured as male propeny categOries, and fema1e chastity is

signified by and inextricably bound tO public silence. Herod's control of

Mariam's speech is doubly sanctioned by bis double raIes: in bis public role as

ruling monarch ofJudea, as well as bis private raie as husband, ownership is bis

privilege.

The problem ofMariam's resistance to Herod's discursive control in their

domestic relations bas public consequences crucial to the strue:tnre of the plot.

In making ber private aiticism of their domestic prablems public, Mariam

violates one of the principal conventions mat male rhetoricians and poets impose

upon fema1e discourse. Indeed, in the opening lines of the play Mariam herself

regrets mat she bas spoken publicly to censure her "Lord," and she recants her

hast}" words. Although here, as in The AntiQJljties. she bas just cause for her

anger and ambivalence roward Herod, she relents at the news (fdlse news mat is

revised in aet 4) of bis death:

How oft have l with publike voyce rnnne on?

To censure Rome's last Hero for deceit:

..................................................................

But now l do recant, and Roman Lord

Excose too rash a judgement in a woman:

My Sexe pleads pardon, pardon then afiOrd,

Mista.king is with us, but too too common. (1.1.1-10)

Mariam seems willing here to fit her speech, which she identifies with her

judgement, into the approved frame for good women who are reticent if not
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a=ally silent. According te this =dard, talkative women are if not wickeè at

1= foolish. We hear, perhaps, an echo ofErasmus's channing but flighty FoUy

asking pardon for any offense she may have given in her arguments: "If anything l

have said seems sharp or gossipy, remember that it is FoUy and a woman who has

spoken." 15 Her recraction of her earlie.· public condemnation of Herod and her

self-imposed verbal restraint imply that Mariam accepts the strietures placed by

Herod and tb.e chorus on women's speech.

The recantation passage, however, is part of a long soliloquy comprising

the entire fÎrst scene, and the soliloquy is a running dialectic, almost an in

utranzgue pIlTtDn debate, between Mariam's "Rage and 5come [that] had put [her]

love to flight" and her grief at his death (1.1.21). 5he recolleets his "true

affection" te her and her own former "Love which on him was firmly set"

(1.1.22). Mariam's argument with herself reveals that she is a more complex and

dynamic charaaer man the chorus could support in representing the status quo of

the symbolic order. Even as she retraets her former publicly expressed

criticism, she cannot reconci1e herself te Herod's attocities. Tears for her

"truest levers death" (1.1.68) confliet and mingle with memories of "The cruell

Herod" who remorselessly murdered her brother and grandfather in order to

remove them as possible rivais for his throne (1.1.39). To herself she franldy

acknowledges that her words were justified and that they signified a protest

against Herod's tyranny. Publicly she will stifle her protest after Herod's

supposed death; privately she will continue te speak freely, if only in soliloquy.

With the news ofHerod's triumphal retum from Rome in aet 4, Mariam revens

immediately te open dissent. Publicly and privately Mariam is an autonomous

speaking subjeet, unable and unwilling to confine herself within the limits for

women's speech set by her society.
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In The Subject of Tragedy: Identixy and Difference in Renaissance

Drama. Catherine Belsey makes a connection berween Mariam's speaking

position and the peril in which she finds herselL Belsey notes that Mariam takes

a definite speaking position, uniting her meaning with her speech and her speech

with her mind, and tha.t it is Mariam's speech that puts ber in danger (172-73).

Mariam's stannch ally and confidant Sohemus warns her of the hazard early in

the play. He pleads with her to soften and modify her speech upon Herod's

retum and laments that "unbridled speech is [guilrless] Mariam's wom disgrace"

(2.2.1186). But knowing that Herod is aIive, Mariam refuses te stifle her protest

of his ruthless actions. She acknowledges that she could conciliate her powerful

husband with a demoustrative homecoming welcome. She Ï$ also perfectly aware

that site "could inchaine him with a smile: 1 And lead him captive with a genrle

word" (2.2.1166-67). Mariam, however, will not contain her speech within the

frame of Herod's desires, nor will she conform te the conventionallimitations on

women's speech adumbrated by the chorus and urged by Sohemus. Her

response is unequivocal: "I scome my looke should ever man beguile, 1 Or other

speech then meaning te afford" (3.3.1169-60). In effect, Mariam shuns any

Strategy ofverbal artifice that might compromise her freely spoken words, which

she identifies with her integrity and her spiritnal innocence: "I would not that

my spirit were impure 1 Let my distressed state unpitied bee, 1 Mine innocence

is hope enough for me" (3.3.1174-76). Twice in a slighrly earlier passage she

refers to her innocence in speech, mind, and spirit as her "me defence"

(3.3.1174-76). Sohemus regretfully prediets that Mariam will cause her own

downfall solely tbrough her verbal defiance of Herod and ber refusaI te modify

her speech: "poore guilrless Queene. Oh that my wish might place 1 A little

temper now about thy hean: 1 Unbridled speech ••• will indanger her without
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• desan" (3.3.1184-87). He fears mat "t:re lon~ [he] will faire Mariam see 1 In

wofull state, and by her selfe undcnne" (3.3.1150-51).

In her insistence mat her mind, speech, and meaning he unified, Mariam

rejeco:.; the usage of language as an instrument of persuasion mat may be used to

create a specific rhetorical effeet on a particu1ar audience for the ends of the

speaker. She knows perfeetly weIl mat Herod as audience, simultaneously her

husband, lover, mg, and judge, could easily he moved in her favour if she would

only say what he wishes tO hear. Such a compromise on her pan would

acquiesce, however unwillingly, to the point of view that language is a

co=odity and that her words are Herod's property. Mariam assumes full

responsibility for her language; it is an essential part of her identity. On Herod's

tr..umphant return from Rome, she refuses to give him the welcome that he so

obviously desires. The epideictic praise that Herod anticipates reverses to

vituperation as Mariam responds to his eestatic greeting by reprehending him for

her kinsmen's deaths (4.3.1356). When he pleads with her to stop her accnsing

speech and "smile my dearest Mariam, do but smile, 1 And l will ail unldnd

conceits exile" (4.3.1407-08), Mariam refuses: "I cannot frame disguise, nor never

taught my face a look dissenting from my thought" (1.3.1409-10). Like Cordelia,

she abjures the easy eloquence that would preserve her privileged place in her

patriarch's affections. Chaste, but not silent, Mariam's insistence on the

autonomy and personal integrity of her word thwarts Herod's symbolic

ownership and control of her speech and feeds his suspicions of her infidelity.

Ultimately, Mariam's verbal insubordination in assuming possession of her own

language leads him ta order her death.

Even in raising the issue of a women's right ta speak freely agW1st

patriarchal abuse of power, Mariam challenges female discourse limits. Her

transgression places her outside the sociosymbolic conttaet defined by the
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chorus, Sohemus, and Herod. The rejeetion of the linguistic strategies required

by the conventiona! proprieties of female speech for a reconciliation with Herod,

places Mariam on a dangerous and uncharted threshold of language. Since she

will not adopt the ventriloquistic speaking position associated with silent,

obedient, good, and therefore chaste women, she risks identification with her

binary opposite: wordy, forward, wicked, and therefore unchaste women. The

binary logic ofpatriarchal c!efinitions of women allows no margin of flexibility.

Mariam's contention that her word is a direct reve1ation of her mind

implies her belief in the ttuth of language; words mean what they say or point to.

In her monologues she reveals private confliets and ambivalences but her

speeches to the other charaeters are unequivocal. She resists the slipperiness of

linguistic indeterlIlÏ!1acy as weIl as the am of rhetorical persuasion that may he

used to concea1 the speaker's mind md purpose. In contrast to Herod's

extravagant Petrarehan tropes, Mariam addresses him in pia:D., even severe,

language. In spite of Herod's desire that she complement bis exuberant language

and adom herself in courtly dress that enhances bis, she resists both courtly

language and courtly garments. Her speech and c10thing are designed not to

please him but to refleet her mind. When he points to the discrepancy between

Mariam's "Duskey habits" and the "time so c1ear" of bis triumph (1352-53),

Mariam replies: "My Lord, l suit my garment to my minde, 1 And there no

cheerlùl colours cm l finde" (1354-55). 16

Mariant does, however, on occasion use figurative speech. In her earlier

dialogue with Sohemus she tropes on her emotions for Herod:

When l bis death beleen'd, compassion wrought,

And was the stickler twixt my hem and him:

But now that Curtaine's drawne from offmy thought,

Hate doth appeare ag:üIle with visage grim:
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And paints the fuce of Heroà in my heart,

In horred colours with detested loolœ. (3.3.1158-63)

'"-'ben, earlier in the day, she "bis death beleev'd," her compassion was a

"Cun:ain[e obscuring her] thought." With the news of bis safe return, removing

the "Cun:ain[e]" she intI'oduces a personification of her emotion "Rate ... with

visage grim." "Rate" is an arrise who metaphorically "paints the fuce of Herod in

[ber] heart, 1 In horred colours with detested looke." But Mariam's rhetorical

figures involve no verbal duplicity, ambiguity, or devious intent to persuade.

They graphically depict her state of mind; the language is trUe to the emotion, the

meaning rransparent.

Although Mariam's verbal integrity should be in itself a stI'ong fucror in

her defense against Salome's accusations later in the play, it is not. Her

predilection fur sharing her thoughts too free1y with others works against her. In

an overt linkage of female garrulity and sexual misconduct the chorus pronounces

that " ..• in a wife it is no worse to finde, 1 A common body then a common

minde" (3.3.1253-54). From this perspective even an innocent dialogue with

other persons, particularly with men, renders her mind common as an

adulteress's body. The harsh analogy is consistent with the charge that Mariam

and Sohemus have had an illicit re1ationship; she bas, after ail, carried on private

conversations with him. It is Mariam's public openness, however, and her

insistence on venturing beyond the domestic threshold that weighs most heavily

against her when she is fulsely aceused of adultery. Herod knows that Mariam

speaks freely to srrangers as weil as to familiar acquaintances like Sohemus.

While he wavers regarding the possible trUth of Salome's charges, he reca11s her

speech improprieties and decides that Mariam must be guilty: "It may be so: nay

ris 50: shee's unchaste, 1 Her mouth will ope to ev'ry strangers eare" (4.7.1705-
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06). Like the chorus Herod links female cbastity tO a husband's private

possession of bis wife's discourse. 17

Herod's daim to proprietorship of Mariam's speech is strongly reinforced

by the logic of Petrarehan poetics and the convention of the blazon, which reify

the woman who is the passive object of the poetlrhetorician's praise or blame.

MariaID stresses the connection between the reification of woman as matter to he

praised or blamed by male oratory and fema1e speech as a material co=odity

possessed and cono-olled by a male agent, in this instance Herod. This

perspective is evidenced in Herod's rhetorical Stance as weIl as in the choral

commentary. Even in bis agonized moments of indecision regarding Mariam's

fate, Herod praises her to Salome. He hegins with a comparison to "the f1a m in g

Sunne ... [and] Moone" (4.7.1668-69). Then, like a Petrarchan merchant, Herod

inventories some of her bodily pans. In an interesting revision of the traditional

male blazon he invites Salome to participaœ in the convention by describing

Mariam's cheelc (4.7.1671-73). But Salome's blazon does not meet Herod's

standards of hyperbole. Indeed, her hostility toward Mariam is contained in the

jarring and bizarre image within her description: "A crimson bush, mat ever

limes 1 The soule whose foresight doth not much excell" (4.7.1673-74). Herod's

response, "Ber cheelc a bush, 1 Nay, then l see indeed you marlct it not"

(4.7.1675-76), is followed by his praises in sœreotypically conventional

Petrarchan rhetoric. Whereas Salome's comparison is intentionally grotesque,

Herod's is inadvertendy so:

••• on the brow ofMariam bangs a Fleece,

Whose slenderest twine is StrOng enough to binde

The hearts ofKings, the pride and shame ofGreece,

Troy flaming Helen's not so f.ùrely shinde."

(4.7.1685-88)



•

•

•

Slowe 201

While Herod's b1azon does not list many anatomical partS it inc1udes,

interestingly enough, Mariam's voice, tO which he attributes the power of

enchantment: "Then let the execntioner make haste, 1 Lest she inchant him, if

her '\Vords he heare 1 Let Hm be deaf ... "(4.7.1706-08). His panegyric

continues with the comparison of Mariam's eyes to "sUITes 1 That shine on

eyther side of [her] face •.. " (4.7.1713-14).

It is curions, and yet consistent with Mariam's ultimate acceptance of her

fate and with her se1f-eondemnation for violating the standards of female virtue

by speaking 11er mind freely, that she too appears to comply with the rhetorical

tradition that reifies her. Herod refers te an earlier "sma11 selfe-portrairore

[which] she drew: 1 Her eyes like SUITes, her forehead like the skie .•."

(4.7.1722-23). In representing herself within the rheterical struCture of the

Petrarchan poetic blazon Mariam implicidy accepts the conventions that figure

women as male property categories. Yet she also subverts the tradition by

witholding her speech from this figuraticn. Mariam sets her own limits; she will

not a110w herself te he ehtirely circumscribed by Petrarchan conventions or by

Herod's wilL As the tragedy demoustrates, it is extremely dangerous for a woman

to disrupt the mercantile system of exchange in which her mind, speech and

body are figured as maie possessions. 18 Only in rerorn for tet2l subjection is she

entided te receive 1a1lS or praise of herself as a VlI1uable materia1 commodity.

The representation of women as male property is not of course unique tO

the Renaissance or te the late first-cenrory B.e. period in which Mariam is set.

It bas a long history stretching bac1c te prebiblical periods; Petrarchan poetics

exemplifies only one version of the mercantile logic by which the female is

defined. The long-standing tradition of the bridaI dowry is another illustration.

In his essay "Patriarchal Territeries: The Body Enclosed" Peter Stallybrass

discnsses how Renaissance rheterical techniques construet the ferninine beloved
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within the economic discourses of commodities and enclosures. 19 He aIlucies to

the f:,miliar Renaissance topos of woman as a treasure requiring male surveillance

to be lcept within the proper (propeny) boundaries (128). In the fifth act Herod

defines Mariam in just these tenns. Even as he mourns her death with ail the

emotions of a bereaved lover, he metaphoricaIly materiaIizes her into a treasured

private asset: valuable but inen matter, a jewel and precious mirror tO be

displayed, enclosed, and reserved exclusively for his pleasure. He represents

his beloved, but now forever silenccd Mariam, as a gem and a rare work ofart:

l had but one inestimable Jewell,

Yet one l had no monarch had the liIce,

l gaz'd thereon and never thought me blest,

But when on it my dazzled eye might Test:

• A prenons Mirror made by wondrons art,

l prizd it ten rimes dearer man my Crowne,

And laid it up &st foulded in my heart:

Yet l in suddaine choler cast it downe.

And pasht it all to pieces. •.. (5.1.2061-71) 20

In typical Petrarchan rhetorical strategy the reified woman is compared to an

exquisite piece of merchandise and a rare work of art and displayed tO the male

gaze. Slighdy later in the same scene, Herod continues the earlier incomplete

anatomical inventory in Petrarchan clichés. He praises Mariam's hand, "so

white, lIt did the whiteness of the snow impaire •.• " (5.1.2092-93).

The inventory of bodily parts is not completed in the play, however. In

an ironie parallel, the heroine herself loses her most vital anatomical part in the

final aet: she is beheaded. Aithough Mariam's particular form of execution

carrÏes the economie logie of Petrareh:o.n poetics to its emerne, the technique of
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rhetorical partitioning necessarily ent:ù1s dismemberment of the female body. In

the quoœd passage, Petrarchan fragmentation figured by the mirror metaphor is

lin1œd to anistic mimesis and to Herod's confession mat as the controlling male

and Petrarchan lover he has shattered the reified beloved "all to pieces." While

the passage does not make an explicit connection between Petrarchan poetics and

the reification and fragmentation of the female body, the trOping of the broken

mirror, which represents the dead Mariam, foregronnds the divisive effect of the

male blazon.

Herod explicitly casts bimself as the poet-orator whose prerogative it is to

blazon Mari:un. He addresses the messenger who brings him news of Mariam's

last moments: "Thou dost usurpe my right, my tongue was fram'd 1 To he the

instrument ofMariam's praise" (4.1.1971-72). But then he urges the messenger to

repeat Mariam's last words. As the messenger narrates the scene of Mariam's

dignified, courageous composure and her mild message to him, Herod pleads for

each one of her words. He would enclose her language even after her death and

materialize it into food for his love: ".•. each word she said 1 Shal1 he the food

whereon.~y hean is fed" (4.1.2013-14). Mariam at this point is reduced to inen

matter literally as weil as poetically: the messenger reports that "Her body is

divided from her head" (4.1.2032).

The mode of Mariam's execution graphically illustrates her problem. In

contesting the figuration in which her mind and speech as weil as her body were

Herod's possessions, Mariam tranSgresses the boundaries that would enclose both

for Herod's surveillance. The mindlbody split thus fgures both her discursive

dilemma and her death. As we have discussed elsewhere, the chorus argues that

a woman's mind and body should not he divided in the transaction that converts

her into male property (3.3.1237-42). The choral judgement is reiterated at the

end of aet 4 in the contention that even when wronged, a woman should subdue
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ber mind as well as ber body to a male adversary. Funhermore, the chcrus

argues that this unified apparent subjeetion is a kind of vietOry because the

woman bas proved berself more worthy than ber foe:

Do we bis body from our furie save,

And let our hate prevai1e against our minde?

What can gainst him a greater vengeance bee,

Tben make his foe more worthy far then hee?

(4.8.1930-33)

On close inspection, the chorus's counse1 that a woman should prevai1

against her own emotions in order ta achieve spiritnal superiority over her male

adversary is a subde subversion of the mercantile economy of love so overtly

expressed in Petrarchan poetics. There is a difference between passive fema1e

submission ta male control of mind and body and the self-control that allows a

woman ta choose ta be magnanimons and forgiving of the injuries inflieted on her

bya despotic hnsband who speaks the language of a Petrarchan lover. Yet the

admonition is also an argument for Mariam ta assume her proper place in the

symbolic order and ta contain herself verbally within the rhetarical framing

context of Herod's enclosure and surveillance. Spiritnal vietories do not disrupt

a status quo in which love continues ta be figured in the lexicon of an economic

discourse.

The play leaves no doubt that only Mariam's speech and ideas escape

Herod's enclosure and surveillance. During her long monologue early in aet 1

she discloses that li••• tao chaste a SchoUer was my hart, 1 To learn ta love

another then my Lord" (1.1.29-30). Salome is perfeetly aware that she is

instig:tting a &Ise accnsation in the adultery charge against her sister-in-law. She

is also, however, aware of Herod's jealous, mistrustfiù nature and of the

suspicions that Mariam's incautious speeches arouse. Indeed, the only trUthful
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charge that Salome makes is mat Mariam's "tongue [IS] quickly moved" (1.2.236).

The problem is that Mariam's tengue, or speech, refleas her mind and desires,

not Herod's. Her earlier outspoken public denuciation of him :s only one

instance cf her verbal freedom and resis=ce te his limits for her discourse

(1.1.1-2).

As the chorus points out, propriety dictates that Mariam cooperate in her

own confinement "by her proper self restr:üned te be" (3.3.1224). It is not a

matter of logic, except as a corollary of the irratiouaI. economic logic of woman as

male propeny. It is not even, as the chorus a1so makes clear, a matter of legality

but strictly a matter of decorum: n,ris thankworthy if she will not t2keI AlI lawful

liberties for honour's sake" (3.3.1229-30). The restrictions on women's speech

are not enforced by stamatery laws but by the laws of etiquene and a concern for

honour and "f.une" (1231). 21 'Whenever the latter terms are applied te women,

• they connote the association between female silence and chastity on which a

woman's reputation is gronnded. As in the case of writing, it is not aetually

iIlegal, only improper for a woman to seek public recognition. A rather

ambiguous reference te a search for glory in connection with female speech in the

same passage seems more applicable te the author ofMariam man te Mariam, the

dramatic characœr:

And every mind (though free from thought of li)

That out ofglory seeks a worth te show,

'When any's ears but one they fill,

Doth ('m a SOrt) her pureness overthrow. (3.3.127-128)

Yet, as in the conteXt of female authorship, the passage might he glossed by the

rheterical figure of amplification. In either instance the concern is te amplify the

male voice. In the first, the Renaissance bumanist educaters' agenda that women

write only copies or translations of male works was an inducement te praise and· <
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tO amplify the voice of the selected male authors; in the second, Mariam's

exercise of self-restraÏnt in subjecting her speech to Herod's control would

amplify and enhance his own proprietary Petrarchan discourse. If Mariam

refrains from communication with persons other than Herod, avoids the

expression of her own ideas, and subjeas herself to Herod's discursive control

and surveillance, 50 the argument goes, she adds to his glory just as a treasured

material object does.

Confronœd with Herod's question regarding the charge that Sohemus has

been her lover, Mariam has a final opponunity just before her imprisonment to

defend herself. She knows that Herod desires a rhetoric of Petrarchan

ventriloquism: the dilation 22 and expansion of his Pet:rarehan love discourse. In

order to make a persuasive appeal, Mariam should ornament her speech with

dilaœci figures of praise and expansive protestations of her love and fidelity to

him. Her defense should begin with a rhetorical amplification of Herod's

speech, then follow with a dec1amatory refuration of the charge of adultery. 23 It

is ail part of the mercantile logic in which love is figured in terms of an economic

system of excbange. Herod is entided to and demands no less man the full

payment of the debt ofMariam's love. The chorus express1y defines love within

this mercantile economy: "Bad Mariam scomed to leave a due unpaide, 1 She

would to Heroà then have paid her love" (4.8.1934-35). Mariam herself concedes

in her opening soIiloquy that she "kept [her] hean from paying him his debt"

(1.1.24). She continues to refuse this obligation however; even when her life is

in jeopardy, she will neither dilaœ on the theme of love and fidelity nor use the

rhetorical model of refuration as her defense. Herod receives a response in fiat,

unadomed prose: "They cau tell that say 1 loued him 1 Mariam saies not 50"

(4.4.1457). Instead of rhetorical expansion and dilation she uses a figure of~

ta end the conversation, a strategy mat causes Herod ta exclaim' "Oh cannot
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impudence the coales expell, 1 That for thy love in Herod's bosom glowe ... "

(4.4.1459-60). Maria.m is sent te prison for the "impudence" that prevents Herod

from assur-..ing venttiloquistic possession of her speech. Later she is condemned

to death because her discursive intemp=ce and insubordination convince

Herod that she is unchaste.

In prison Mariam blames herself as the cause of her own undoing: she bas

"[her) selfe against [her)self conspired" (4.8.1807). Her innocence, which she

snbmits as her "faire defense" (3.3.1174-76) and "hope enough for me" (3.3.1183),

bas not proved an adequate defense, nor bas the ttuth of her accusations against

Herod's unjust murder of her kinsmen. In order te conduct a snccessful defense

within the terms of the draIna, a woman must observe the patriarchally imposed

proprieties of speech. Mariam's tragic end is directly related to her refusaI to

engage in the rhetorical strategies and e1aborate snbterfuges te which women

must resort if they wish te speak, particu1arly if they wish te dispute any point in

a heœrosexnal relationship. Herod condemns her repudiation of bis control of

her discourse, and Mariam herself reflects that her liberties in speech snggest a

lack of the proper womanly humility. According te the network of conventions

in which she is situated, her chastity is an incomplete ideal without the added

virtne of humility. 24

Had 1 but with humilitie been grac'te,

As weIl as faire 1 might have prov'd me wife:

But 1 did think because 1 knew me chaste,

One virtne for a woman might snffice.

That mind for glory ofour sexe might stand,

Wherein humilitie and chastity

Doth march with equall paces band in band,

But one if single seene, who setteth by? (4.8.1883-39)
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Although in the quoted passage Mariam only implies that her lad: of

humility is betrayed by her speech, both the draIna and the ]osephus history

Stress that her conflietS with Herod stem from her disputatious cast of mi: .d and

J,l!r free expression of contentious ideas. :œ emphasizing that she bas expressed

her resentments openly rather man concealing them and that "she took tOO

unbounded a liberty, in ventnring te speak of them," ]osephus implies, as Herod

does, presnmption on Mariam's pan (448-49, 458-59, 461). It is not only the

content ofher speech that is 50 difficnlt te defend but the style and tene in which

it is delivered. Mariam's forthright, outspolœn delivery is an open challenge te

patriarchal precedence, ownership, and control of the symbolic order in which

good women are figured as chaste, silent, and humbly obedient te male authority.

As she be1atedly attests, her single vinue of chastity, lacking its complement,

humility, is given little weight against the damaging evidence of her toO

intemperate speech: "But one if single seene, who setteth by?" (4.8.1839). The

ethos of female humility, expressing female subordination in the order of

language, is an esscntial element in a woman's defense, and without this attribute,

Mariam is in a vulnerable position in her negotiations with Herod. Her

indecorous speech undermi:nes both her self-defense and her attempt to retain

control of her own discourse. Of course Cary's sympathetic representation of

Mariam gives the audience an opportnnity to reject the point of view of both

]osephus' and the choms.

Salome, on the other band, is a skillful verbal negotiater. In contrast to

Mariam, who is silenced for her open resistance te patriarchal ownership o~ and

restrictions on, female discourse, Salome is successful in her covert strategies, or

50, at least, it seems. Yet we should note that Cary is playing on the implications

of the gendered c:hasteIunchaste, silentlverbose, privatelpublic, antithetical

female consttnets. In the charaeters of Mariam and Salome, Cary ironically
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reverses the symbolic correlations of fema1e silence with cha.stity and female

eloquence with wantonness. Whereas Mari:un is chaste but neither silent nor

properly deferential te patriarchal authority, Salome is unchaste but strategically

silent and always deferential te Herod. She appears perfectly willing to allow

Herod te assume possession and control of her speech. In his presence she

defers entirely te his absolute sequential and discorsive priority. Aetually, her

rheterical strategy entails seme subtle modifications of his ideas, but she concea1s

and disguises her intentions by her postUre of deference. In her monologues,

Salome revea1s herself to be guilty of the adultery that she persuades

intermediaries te attribute te Mariam, and she is in faet, considerably more

outspoken and radical in her ideas man Mariam. Her deceptive rheterical stance

allows her te subvert the patriarchal symbolic order while seeming te uphold it.

Though Salome's artfu1 manipulation of language conœa1s her dissimulation;

Mariam's open repudiation of all verbal artifice reveals her integrity but also

weakens her case. The play taàtly implies that a woman spealdng in her own

defense needs rheterical art te complement her integrity.

Salome confirms Erasmus's sly hypothesis that feigned fema1e submission

is more efi'ecùve man open resistance. 25 Her wi..1y discursive strategy plays on

and exposes the fallaàes of the dichotemous fema1e stereotypes. Mariam is

indisputably chaste, according te both the internai evidence of the drama and the

extemal evidence of the TbeAntiqpities, but she arouses suspiàon by her

unrestrained speech. Salome, who secretly t:akes excessive semaI and discursive

liberties, preserves her reputation, insofar as Herod is concerned. by guarding

her speech and appearing te confine it te patriarchallimits. Although she bas the

kind of criminal conversation with her lateSt lover, Sï11eus, of which she

indirectly accuses Mariam, these communications are not open and public but

clandestine and private. Salome bas already, through cunning indirection,
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• persuaded Herod ta put away one husband 50 mat she could he free ta many her

second one, Constabarus. Now she plots a device whereby she may persuade

him to execute Constabarus 50 mat she will be legally free to marry Silleus.

Salome only appears ta fulfill the patriarchal mode! mat links female public

silence to chastity.

Only in soliloquy does Salome revea1 the full extent of her rebellious

subversion of the patriarchal code:

Had l upon my repuration srood,

Joseplms vaines had still heen smft with blood,

And l ta him had liv'd a sober wife.

Then had l never cast an eye oflove.

On CrmstahtmlS now detested face,

Then had l kept my thought without remove:

And blusht at notion of the least disgrace:

But shame is gone, and honour wipt away,

And Impudencie on my forehead sirs:

She bids me work my will without delay,

And for my will l will employ my wits.

He loves, l love: what then cau he the cause.

Keeps me from being the Arahûm's wife?

It is the principle ofMoses !aws,

For CrmstahtmlS still remains in life,

Ifhe to me did beare as Eamest hare,

As l to him, for him there were an ease.
A separating bill might free bis fate:

From sncb a yoke mat did 50 mucb displease. .
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Why should such privilege tO men he given?

Or given te them, why bar'd from women then?

Are men then we in.greaœr grace with Heaven?

Or cannot women hate as weil as men?

De be the custom-breaker: and heginne

To shew my sexe the way te freedomes doore,

And with an off'ring will l purge my sinne,

The lawe was made for none but who are poore.

(1.4.291-322)

Every line of this long excerpt from Salome's speech represents a

revolutionary point of view. She totally repudiates male proprietership and

control of the symbolic code, rejects male legal and political governance of

women, and disputes the gender bias in the Mosaic divorce laws. Salome franldy

confesses te herself that she is inconstant, unchaste, murderous, and entirely

ruled by her own will. She does not hesitate te challenge the logic of the laws of

Moses: specifically the clause that allows a husband te file a separating bill if he

wishes te he divorced from hi~ wife, arguing that if such a privilege is given to

men it should he given te women as well. Although she is an nnlilcely promoœr

of spiritual equality hetween the sexes, Salome conœnds that women are equal in

Heaven's grace. She advances the spiritual argument, however, to defy the

limits that Mosaic law sets for women and te promote her entirely secular

concem of divesting herself of her legal husband, the "now detested"

Constabarus. In her dec1aration of freedom from patriarchallaw, Salome argues

that the divorce law is not based on religions principle but merely on custom:

"De be the custom-brealœr: and beginne 1To shew my sexe the way te freedomes

doore. •.. " Her withering judgement on the f.illibility of male law, which is

"made for none but who are poore," is in marked contrast te the outward respect
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~nd deference mat she always shows te Herod, the ultimaœ and highly arbitrary

arbiœr of lall.' in Judea.

Salome's soliIoquy constitutes a feminist manifesto, although an

incompleœ one. She lacks a comprehensive program for reform; her concerns

with testing the limits of patriarchal domination and female subjection are, on the

whole, restrieted to her eonsrancly changing desires for new lovers. It is

interesting, however, mat as a dramatie charaeter in a play written by a woman,

Salome represents the negative female stereotypes set up for anack in the formaI

eontroversy. In her exploration and rejection of conventional gender eonstraints,

she epitemÏzes the exaggeraœd type of lewd, idIe, forward, inconstant female mat

pamphleteers like Swemam represent in their anacks on women. Further, the

play contains a lengthy anack, in which is enclosed a very brief defense of

womenj the main speaker is Constabarus, although the sons of Babu join in.

Neither Constabarns nor the sons of Babu eould he faulted for their vituperation

of Salome, who has organized the plot te have Herod send them te their deaths.

The condemnation, aside from a four-line defense of Mariam, who is a1so te he.
executed, reads like a classie checklist from a Renaissance anack pamphlet:

But now mewelI faire citie, never more

Shall 1 behold your beautie sbining bright:

Farewell of]t1JJisb men the worthy store,

But no farewell te any female wight.

You wavering crue: my curse te yon 1 leave,

You had but one te give yon any grace:

And you your selves will MIlriJnn's life bereave,

Your common-wealth doth innocencie chase.

You creatures made to he the human curse,

You Tygers Lyonesses, hungry Bares,
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You were the Angels cast from heav'n for pride,

And still do keep yom Angels outward show,

But none of you are inly beautifide,

But since a flood once more the world must purge,

You staid in office of a second flood.

You giddy creatures, sowers of debate,

You'lliove to day, and for no other cause,

But for you yesterday did deeply hate,

You are the wreake of order, breach oflawes.

Yom best are foolish, froward, wanton, vaine,

Yom worst adulterous, cunning, preud:

And Salome attends the latter traine,

Or rather [s]he 26 their leader is allowed.

l do the sottishnesse of men bewaile,

That doe with following you inhance yom pride:

Twere hetter that the human race should faile,

Then he by such a mischiefe multiplide.

You are nothing constant but to ill,

Yeu are with nought but wickednesse indude:

Yom loves are set on nothing but your will,

And thus my censure l of you conelude.

Yeu are the least ofgoods, the worst of evi1s,

S\owe 213
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Your best are worse then men: your worse then

divels. (4.6.1575-1618)

! have quoted this lengthy speech almost in itS entirety because it is a

model illustration of a formai anad: on women making itS way into the drama. It

is significant mat it occurs in a play in which the tr:Igic heroine first defends, and

then recantS, her right to protes! patriarcha1 tyranny. It is curious, tao, mat the

anad: is delivered by a sympathetically portrayed male character who clearly bas

justification for bis misogynistic vimperation of Salome. The play gives no

reason, however, for Constabarus's broader blame of all women, Mariam

excepted. The generality is typical of the genre, 27 and this example foUows

generic conventions, even heightens and embellishes them. The anaphoric

"You" amplifies the charges, the accnsing tone, and the device of listing. The

catalogue of female vices is as characteristic as the comparison of women to

predatory animais. The pithy aphoristic conclusion, which provides effective

closure, aUudes tO the conventional Renaissance figuration of woman as a

propeny category, "the least of goods." Although the anad: does not include the

usual catalogue of classica1, Biblical, or historical exempla, Salome is herself a

biblical exemplum. Indeed, the generalized associations of vice mat surround

her classify Salome as a perfect target for an anack on wicked women.

Yet certain feamres of this work are distinct from those of the usual

specimens of the genre. The exordimn, framed in a fdrewell to the speaker's city

and worthy male friends, is unusual, although it is consisteI!t with the plot,

which representS Constabams as a friend and defender of the sons of Babo, whom

he had hidden from Herod, thereby risking bis life. The allusion to the

disruption of the patriarchal legal system-the "wreake of order, brea"" \)f

lawes"-is more stressed man is usual in Renaissance debate pamphlets. What is

also distinctive about the speech is its occasionally comic tone, which subverts
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the misogynistic accusations. For example, the lines, "But since a flood once

more the world must purge, 1You staid in office of a second flood" is comic in its

hyperbole. It is possible that the fdrfetched comparisons, like the reversaI of and

playon female silence and chastity, are intended te subven the stereotypes and

undertnine the genre. 28 The passage in which the sons of Babu continue the

anack carries the misogynistic rationale te its extteme:

Come let us te our death: Are we not blest?

Our death will freedome from these creatures giue:

And this l vow that had l leave te live,

l would for ever lead a single life. •.• (4.6.1620-24)

If the men's attimde of making the best of a bad simation verges on excess, it also

verges on darIc comedy. Although it is difiicult te establish whether the author is

• intentionally using irony, 29 the rheterical strategy of feigned complicity with

misogynistic anacks in the context of the anack passage as a whole acmally

fonctions as a parodic subversion of the formaI controversy and the hyperbolic

patriarchal COnstrDetS of women. 30 Indeed, we might weIl argue that Cary is

engaging in her own variation of the traditionally male gender-play that l discnss

in the next chapter.

Although she is the catalyst for and deserving subjea of Constabarns's

anack, Salome shrewdly feigns collusion with the fiction of male discursive

priority and control of female discourse. Her verbal negotiations with Herod

precipitate the tragic outcome, but she consistently avoids accountability for her

agency in these negotiations. In contrast te Mariam, who accepts full

responsibility for her overly candid speech, Salome disclaims her own words

whenever they might compromise her. She is ilio strategically silent on

occasions in which this ploy is in her best interests. In marked contrast to
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Mariam, Salome carefully guards and restrains her discourse with Herod. In bis

presence she implies that her speech is both subjea and complementary to bis

word, which bas total precedence. Rather man address Herod directly on any

controversial or delicate issue, she schemes tO have intermediaries and

spo1œspersons indirectly aet and speak in her place. She employs a messenger to

make the accusations against Mariam.

The radical ideas expressed in her prÎVllte monologue notwithstanding,

Salome does not disclose to Herod that she bas in bis absence initiated a bill of

divorce from Constabarus. Instead she induces her brother, Pherorns, to tell her

revised "tale" in her place in remm for a petition that she will make for him

(2.2.1074). The version of the incident that Herod hears from Pherorus is

calcolated to defend her bold violation and reversaI. of the established male legal

prerogative; but aIthough the defense is constructed by Salome, it will be

• delivered by Pherorus:

••• tell the king that CU7lStIl hid

The sons of Baba, done to death [by Herod's

command] before:

............................................................

•

And tell him more that he I.Pherorus) for Herod's salœ,

Not able to endure bis brother's foe:

Did with a bill our separation make,

Though [Salome) loth from CU7lStIl else to goe. (2.2.1067­

73)

As Salome confesses in soliloquy, this story "from [ber) mouth would lesser

credit finde ••• "(2.2.1079). The revision of the incident also conceals her

agency in seeking and initiating the divorce action.
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A ca1culated silence is the first part of Salome's discorsive st:t'2regy in her

plot to "worke LMariam's] end" by a playon Herod's well-known jealousy and

fear for his powerful position (2.2.1082-83). The next srep will be tO assume

control of the verbal negotiations with Herod while ostensibly deferring to his

word: to appear to follow his orders while working on his emotional instability to

aclüeve her purpose. Her scheme and rhetorica1 approach have similarities to

Iago's plot and method of discrediting Desdemona in Othello's imagination. Like

Iago, Salome intends tO "mm" Mariam's meaning in Herod's mind into the

negative opposite of her troe charaeter. Unlike Iago, however, she must take

precautions to confine her dialogne with Herod within the proper rhetorical

structUreS of female discourse:

She shal1 be charged with 50 horrid crime,

As Herod's feare shal1 mm his love to hate:

rll malœ 50me swear that she desires to clime,

And seelœs to poyson him for his estate.

.....................................
Now tongne of mine [will] with scandall load her

name,

Tum hers to fountaines, Heroà's eyes to flame:

Yet first 1 will begin Pheror7lS' suite,

That he my earnest businesse may effect:

And 1 ofMariam. willkeep me mute,

Till first some other doth her name deteet. (2.2.1086-89)

Publicly, Salome observes the proprieties of fèmjnjne speech. In directing male

speakers to conduet her plots she an appear discreecly mute, chaste, and

deferential. She only speaks to Herod ofMariam after the charges that she bas

indireetly instigated have been made. Salome then assumes the role of an Iago-
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like confidanœ. In her conversation with Herod she pretends to allow him total

control of the discussion of Mariam, although she guides the dialogue whenever

she bas the oppornmity.

Even as she strucmres the disconrse to effeet her specifie end of

persuading Herod to order Mariam's death, Salome rhetorically frames the

dialogue in such a way that Herod seems tO make the decïsion. When Herod

vaci11ateS before ordering the execution on the pretense that he cannot find a

means "to murther her withall" (4.7.1630), Salome readily provides a list of

execution methods. Yet when he rationaJizes against each I!leans of executing

Mariam and still hesitates, Salome reverses her stand to appear to agree with him

and even to plead for Mariam's life: "Then let her live for me" (4.7.1653). She

slyly anticipates that Herod will not allow her to make the decision and that he

will take the opposite position. He does reluetantly give the order for Mariam's

execution, and Salome, in the guise of following bis command, aets swiftly to give

the order (4.7.1661-70). Herod, however, clearly does not wish to put Mariam to

death, and he continues to waver, looking for a way out of bis dilemma When he

digresses into hyperbolic praise ofMariam, Salome, playing on bis jealousy, again

agrees but reminds him that Mariam bas been "&Ise" (4.7.1700-03). She is well

aware that Herod is swept by conflieting passions of love and hate for Mariam 31

and that if she allows him to dwell on bis love her plot will f.ail. If she gives him

rime to consider, Mariam's innocence and Herod's love for her will prevail in

Mariam's defense. On the other hand, if Salome were to speak her mind franldy

and reveal her hostility toward Mariam, her open enmity would also work as a

defense for Mariam. She thus conceals her thoughts and artfully guides the

conversation 50 that Herod will have little opportunity to fucus on Mariam's

positive attributes. When Herod almost immediately wants to rescind the death

penalty, she concurs but plays on bis suspicions: "T15 well in truth: that fault
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may be her Iast" (4.7.1743). Salome's skillful manipulation of the dialogue is

successfu1; Herod's suspicious jealousy last:s jus! long enough to let the execution

order stand.

There is one woman charaeter in the play who perfectIy fulfills

patriarchal specifications for female speech; she is Graphina, the betrothed of

Herod's brother, Pherorns. Graphina neither feigns submission nor disputes the

place of wom~ in the symbolic order. She is silent for most of the play, and

apparencly almost silent in her relationship with Pherorns, for he actually urges

her te speak:

Why spealcs thou not f.ùre creamre? move thy tengue,

For Silence is a signe of discontent:

It were te both our loves too great a wrong

H now this hower do find thee sadly bent. (2.1.586-89)

Pherorus's speech emphasizes the other side of the figuration of good women as

emblems of speechless chastity. Now and then even a good woman should speak

just te confirm and reinforce masculine discourse; Pherorus has jus! delivered a

long speech expressing his love for Graphina and his joy (prior te Herod's retnrn)

that Herod's death leaves him free to marry her. She is, however, only

displaying the proper feminine reticence, and on his injunction she breaks her

silence te defend herse1f &om any semblance of discontent and te discourse upon

her love for him:

Mistake me not my Lord, too oft have 1

Desir'd this rime te come with winged feete,

To he inwrapt with griefe when ris too nie,

You know my wishes ever yours did meete:

HI he silent ris no more but feare

That 1 should say too little when 1 speake:
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But since you will my imperfections beare,

In spire of doubt 1 will my silence brealœ:

Yet might amarement cie my moving tangue,

But that 1 know before PbeTOT1lS minde,

1 have admired your affection long:

And cannot yet therein a reason finde.

Your hand hath lifted me from lowest state,

To highest emincie wondrous grace,

And me your hand-maid you have made your mare,

Though a1I but you alone do connt me base.

You have preserved me pure at my request

Though you 50 wealœ a vassaile might constraine

To yieId ta your high will, then last not best

In my respect a Princesse you disdaine,

Then need not all these favours smdie crave,

To he requited bya simple maid:

And smdie sti1l you know must silence have,

Then be my cause for silence just1y waide,

But smdie cannot boore nor 1 requite,

Except your lowly hand-maides sœadfast love

And fast obedience may your mind deIight,

1 will not promise more then 1 can prove. (2.1.590-617)

In contraSt to Salome, who must conceal her radical desires to transgress

the patriarchal order, and to Mariam, who defends her right to dispute any issue

that touches her conscience, Graphina is entireIy willing to comply with the

established order in which her minci, body, and speech will submit to patriarchal

control Her humility and deference to male preœdence are unfeigned; she bas
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no ambivalences, no internal or extemal confliets lilœ Mariam and Salome. It is

not necessary for Graphina tO negotiate her position in the symbolic order

because once married to Pherorus, she will be content with and even embrace

her subordinate status. But then, as both the play and Graphina's speech reveal,

she is a slave and aiready quite literally Pherorus's property; her marriage will

vasdy improve her Status, even though she will continue to be bis inferior.

While her speech attests that even a slave tan defend her honour (she has

successfully made one verbal negotiation with Pherorus to preserve her chastity),

Graphina's defense meets the requirements of the containing frame for good

women. She is chaste, silent unless bidden to speak. and then reticent, obedient,

and humble. AIl the indications suggest mat although Pherorus will rule gendy,

Graphina will allow bis desires to guide her words. As a dramatic charaeter she

embodies the patriarchallogic mat males own speech and females use a borrowed

language.

Although she epitomizes the rhetorical convention mat woman's speech

belongs to man, Graphina presents no ideal platform for the female speaker. She

plays only a marginal role in the tragedy. 32 Mariam and Salome are the leading

women dramatic charaaers, and each resists, in her own way, the patriarcha1ly

defined constraints for women's speech and the patriarchal logic of female

enslavement in and tbrough language mat Graphina, on the other band, supports.

Yet neither Mariam or Salome conduets a perfect defense against the linguistic

oppression of the female. Salome's rhetorical eloquence is not supponed by a

just cause; she, in faet, epitomizes the male rhetoricians' negative construets of a

decadent feminized eloquence. Mariam's innocence and her just cause for

protest are not balanced by a cautious negotiation of the rhetorical decorum mat a

female speaker must take into consideration for a successful defense. Her open

repudiation of Herod's absoIlltist control of her speech leaves her prey to the

,
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charge of adultery. Salome evades the charges of adultery and violation of the

Mosaic divorce law, of which she is guilty, but only thraugh verbal duplicity.

The two-sided figuration of women speakers as speechless emblems of chastity or

wanton shrews is conrested in Mariam, but the problem of female speech in

relation te female defenses is not resolved.

Nor is order restored by patriarchal absolutism at the end of the play, as

Herod lapses into mental chaos and violent lamentation over his agency in

Mariam's death. When he concedes, finally, mat aIl his hyperbolic ravings, his

grief, and his desire te restore Mariam te life cannot prevaiI, he yie1ds entirely te

despair and self-recrimination.

De muffle up my self in endles night,

And never let my eyes behold the light.

Retire thy selfe vile monster, worse then hee

That staind the virgin earth with brothers blood.

Still in some vault or denne inc10sed bee,

Where with thy tears thou maist beget a flood.

Which flood in rime may drowne thee: bappie clay

When thou at once sbalt die and finde a grave,

A stone upon the vault, some one shalllay,

Which monument shaIl an inscription bauve.

And these shall he the words it shall containe,

Heert Herod lies, tbat hath bisMariam slaim. (5.1.2189­

2200)

Herod's condemnation of himself as a monster worse tban Cain is an oven

confession of guilt. He recognizes tao mat he bas hetrayed both himself and

Mariam through his officions language, mat his authoritative word is responsible

for Mariam's death (5.1.2131). Even the conservative chorus concedes mat the
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absolutist power behind Herod's word bas destroyed Herod as well as Maria..-n

and created ooly chaos: "But now he bath bis power 50 much betraide, 1 ...

Now doth he strangely lunaticJdy rave, 1 Because bis Mariams life he cannot

save" (5.1.2238-31). Indeed, the abuse of paoiarchal power represented in

Herod's verbal co=ands serves oltimately as a "waming to posteritie"

(5.1.2233).

Herod's insistence on Mariam's verbal subordination as a reflection of his

political and legal authority and bis refusaI te allow her te express herse1f in

authentic discourse whenever that expression runs counter te bis wishes, resu1t

in a disaster that calls bis mode! of governance inte question. Mariam loses her

lire, but her struggle for spiritual equality in a system that authorizes male

ab50lutism in the spheres of govemment, law, and language is more successful.

Cary's representation of a corrupt and deranged head and holder of all the

constituted power of this system exposes the inadequacies of the projecœd

political modeL While Mariam is sacrificed te the conventional hierarchical

pattern of male hegemony that entails male control of female constructS and

female discourse, she remajns an authentic and heroic figure who etudes the

limits of the male standards. In strueturing her draIna on the contradictions

surrounding the figurations of women as silent and chaste or wordy and whorish,

Cary subversive!y calls for a reconstruction of the female in the structures of

draInatic discourse.

Marlam. like Desdemona and Cordelia. f.ills at critical points in the

dramatic plot to defend herself against false charges. Her failure is

predetermined by the conventional male definitions of women, which

figuratively constrain female discourse within the tropes of male domjnance and
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female submission and literally disempower her as a speaking subject. Cary's

drama challeng=s, or at least questions, these linguistic power relations. Her

treattnent of gender stereotypes subvens the rhetorica1 fema1e COnstl'Uets. Cary's

charaeterization ofMariam refigures the fema1e from a materia1 being represenred

as the propeny ofa proprietary male into a more complex and heterogenous being

who defines herself in spiritual termS. The transformation of the fema1e intO

spiritual termS subvens the fiction of male superiority and fema1e inferiority in

severa! orders of discourse, particularly, as 1 shall discnss later, in the discourses

of divine and civil law. While OrheIJo and King Lear a1so expose this fiction,

Mariam foregrounds and undermines it.
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Notes

1 See L. T. Fitz, "Egyptian Queens and Male Reviewers: Sexist Attitudes

in Anmny and CICQpl!tra Criticisms," Shakespeare Ouanerbr 28 (1979): 297-316.

2 Even when Mariam is not present, as is the case in many of the scenes,

she is the most import:lI1t subject of conversation.

3 As 1 have discussed elsewhere (See my chapter 2), the hierarchal

structure of authority mat stresses male powers of magistry over the female in

political mode1s is also reflected in religions hierarchies.

4 In her cogent essay on Cary's Mariam tragedy, "Valuing Mariam: Genre

• Studyand Feminist Analysis"çrnl:;a Smdjes jn Women's Ljreramre 10.2 [191]:

233-51, Nancy A. Gutierrez eIucidates the conventions of Senecan closet draIna

mat structure the play: the long soliloquies and monologues, the stichomythie

dialogue, the reduced number of aetors on stage ta twO or three, the presence of

the chorus, and the intellectual and political issues mat inform the dialogue.

Most impOrt:lI1t for my argument, Gutierrez notes mat closet draIna is a vehicle

for political discourse, including political dissent (233-37). 1 also interpret the

play as a vehicle for political dissent. Gutierrez argues convincingly mat

Mariam's challenge ta Herod's tyranny represents a "subversive political aet that

defies Herod's authority . • . in the domestic and public spheres"(245). Like

Gutierrez, 1 see Miriam as a }"oung woman's participation in contemporary

literary dialogue [and] issues of semaI politics • • • [as weil as a means for]

transform[ing] a variety of discourses [mta modes] of self-expression and •••
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cultural negotiation" (233). We have both noted different aspectS of Cary's

transformationa1 Strategies, inclnding her revision of Petrarchan values.

Gutierrez's illnminating study focnses on Cary's transformation of the Petrarehan

sonnet form, whereas my analysis of the drama's Petrarchan elements

concentrates on the reifying effect of the male blazon on the female subject of

Petrarehan disconrse. My inquiry diverges from Gntierrez's generic and

sociopolitica1 analysis primarily in my fucus on the rhetorica1 and literary

implications of Cary's transformative reinscriptions of women in the order of

language. l aIso extend my argument and my analysis of Cary's writing te other

genres in chapter 6.

5 With the exception of the duel between Constabarus and Sillens, most of

the action occurs offstage.

6 In the opening scene, Mariam discloses that she has onen wished herself

free of Herod's constraints, which keep her a prisoner within their domestic

confines: "Oft have l wisht that l from him were free ••• For hee by barring me

frOID libertie 1To shnnne my ranging, tanght me first te range" (1.1.18-28).

7 Jordan 24; See a1so Maclean, 47-67, esp. 55.

8 The dilemma drave even such Renaissance hnmanisu as Erasmus te

paradox and contradiction. Jordan comments on the inconsistent arguments by

means of which Erasmus anempts te link wifely obedience te general injonctions

to Chrïstians against disobedience of governing anthorities in his treatise

Institutio matrimonjj cbristianj [1526]. See Constance Jordan, Renajssance

Femjnjsm; Litenuy Texts and PoIjticaJ ModeJs (Ithaca: Comell P, 1991) 60-64.

9 In a recent, nnpnblished SAA essay, "To Seem, To Be, Elizabeth

• Tanfield Cary: A Woman's Artfal Self-Fashioning," Donald Foster contends that
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the charaeterization of Salome in Mariam represems a repressed "feminist demon

invoked by Cary partly as an aet of self-exorcism" 3).

10 In terms of eontemporary theory, Julia Kristeva holds that patriarehal

eonstrlletS of woman presuppose her POtential as a "force for subversion." See

TheKrisreva Reader, ed. Toril Moi (New York: Columbia UP, 1986) 205. In her

own time. Elizabeth Cary was considered a subversive force by at least sorne of

her contemporaries.

Il See Kenneth B. Mmdock, The Sun at Noon; Three Bjo~phiC31

Sketches (London: M:!emj!!an, 1939), 13-14; Anne Cary, The Lady Falkland: Her

~ ed. Richard Simpson from Imperial Archives at Lille (London: Catholle

Publishing and Bookselling Co., Ltd., 1861).

12 Flavius Josephus, The Lire and Works of Flavjus Tosephus, trans.

William Whiston, (London: Chatto and Wmdus, n.d.).

13 See Albert C. Baugh, ed., A LiteraJY HiSIoJY of Enfland (New York:

Appleton-Centmy Crofts, Inc., 1948), 486.

14 See M. J. Valency, The Traeedies of Herod and Marianne (New York:

Columbia UP, 1946).

15 Desiderius Erasmus, The Priise ofFolly., 1509. tranS. Leonard F. Dean

(1946; New York: Hendrick's House, 1959).

16 It is not possible to determine whether the allusion to Mariam's

"Duskey habits," which she wears to observe mouming for her slain brather and

grand&ther intentionally echoes the passage in Hamlet in which Gertrude pleads

with Hamlet to "cast thy nighted color off, 1 And let thine eye look liJœ a friend

on Denmarlc" (1.2.68-69). Hamlet's reply is, however, simi1ar to Mariam's:

"rIS not alone my inky cloak, [good] mother,
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Nor custOmary 5UÏts of solemn black,

....................................................................

Nor the dejeaed havior of the visage,

.......................................................................

But l have mat within which passes show,

These but the trappings and the suits ofwoe. (1.2.77-86)

17 See Francesco Barbaro, "On WIfely Duties," Margaret Ferguson,

Maureen Quilligan, and Nancy Vickers, eds., RewritjD~ the Renaissance; The

Disçourses of SemaI Differel"ice in Early Modem Europe (Chicago: U of Chicago

P, 1986)127. It is probably not necessary here to elaborate on the sexua1ized

resonances of a wOtnan'S open mouth. The associations hetween the dangeronsly

suspect openness of aU female orifices have been àiscussed at length by a number

of oonœmporary crities. In the Renaissance, this link is central and obsessive.

Herod and the chorus are only making a oo=on assnmption.

18 Constance Jordan concludes that "Whenever [feminist) protest

critized, however indireetly, patriarchaI notions of property as the basis for

misogyny or the devaluation of women, it became a canse too risky for most

persons to endorse" (Renaissance Feminism 311). Jordan's inquiIy is set in the

Renaissance. In the oonsiderably earlier historical period in which Mariam is

situated, the risk wonld only he intensified.

19 See Peter Stallybrass, "Patriarchal Terriwries: The Body Enclosed," in

Ferguson, Quilligan and Vickers 127-28. S~ also Patricia Parker, Literary Fat

~-&.l!dies; Rhetorjç, Gender. Pro.pen,v (New York: Methnen, 1987) 126-54.

20 Herod's figure of the broken mirror recalls the scene in which King

Richard dashes a mirror to the gronnd in Shakespeare's Richard TI (4.1.279-89).
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21 "T'hat wife against her mne her hand doth reare, 1 that more then te her

Lord alone will give 1 A private word te any second eare" (3.3.1231-33).

22 See Parker, Ljteraor Fat Ladjes 13-35, for an excellent elucidation of

rheterical dilation in a discussion of Erasmus's De CQpjae.

23 See Marian Trousdale, Shake$leare ënd the Rheterjcjan~ (North

Carolina: U of North Carolina P, 1982). In her discussion of the pervading

influence of rheterical methods of argument during the Renaissance, Trousdale

points te the mode! of argumentation that Herod seems te expec:t from Mariam;

any proposition not manifestly true calls for a "destruction" that would destrOy it

or a "confirmacion" that would uphold it. Trousdale refers te A barn CjIIJed the

Foundacion of Rhetorike. published in 1563 by Richard Rainolde as one of her

primary sources for this mode! ofargument (5).

24 In an unpublished SAA essay, "The Nervy Limbs of Elizabeth Cary,"

Skiles Howard relates Cary and Mariam's representation of humility and chastity

as a dancing couple ta the Renaissance ideal of the dancing couple as an emblem

of marï;:a1 relations in which the male inevitably leads. See, for example, Sir

Thomas Elyot, The Boke Named the Governor, ed. S.E. Lehmberg (1531;

{London. 1962),69-75.

25 Desiderius Erasmus. Coniultium in The CoIJoqujes of Erasmus, tranS.

Craig R. Thompson (Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1965). This work, dated at about

1523 was translated inte English in 1557 as A mety dja!olO1e. declarjn~ the

PT9.Peœes of shrow<!e sbrows and hones! !!YVCS-

26 "[H]e" as referent te Salome must be a misprint in the copy.

27 One of the conventions of the formai debate is that the writer

represents himself as someone who has been wronged by a particular woman, and
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therefore carries a grudge against all women. Constabarns is obvionsly in mat

position, and from this perspective bis anack is not surprising, but simply in

keeping with generic conventions. It is aIso consistent with bis role as a

characrer in the play.

28 Swemam's anack is just one example of hyperbole with comic porential

in the popular pamphlet anacks. The hyperbole in this dramatic replia might he

intended to project verisimilirode. Although the forma! debate is set in the

Renaissance and the play is set in the early first-cenrory, the misogynistic

discourse in the dramatic version is not surprising, since it. toO, looks back to

antiquity.

29 1 have discnssed this problem in chapter!WC. See aIso Jordan, 10.

30 As 1 have discnssed in the context of the forma! COntroversy, Joel

Altman posits a relationship between dispute and comic Strncture. See Joel

Altman, The Tudor Play of Mind: RhetoriçaJ Inq.uin' and the Develo.pment of

Elizabetban Drama (BerIœly: U ofCalifornia P, 1978) 8=9, 107-75.

31 The following passage is typical of Herod's ambivalence towards

Mariam:

Oh now the griefe returnes into my heart,

And pu1les me peecemeale: love and hate doe fight:

And now hath love acquir'd the greater part.

Yet now hath hate, affection conquer'd quite.

And therefore beare her hence: and Htbre7D why

Seaze yeu with Lyons pawes the f.ùrest !am

Ofall the f1ocke? she must not. shall not, die,

Without her 1 most miserable am.
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And with her more then most, away, away. (4.4.1508-16)

32 It is possible that Cary is intentionally ironic in creating a female

charaeter 50 deferential to male precedence and 50 willing tO be dominated.

Graphina's statns as a slave would only heïghten the irony.
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•
Transformations in Gender and Language:

Transvestism and Lunatic Female Discourse as

Defense Strategies in Jacobean Comedy

l

In Middleten and Dekker's The Roaring Gjrl l (1611) and Fleteher's Ihe.

Woman's Prize 2 (ca. 1611), the central female cbaracœrs employ adroit rheterical

strategies te appropriate, exploit, and transform negative gender construets inte

• defenses of women. Middleten and Dekker's comic heroine, Moil Cutpurse, and

Fletcher's Maria successfully challenge and subvert the fictions of male

precedence and female subordination mat figure the order of language.

Nevertheless, their successes entai! contingencies and limitations as female

defense strategies. In the first case, Moil is not a representative woman: she is an

anomaly who takes pride in her exceptional status. In the second example,

Maria's dilemma and her solution are too extreme te apply te most women. The

crucial problem with the heroines' struggles te refigure their places in the

symbolic order, however, lies in the power of humour te contain and undermine

the proposed alternatives. Comedy is obviously an apt genre for experiments and

games in gender construction, and each of these works suggests mat the objective

is not 50 much {erninist reform as gender play.

Moil Cutpurse, the transVestite heroine of The Roaring Girl, eludes

containment within antithetical construets of women and defends herself and her
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sex by embracing difference, ambiguity, and marginality. Moll's difference is her

defense; she flarly rejectS the conventiona! gender distinctions, and she remains

nonplussed by the accusations of monstrosity mat her unorthodox gender identity

invites. In her self-authorized self-representation Moll irreverenrly crosses

traditiona! boundaries of linguistic, behavioral, and dress decorum in order to

fulfill her persona! option of fema1e selfhood. She electS ta assume male liberties

in a dramatic world limited for most of the play by the conventional gender

constrUctS mat shape the imaginations of the other characrers. Through her

staunch defense of the right ta dress, aet, and speak like a man if she so desires,

she blurs gender differences, severs the link between female silence and

chastity, extends transvestism into language, and expands the possibilities for

female self-expression. Yet according ta the perspective that she enunciates,

Moll's hererogeneity is restrleted and singular; she does not present herself as a

model for aIl women to emulate but only as a unique possibility of feminine

nature in androgynous intersection with male gender categories.

Maria, the young wife in John Fletcher's The Woman's Prize, eludes

containment through a different strategy. She emancipates herself from the

constraints on female potential registered in traditiona! male discourse on the

fema1e, and she defends herself against the oppression of a harshly domineering

husband through a series of seemïngly capricions, but aetnally purposefu!, verbal

transformations. Maria evades the ange1icldemonic feminine dualities by playing

on and exploiting the figurative indeterminacy ascribed ta fema1e speech by male

detraetors of women. The inconsistent dialogue that she adopts continually

crases the boundaries of the binary oppositions mat trope and perpetuate fema1e

submission ta the male. YetMaria maintains mat she always defers ta Petrnchio's

.' wishes; her ruse of f.üthfu1 complementarity aIlows her to appear to remain

within the symbolically demarcated limits of male-authorized marital relations.
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Fletcher's comedy is assumed tO be a continuation of Shakespeare's~

Taming of the Shrew 3 In this connection the inversion of rhetorical technique

in the Fletcher work illuminates the problem of female defenses. Maria defends

herself against Petruchio's misogyny in Fleteher's comedy by using the same

strategy that Shakespeare's Petruchio uses to "tame" Kate; she brings a

potentially subversive ferniniud language into play. This language amplifies the

elements of madness and inconstancy fignred in fema1e speech by the discourse

of male rhetoricians and writers. Like MolI, Maria circnmvents male definition

of her womanhood, and, Iike Moll, she appropriates and exploits a misogynistic

construct of the female in the service of her liberation and her self­

representation. Lunatic fema1e discourse Iike tranSVestite discourse offers a

rhetorically strategic defense for a woman speaker•

II

Although The Roaring Girl makes no claim to complete historical veracity,

the dramatists' inspiration for the character of Mon Cutpurse was an actual

historical figure. Mon's real life connterpart, Mary Firth (barn in 1584), was

notorious as a "bully, whore, bawd, pickpurse, fonuneteller, reœiver and forger.

As the catalogue of her skills and some further biographical details indicate, Moll,

who is s:ùd to have found the stitching of "a sampler ••. as grievous as a winding

sheet," lived a life of rebellion against conventiona! gender distinctions. 4 From

her chi1dhood she refused traditiona! ferninine pastimes and dress, and insisted

on wearing male clothing. Middleton and Dekker represent a softened, idealized

version of the rather infamous original: the dramatists' creation "flies 1 With
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• wings more lofty." 5 The transVestite impulse and the repudiation of male role

prescriptions for women are, however, co=on to the real and the fictional

MoU; bath situate their quarrel with male definitions of the female in the dress

code, and both revise patriarchal construets of women in order tO create

themselves according to their personal preferences.

The RQaring Girl precedes the Hic Muljer and Haee Vir controversy by

nine years; nevertheless, the comedy touches on some of the key points of the

latter debate. Like the conclusion to the Haee Vir pamphlet, the play suggests

that sexua1 identity is provisional and re1ational, a response to contexts. MoU

links her own autonomy to the practice of cross-dressing, which enables her to

cross other gender lines and evade marriage. She frankly delights in the personal

liberty that her male attire gives her to travel where she will and to speak her

mind freely. Unruffled by negative reactions to her masculine clothing and

• behavior, she dea1s with male attacks on females in bold language that openly

repudiates male criteria for good women. While the play makes her chastity and

integrity unquestionable, MoU's outspoken, indecorous, and sometimes sexua1ly

explicit language shatters the male stereotype of female virtue, including the

ubiquiroous equation of female chastity with silence. As a dramatic characrer she

fits into neither of the dichotomous opositions by which women are defined,

positing woman's right to liberty, choice, and agency in an unladylike language

that assumes male prerogatives. MoU's personal defense argues for freedom from

5artorial restrictions and for liberty to enter and speak freely in public areas

forbidden to women; her general defense addresses the rights and grievances of

her sex as a whole. 6 Her respect for other women's entidement to more

traditional options prompts her to support and assist another female character,

Mary Fitzallard, in her desire for marriage. She bas no quarre! with women who

wish to uphold systematic gender divisions; MoU talœs issue with those who
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would deny her the freedom of avoiding absolute gender caœgories and attack her

androgynous dress and behavior as monstrQus and unchasœ. She aIso takes a

stand against de=ctors ':)f the unfortunate women who are exploited by the

=ditional gender system.

In contrast to Hic Mnljer and Haec ViL The Roaring Girl is entirely a

secu1ar comedy, and as sucb it encounters none of the religions sanctions that

ultimately silence Hic Mulier's argument for female hererogeneity and lead her

tO capitulate to patriarchal idea1s of female complementarity and subordination.

Moll's individual position on female liberty is ratified and amplified by her

speech and actions throughout the play. & no point does she waver in her

persona! insistence on emancipation from male governance. While her apology

for other women is less revolutionary, as shall he observed in the duel scene,

Mon demands respect toward women from men as part of her engagement in a

• common feminist cause (3.1.72-113). In a play on language that seems desigoed te

fUrther the implications of gender crossing and comedy, her disreputable (and,

for most of the play, double-crossing) servant, Trapdoor, coins a respectful

address for MolI; that is, "your mistress-ship." 7

While Trapdoor pays lip service, at least, te Mon's unladylike abilities,

these same attribures provoke less man respeetful remarks from other characœrs.

In scenes that anticipate the later =nsvestite debaœ, Mon's androgynons dress

elicits responses of shocked ou=ge and confusion. Such negative reactions are

expressed usually, though not exclusively, by male speakers. 8 In bis description

of MolI, whom he believes te be the object of bis son Sebastian's affections, Sir

Alexander Wengrave exclaims

"A creature" ••• "nature bath brought forth

To mock the sex ofwoman." It is a thing

One knows not how te name; her birth began
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Ete she W2S :ill ID:lde. TIS woman more man man

Man more man woman, and which to none cm hap,

The sun gives her two shadows to one shape;

Nay, more, let this strange thing wall:, stand, or sit,

No bl3zing star draws more eyes after it. (1.2.127-33)

To Sir Alex's representation Sir Davy Dapper replies, "A monster! TIS seme

monster" (1.2.134). The male speakers are at a 1055 to explain Moll From their

perspective she is an unnamral and monsrrous =ple of gender confusion. Sir

Alex contends that she is a freak of nature, mat even the sun gives her "two

shadows to one shape." Worse, MolI's "strange" appearance and singular

behavior attraet as much attention as an unusual namral phenomenon lilœ a comet

or "blazing Star." 9 Female rransvestism thus crosses over into language, forcing

language into metaphor and positioning MoU outside the threshold of the

symbolic order. 10 MolI is attacked by these male speakers precisely on the

grounds of mat which she defends, her difference and her indeterminacy

according to their standards. Dress is a lingnistic mar1cer of patriarchal gender

distinctions, and MolI representS an ambiguous entity, a third term that disroptS

the patriarchal binari~enaturalizing,defdmiliarizing, and dest:abilizing the

signs in which gender is encoded. 11

Although Sebastian defends MolI as a ploy to deceive bis rather into

tbinking that he wishes to ID:lttY her, bis defense happens to he valid. Despite

her radical dress and behavior, MolI is chaste:

Put case a wanton itch runs through one name

More man another; is mat name the worse,

Where honesty sitS possessed in in't? It should rather

Appear more excellent, and deserve more praise,

When through fouI mistS a brighmess it cau taise.
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Sh'has a bold spirit tbat mingles with mankind,

But nothing e1se comes near it; and oftentimes

Though her apparel somewhat sbames her birth;

But she is loose in nothing but in mirth. (2.2.162-79)

Sebastian's defense is quaIified; he CIIlDot entire1y approve of and therefore

cannot present a convincing argument for MoII's tr:tnSgI'eSSÏon of the dress code

and the gender distinctions that the code represents. He defends MolI's

integrity and c:hastity and argues tbat her violations of the decorum of fema.1e

dress and place signify nothing more man "a bold spirit" and an undeserved bad

reputation or "name." Although Sebastian's defense implies tbat conventional

female attire is not inextricably 1inked to female c:hastity, he does not endorse

cross-dressing as a legitimate female option. He does, however, suggest the

inadequacies of formulaic patriarchal COnstIUets mat link cultaral assignments to

gender signs within a system of binary oppositions. 12 MoII represents a threat to

this system; her ambiguous gender status disturbs the complementary a priori

female and male figurations.

While she offers no program for universal female emancipation from the

codes in which gender is registered, MoU exposes the systematic

disempowerment of women in the conventional marriage contraet. For her part,

she will neither suffer herself to be mapped out as male verbal territoty nor

disposed of as a male property categoty in the conventional marriage contraet

between the sexes. Playing on the notion ofgender crossings as one ofher reasons

for avoiding marriage, MolI declares mat she liIœs to cross over from one side of

the bed to the other (2.2.36-37), and mat she is "man enough for a woman"

(2.2.43). The mode! of marriage promoted by the play threaœns her standard of

self-governance; she bas "the head of [herse1f.J" (2.2.43) and no desire for
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submission te male domination. While she does not challenge the mditional

m:uriage mode!, she e1ects te remain n-ee of its restraints for women :md te keep

herse1f weIl out of the confines of ID2le authority. Indeed, Mol1's empowerment

te aet on beh2lf ofherself:md te defend other women in the play is predicated on

the dehôerate exclusion of domestic ideals from her way of life. Cross-dressing

is only one manifestation ofher refusal te submit te ID2le dominion in marriage or

in any other sphere of the symbolic arder. Chaste but uncbastened, MoU has no

desire te figure as a fem3le subordinate te a goveming male in dress, speech, or

action. Her rejection of Sebastian':; marriage proposal is cast in pelitica1 tenUS:

Sir, l am sa peor te requite you, you must look for

nothing but thanles of me. l have no humor te man:y; l

love te lie on both sides 0' the bed myseH; :md again 0'

the other side, a wife yeu know, ought te he obedient,

but l fear me l am toc headstrong te ohey; therefore

ru ne'er go about it. l love you sa weIl, sir, for your

good will, rd he loath you should repent your bargain

after; :md therefore we'U ne'er come tegether at first.

l have the head now of~ :md am m:m enough for

a woman. Marriage is but a chopping :md ch:mging,

where a maiden loses one head :md has a worse i' the

place. (2.2.35-45)

MoU's freedom from the containing frame of the contraetnal marnage

mode! is purchased by her gender crossings, which entitle her to self­

govemance. Not only does she cross bath sides of the bed, she traVerses semai

classification, referring te herself in both fem3le :md ID2lc termS. Boldly punning

on maidens and maidenheads, shc figures a symbolic pattern of feuWe oppression

in the semai negotiations of the marnage bed, which strip young women of



•
Slowe 240

maidenhoods, maidenheads, and maiden libenies. Once she understands that

Sebastian's proposaI te her is part of a plot te win his father over te an acceptance

of his desire tO marry Mary Fi=Ilard. she is pleased to assist the lovers. The

substitntion of Mary for MoU in Sebastian's m.arriage pians leaves Moil free tO

defend her persona! autenomy and heterOgeneity, and te do battle in the general

cause of women.

Moll's cause becomes the cause of all women when she agrees te meet a

would-be seducer, Laxton, in Gray's Inn Fields for what he believes will be an

adulteroUS liaison. Although she plans te teach Laxton a lesson for his assumption

that her free dress, manner, and speech imply morallooseness and for his general

disrespect for women, 13 she entices hi::n with sexaa11y suggestive language that

encourages his misin:crpreration of her motives. In sharp contrast tO the tragic

heroines discussed earlier, on occasion, MoU, like Salome, uses language tO

• concea1 her intentions. UnIike Salome, however, Moil has neither an illicit nor

an evil purpose. To give herself the oppormnity tO defend her honour and the

honour of all women she allows Laxton tO believe that she shares his desires. She

employs her verbal agility tO encourage Laxton tO misconstrne her response. Her

ambiguous riposte tO his proposaI that they "he merry and lie tOgether" (2.1.279­

80) is trUthful but misleading: "we shall meet, sir" (2.1.286). She parties

Laxton's offer tO meet her in a hired coach pulled by four horses with a sexual

pun: "You may leave out one weil; th~ee horses will serve if 1 play the jade

myself" (2.1.281-83). The gloss for the term "jade" refers both tO horse and

disrepurable woman. "Play the jade" is a stock phrase. 14 Laxton is disagreeably

asronished tO discover her at their rendezvous, sword in band. To his further

amazement, the anticipated love tryst tnms intO a duel over Moll's repuration and

the repuration of any woman who must dea1 with male aœmpts at seduction. 15

Mali uses the duel scene as a platform tO defend her own virtne and tO put forth
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her argument ag:ünst male domination, exploitation, and oppression of women.

She scorns Laxton's reluctance to violate propriety by engaging in feats of arms

with a fema1e: "Draw upon a woman! Why, what dos't mem, MoU?" (3.1.76-71).

In a wordy forty-two-line challenge, MoU begins the defense of her chastity and

a universa1 defense of a1l women, including those who, for primarily economic

reasons, are less man virtnous. She offets a defensible rationale for women who

are forced through poverty, into, at worst, prostitution, or at best, the exchanging

of sexua1 pleasures for sorne form of material reward. The economic exploitation

of women as commodities in circulation for male usage is exposed in her

argument. Moil aIso stresses male responsibility, and offers enenuating

circumstances for those unhappily married or impoverished wives who betray

themselves and their marriages through 5USCeptloility to male f1atteIy.

While her iInmediate quarre! is with Laxton, MoU also argues against men

as a group. She begins her defense by responding to Laxton's question and

putting him on the defensive physica1ly and verbally. Her exordinm is brief and

to the point: she intends "To œach thy base thoughts manners" (3.1.72). Her

long refutation of male slanders ag:ünst women in genera1, and ag:ünst MoU in

particu1ar, begins with examples of women who are not aetua1ly seduced but

whose immodest behavior ma1ces them tafget5 for slander. MoU figures seduction

as a sponman's game in which men are the hunters and women the prey. She

deploys metaphors of fish and fishermen to represent gullible, defenseless

women and lecherons, predatory men (3.1.95-101), and she exposes the unmr

male advantage in the rules of the game. Moil elaborates on the negative aspects

of sncb male amusements for the women who are the objects of slander if they

indulge in the flirtations behavior in whicb men may engage without risk te their

reputatioIlS:

•.• Thour't one of those
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That thinks e:ach wo= thy fond flexible whore:

Ifshe but cast a IiberaI eye upon thee,

Torn back her he:ad she's thine; or amongst company,

By chance drink first ta thee, then she's quiœ golle

There is no me:ans to help her; I12Y, •••

Wùt swear unto thy credulons fellow-lechers,

That thou art more in f:avor with a lady

At first sight man her monkey all her lifetime.

How =y of our sex by sncb as thou

Have their good thoughts paid .",.;,th a blasted naIne

That never deserved loosely, or did trip

In path ofwhoredom beyond cnp and lip? (3.1.72-84)

Her language becomes more militant as she defends her own honour with a

violent figure of speech. The word "whore," whicb bas sncb degrading

connotations for women, is transformed mto something mat Mon cm "te:ar out 1

From the high Gemw1's throat." The "high German" obviously refers to an

awesome fighting figure, probably a fumons male fencer. MoIl is as incensed by

coven "privy slanders" as she is at open accusations. Her defense of women

who have snccnmbed to male blandishments draws attention to the Jack of

gentler.unIy honour and sponsmanship in these seductions, and she alludes again

to the gendered economic relations that C3tegorize the female as a passive produet

for male consumption. In the passage mat foIlows she refers to "the lecher's food,

bis prey:"

••. 'What durst move you, sir,

To think me whorish?-A =e whicb rd œar out

From the high German's throat, ifit lay ledger there

To dïspatch privy slanders against me!
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In thee l defy all men, their worst haœs

And thei, best flatteries, ail their golden witehcrafts

With which they entangle the poor spirits of fools:

Distressed needIewomen and trade-fallen wives­

FISh mat needs must bite or themselves be bitten-

Those are the lecher's food, bis prey. He watehes

For quarreling wedIocks and poor shifting sisters.

(3.1.88-100)

Moll continues the fishing metaphor as she rejeets the role mat Laxton

would have her play in his sport. She grants mat she herself is "given te sport"

but vigorously denies any connotations of"lnst" in her "jest[s]." The game then

turns back te fencing as Moll poises her argument on the tip of her sword,

threatening te "write" her defense on Laxton's "breast" so ma: he cm taIœ her

response back te his friends and keep it in mind himse1L MoU creaœs and

inscribes herself in the symbolic order; she is not "meat" for male consumption,

and she will not accept social condemnation for her free speech and behavior.

On the contrary, she is indignant at the association of her personalliberties with

sexaal misconduet:

••• But why, good fishennan,

Am l thought meat for you, mat never yet

Had angling rod cast tewards me?-'Cause you'll say,

rm given te sport, rm often merry, jest;

Had mirth no kindred in the world but lust,

o shame taIœ ail her friends then! But howe'er

Thou and the baser world censnœmy life,

ru send 'em word by thee, and write so much
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Upon thy breast, 'cause thou sha.1t bear't in minci:

Teli them 'twere base to yield where r have

conquered. (3.1.101-10)

The closing challenge in her peroratio reverses the insult te her honour and

invertS the gendered order of economic relations in which the female is figured

as a passive co=odity of the active male purchasing agent. 16 Transvestism

slides intO language and crosses the economic code as Moli reverses the

proposition mat she is the exchangeable co=odity in her negotiation with

Laxton: "I scom te prostimre myself te a man, 1 r mat cau prostimre a man te me!

1 And so r greet thee" (3.1.111-13). She uses a male. or at least an Amazonïan,

martial conceit: "Would the spirits 1 Of all my slanderers were c1asped in thine,

1 That r might vex an army at one time!" (3.1.112-1S). When she wins the duel,

she conquers Laxton not only physically, but aIso verbally, as she receives the

apology mat she demands. Indeed, she receives Laxton's retraction in ttiplicate:

"r do repent me; hold! ... r do confess r have wronged thee. Mon. .•• r ask thee

pardon" (3.1.116, 118, 120). Male and female gender distinctions are blurred as

Laxton alludes te Moli as "noble girl" .•• and "ghost ofa [male] fencer" (3.1.124,

125-26). The usual negorations between male and prostimte are reversed as

Laxton yields both "purse and body" te Mon. He is now the passive co=odity,

not, as he had earlier surmised. the purchasing agent who bas Moli as his

co=odity. The economic relations ofgender are transposed as MolI becomes an

active agent empowered ta take possession of his purse and body:

Mo/J. Pm your hired whore. sir!

Laz. r yield both purse and body.

Mali. Both are mine, and now at my disposing.

(3.1.123)



•

•

Slowe 245

In a monologue after Laxton's exit Moll anic:ulateS her argument against the

patriarcha1 constrUct of woman as a negotiable commodity excbangeable for other

goods. Althongh she bas just defended women who are forced by harsh economic

necessity to accept their stams as merchandise for male consomption, she scoms

to degrade herself in such negotiations. In a sharp reversai of the stams quo, Mali

assumes not only control of her own mind and body but authority for the

disposition of Laxton's life and body, which she spares while rejecting it for

camal pleasure, as we11 as his purse, which she accepts. Her will, "wit and

spirit" provide her with economic independence and allow her to govem her

body free of male surveillance and control Moll's militance in feats of arms

carries over into language:

If1 conld meet my enemies one by one thus,

1 might make pretty shift with 'em in time,

And make 'em know she mat bas wit and spirit

May scom to live beholding to her body for meat,

Or for apparel, like your common dame,

That makes shame get her clothes to cover shame.

Base is mat mind mat knee1s unto her body

(3.1.131-37)

Although she refuses conventional female enclosure within domestic

confines, Moll converts the term "house" into an analogue for her body, and she

defends her entitlement to self-governance through the V"..hicle of this metapiîoi.

Given the liberties of place mat she appropriates, Moll's corporeal metaphor is a

l~e surprising: "My spirit shall he mistress of this house 1 As long as 1 have

time in't. ..." (3.1.139-4). Later she defends her mobility and her reputation,

which suffers for her wanderings outside a woman's domain. In defense of her



•

•

•

Slowe 246

freedom to pass intO tr:lditional male haunts she dec1ares: "Perhaps for my mad

going some reprove me; 1 1 please myself and ore not else who loves me"

(5.1.348-49).

MolI's transVestism, however, remains the centr:l1 issue. Throughout the

comedy Sir Alex's disapproval is chiefly provoked by ber defiance of the sanorial

code. In the second aet he laments mat he bas "brought up [bis] son to marry a

Duteh s10p and a French doublet; a codpiece daughter!" 17 Encountering MolI in

man's clothing in the final scene, and assumjng mat she will be Sebastian's bride,

he exposm1ates: "Is this your wedding gown?" (5.2.99). Sir Alex defines MolI by

her clothing, implying mat Sebastian would wed her clothes, not her person. For

him, gender is constrUeted by the dress code, which MoU crosses, and

tr:lnsvestïsm as the problem that disrupts bis binary logic. MolI's gender

categories are based on broader criteria. When she in jest reproves Sir Alex for

his negative attitude to the proposed wedding, MoU entirely dissolves

malelfema1e categories: "Methinks you shouId be preud of snch a daughter, 1 As

good a man as your son" (5.2.151-52). She counters Sir Alex's disparagement, "0

monstrous impudence!" (5.2.153), with tongue-in-cheek praise of her own

aggressive, androgynic-virago attributes and a coIDic reversal of the symbolic

order in which the male is typically figured as a proteetor of women. She

reverses the patriarchal code that privileges the male assignment of value or

Status to women; she will enhance Sir Guy's position:

You had no note before: an unmarked knight;

Now all the town will take regard on yon,

And al! your enemies fear you for my sake:

You may pass where you list, through crowds most thick,

And come off bravely with your purse unpicked!

You do not know the-benefits 1 bring with me:
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While you've a roaring girl to your son's wife!

(5.2.154-61)
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Sir Alex is not particularly grateful for the reversaI of the statuS quo implied in

MolI's offer to defend him against pickpockets and other thieves as he caUs her

"A devil rampant" (5.2.162). He does not relent his harsh verdict on her attire

and behavior until the three young people confess that the love between

Sebastian and MolI is "feigned" (5.2.171), and that Mary Fitza1lard is his

prospective daughter-in-law. From that moment, Sir Alex ceases to anack Moll's

tranSVestism and androgynous nature. To her claim "Father and son, l ha' done

you simple service here," he replies: "Thou art a mad girl, and yet l cannOt now

1 Condemn thee" (5.2.206-08). Mali is not satisfied with a half-heaned apology,

however; she insists on her due and proper respect:

• Condemn me? Troth an you should sir,

rd give you the slip at gallows and cozen the people.

Heard you this jest my lord?

He was in fear his son would marry me,

But never dreamt that l would ne'er agree.

(5.2. 209-13)

Just as Laxton recants his disdainful opinions of MolI mer the duel, Sir

Alex begins to apologize for his earlier opinions: "In troth, thou'n a good wench;

rm sorry now 1 The opinion was so bard l conceived of thee: 1 Some wrongs

rve done thee" (5.2.226-28). Sensing masculine apology in the air, her roguish

servant Trapdoor kneels before MolI to echo Sir Alers apology in order to avoid

MolI's wrath at his double-dealing with the elderly knight: "Is the wind there
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now? TIS rime for me to kneel and confess first, 1 For fear it come toO lare and my

brains feel it 1 Upon my paws l ask your pardon, mistress!" (5.2.229-32). He

makes a comic and equivocal plea for pardon for Sir Alers schemes to entrap her,

and confesses to bis complicity in the plot, although he attempts to redeem

himself in the last line:

:Pray forgive him;

But may l counsel you, you should never do't.

Many a trap r ensnare your worship's life

Have l laid privily: chains-watches, jewels­

And when he saw nothing could mount you up,

Four hollow-heaned angels he then gave you,

By which he meant to trap you, l to save you.

(5.2.235-41) 18

Sir Alex endorses and completes the cycle of male apology. He reassigns

the accusation "whore" to its source, the public opinion that falsely associates

Moll's gender ambiguity and boldness in dress, speech, and passage with a lapse

in female chastity. It is the "common voice" that delivers such public opinion

wough error, envy, or intentional deception that is figured as "the whore"

responsible for deceiving him and slandering MolI. Sir Alex retraets bis own

false impression and seeks to make redress for bis previous injustice. Once he

assumes responsibility for bis own judgement, he recognizes the fallacy of

received opinions that establish gender hierarchies, conventions, and

distinctions, and he acknowledges that Moll's violations of decorum do not

indicare that she is unchaste:

To aIl which, sbame and grief cry guilty.

Forgive me; now l cast the world's eyes from me,

And look upon thee freely with mine own:
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Cast from the jaws of Envy and her people,

And nothing foui but that. rll never more

Condemn by co=on voice, for that's the whore

That deceives man's opinion, mocks bis trUSt,

Cozens bis love, and makes bis love unjust.

(5.2.242-250)
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Moll's freedom tO engender herself as an androgynous female, to shatter

the link between female silence and chastity, and to evade submission to male

govemance with impunity is conditional, however. Her disinclination to marry

bis son is precisely what endears her to Sebastian's father; bis respect for Moll

coincides with the exchange of Mary for Moll as a daughrer-in-law. Within the

terms of the play, MoIl is entitled to her difference and her mixed gender because

• as an exception she does not dismantle the symbolic order. Her refashioning is

self-limited, and she neither encourages other female charaCters to foIlow her

lead nor brings her emancipated ideas to bear on the marriage contraet. As she

reminds "Father and son" (5.2.206), she bas performed services for them, and

these services have been employed in the inrerestS of preserving the established

conventions from which she is personally exempt. Since the institution of

marriage would curb her privileges she renounces it, at least for the duration of

the play. Indeed, her speech on marnage in the final scene suggestS that it is the

least of her future desires. When Lord Noland enquires, "Why, thou had'st a

suitor once, ••. when witt marry?" (5.2.214), Moll's response discloses no

eagerness to change her State:

Who,!, my lord? rll tell you when i' faith:

When you shall hear

Gallants void from sergeant's fear,
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Honesty and truth unslandered,

Woman manned, but never pandered,

Cheats booted but not coached,

Vesse1s older ere they're broached;

Ifmy mind be then not varied,

Next day foUowing, ru he married. (5.2.21-23)

While MoU is in no haste to relinquish her autenomy in order te join the

ranks of the legitimated patriarchal order, she does not advocate female revolution

against this order, and her vision of the kind of world in which she might

consider marriage caUs for reforms for men as well as for women. At the play's

conclusion she is a unifying rather than a disruptive force. In her successful

defense of her own ttanSVestite liberties MoU raises issues of gender

construction and semai differentiation, but as an exœptional nnmarried woman

who defers te communal marriage idea1s, she poses no problem for traditional

gender models. Although she appropriates male modes of dress, speech, and

behavior, MoU is herself ultimately appropriated by the patriarchy. Since she

generally endorses their gender construets, they cm afford te be bath verbally

and materially generous te her. Sir Alex, happy with the tom in events,

concludes and amplifies the chorus of male apologies te MoU with an offer te

"make [ber) wrongs amends" by "thrice doubl[mg]" the marked currency by

which he had planned te entrap her (5.2.255-56).

It is important te reflect that her bold and singular self-creation

notwithstanding, the "roaring girl" is necessarily created by male discourse: as

the fictional construct of male playwrights, she is a generic as well as a specific

type, the androgynous virago. In bis epistle preceding the play, Middleten

explicidy states that MoU's representation is an instance of the improvement of

nature by art: "tis the exœllency of ao.mter te leave things better man he finds
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'em." 19 Further, althongh she plays a central role in the comedy, Mol1's freedom

of speech and lifestyle come at the cost of her exclusion from the dominant

strUctures of the co=unity, to which she figures as a lively and colourful

ontsider. Since her exceptional statnS ensures her marginality, MoU's

tranSgression of dress and speech codes poses no threat ta the established

patriarcha1 order, which the play reinforces in its conclusion. To some degree as

we11 MoU uses her agency ta comply with the es'i2blishment when she plots with

Mary and Sebastian ta facilitate their plans for an entirely conventional

marriage. 20 Since the marnage plot is crocial ta the comic resolution of the

play, MoU's agency, individuality, and subversion of the statnS quo prevail only

in the more marginal paramerers of the legitimized order. While she personally

refutes the order of male dominance and female subje-;ùon mat the institution of

marnage implies (2.1.35-45, 5.2.213-15), Mary fnlly accepts it. In contrast ta

MoU. who makes no effort ta conform ta the expeaations of male judges, Mary

aspires ta be deserving of her prospective father-in-law's approval and

"judgement." When Sir Alex finally gives his blessmgs ta the union ofMary and

Sebastian, he apologizes for the impaired judgement mat had earlier motivated his

resistance ta M2Iy as his son's bride:

Forgive me, worthy gentlewoman; 'twas my blindness:

When 1 rejecred thee, 1 saw thee not;

Sorrow and willfuJ. rashness grew like films

Over the eyes of judgement, now so clear

1 see the brighmess of thy worth appear. (5.2.191-95)

In complete accord with the patriarchal practice of assigning value ta women,

Mary replies "Duty and love may 1 deserve in those, 1 And all my wishes have a

perfect close" (5.2.196-97). The contingency mat Sir Alers approval of Mary is

only giYen afœr the young people delude him inta considering her solely as an
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alternative to the prospect of Mon as a daughter-in-law further emphasizes

Mon's position as an outsider.

The dramatic charaeterization of Mon CutpurSe thus erases conventional

gender distinctions, including the code of male domination and female

snbmission, as an individual, exceptional case but presents no argument for a

general dissolution of these categOries. R2ther it suggest5 mat the dramatists were

interested in experïmentation in gender construction. As a large body of recent

criticism giYes evidence, the topOS of playing with gender was a popuJar and

entertaining Renaissance pursuit. 21 Ifwe read The Roaring Girl as a playfu1 and

experimental tranSVestÏte game, Mon's creation is just one example of a nmnber

of sncb amusing creative activities staged for the mutual entertainment of

dramatists and audience.

m

Another amusing male game presented for the enjoyment of Renaissance

theatrical audiences was the "refashioning [of] autonomous female figures along

traditional gender lines; mat~ appropriating them to conserve the status quo" 22

Shalcespeare's The Taming of the Sbrew is perhaps the most celebrated example

to f.ill under this rubric. As a putative response to the former, Fleteher's~

Woman's Prjze enters the gender game by rewriting and refashioning the shrew,

the shrew tamer, and the play. In Fleteher's comedy Petrnchio, the shrew tamer,

becomes the tamed, and bis raIe makes him almOst as fit a subject for reformation

as Shalcespeare's &mous Kate. The raIe reversai carries over into language as
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Maria uses the same linguistic strategy te re&shion PetIUchio that PetIUchio uses

on Katherine in the fust play.

In bis essay "The Tum of the Shrew" in Shakespeare and the Ouestion of

Theory. Joel Fmeman describes the highly effective verbal technique adopted in

The Taming of the Shrew. 23 He observes that Penuchio achieves the taming of

Kate through the usurpation of a "lunatic" female language in which the key

feature is inconstancy. 24 Fineman draws on a well-known Robert Fludd

illustration of Renaissance iconography, 25 an encycioPedjc pieture of the cosmic

hierarchy, which also contaÏnS "a representation of a corresponding gender

hierarchy" (152). Using the Fludd illustration te support bis argument, he links

fema1e linguistic inconsrancy te the representation of the changing, waxing,

waning Moon on the female side of the figure of nature in the pieture. The female

side stands in conttast te the male side represented by the all-powerful,

changeless, unmoving sun (152-55). Fmeman holds that the illustration fUnctions

as a "speaking piaure," an assumption that he bases on the Renaissanœ poetics of

ut pict1lr1Z poesis and "the idealist aesthetics, metaphysics, and cosmology . . •

attaching tO this visual idea1jsm or visual idealization of the Word" (151).

Fmeman notes that in the personified icons malelfemale complementarity

is figured in a horizontal gender opposition sketched in the vertical metaphysical

hierarchy of the woman's upward gaze at the MOOn, "which refleas the sun"

(153). According te this COnstIUet, woman is the mimetic simuIacrum ofman, and

she is figo..red by the lunar light that reveals her "iunatic difference" (153). As

Fmeman remarks, the differenœ propounded in this conventional iconography is

the differenœ of mimetic lilœness, which inc111des a potential for the subversion

of its own sysrematic paradox (153). He contends mat in The Taming of the

Shrew, Penuchio reforms Kate by invoking the logic of a linguistic balanœ

produced by male Stability and female inStability. PetrUchio holds up a
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corrective mirror to K2te and redaims her in the interests of the st3tDS quo by

spea1cing "the lunatic language ofwomen" (154). Fm=, in effect, proposes that

Flood's iconography tr:lIlS1ates 1= female difference into lunatic female

language. If we apply Fmeman's argoment to the two plays, gender balance is

rea1ized in each through the unbalanced language used by the tamer/reformer of

the opposite gender. In The Women's Prize. Maria, not Petrnchio, who is

possibly the same Petrnchio as Shakespeare's Petrnchio, uses this subversive

language as a strategy to tame the tamer.

Although the dating is conjeetnral, Fletcher's The Woman's Prjze was

probably written and presented on the stage for the first rime in 1611, the same

year that The Roaring Girl was published. It is included in the Beaumont and

Fletcher canon but is considered to be the sole work of Fletcher. 26 While the

5ttongest inœmal evidence for the assomption that it is a continuation of~

• Taming of the Shrew is the strategy adopted by Maria of curing Petrnchio's

madness with another madness, 27 the previous offstage maniage of the leading

male ciwaeter, Petrnchio, to a scolding, shrewish wiSe is another possible link.

The marriage on which Fletcher's play cenœrs OCCUI'S after the death of the first

wife.

•

As the play begins, the prologue sitnates it within the genre of comedy and

the topos of the~ tks ftmmes. While it is presumably an in 1ItTamqtIe partem

argument for the other side of the shrew-taming problem, the issue of the

legitima.:y ofmale misogyny is aIso raised. The tone and content of the prologue

imply as weIl that the work is an exercise in the witty reparœe of male gender

games. Even the casting notation on Maria and Livia. "[t]he :wo masculine

daughœrs of Petronius" (16), hints at experimentation in gender construction and

role reversaIs. The dramatist declares mat he intends to present a defense of

women; he qualifies his "end" as "sport" nther than "politique discourse."
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Ladies te yon, in whose defense and right,

Fletcher's brave Muse prepared herself te D..ght

A battaile without blood, 'twas well fonght toC,

(The vietory's yours, though got with much ado),

We do present this Comedy, in which

A rivulet of pure wit flowes, strOng and rich

In Fancy, Language, and aIl parts that may

Adde grace and ornament te a merry Play.

~ch this may prove. Yet not te go toC f2r

In promises from this our female war,

We do intreat that angzy men would not

Expect the mazes ofa subtle plot,

Set Speeches, high expressions; and what's worse,

In a aue Comedy, politique discourse.

The end we ayme at, is te make you sport;

Yet neither ga1l the City, nor the Court.

Heare, and observe bis Comique straine and when

Y'are sicle of me1ancholy, see't agen.

"rIS no deere Physick, since 'twill quit the oost:

Or bis intentions, with our pains, are lost.

(prologue,1-20)

The oomic tone of the prologue notwi.thstanding, the opening scene, which

talœs place immediately afœr the wedding of Maria to Peauchio, reveals that the

new bride's plight will he a sony one unless she marsha1s a defense against her

husband's harsh absolutism. Even according to bis friends Tranio and Sophocles,

Peauchio's abuse of patriarchal prerogatives exceeds the limits of the

conventional maIriage mode!. Indeed, in The Women's Prizc the friends pity
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Maria and describe Petrochio as "this Dragon" (1.1.106), an association that

potentially, at least, places him outside the frame of the conventional marnage

mode! and ourside the threshold of the legitimate patriarchy. 28 Although

bel1igerent male speech and actions, particularly when confined te the domestic

sphere, are less serions infractions of the sociosymbolic order than female

shrewishness, within the terms of Fletcher's comic world Petrochio's extremes

are not sanctioned. On the con=ry, his abuse of male prerogatives represenrs a

threat te the political stability of the patri:lrchy. 29 The disorderly conduet of a

female shrew would of course be dea1t with more rigoronsly, but Petrochio's

excessive misogyny is a liability for the staros quo and a justification for Maria's

self-defense. 30

From Tranio's and Sophocles's perspective in the opening scene, Maria is

the embodiment of patriarch:ll constrUets of a good woman: "this soft maid"

(1.1.21), and "this tender soule" (1.1.40). Thev perceive her as defensdess

again.e;t Petrochio's misogyny. Tranio prediets that Maria will not he permitted te

ear, drink, spea1c, or talce the least action "[u]nlesse [perruchio] bid[s] her"

(1.1.41-43). Sophocles wagers "ten pounds te twenty sbjI1ings" tha;: Petrochio

"will bury" his young bride within three weeks (1.1.47). While the spirit of

comedy heightens the hyperbole, it does not gloss over Perruchio's ext:re1IIes,

which entide Maria te a radical solution te her problem. Tranio protests that if

he were a woman married te Petrochio,

1would learn te eat coales with an angry Car,

And spit me at him: 1 would (te prevent him)

Do all theramping, roaring tricks, a whore

Being drunJce, and tambling ripe, would tremble at:

There is no safety e1se, nor morall wisdome,

To he a wife, and bis. (1.1.24-29)
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Tranio's speech is partico1arly inter.::ting for its resonances of a puzzling

speech in The Tamiri of the Sbrew. Fmeman draws attention 1:0 the p~ge,

which he finds p~votal to Petruchio's t:!ming techniques but ambiguous in its

language. In !:he passage in question, Petruch!o's servant, Gromio, explains the

meaning and method of bis master's feigned madness and its bc=ing on the action

(with an emphasis on the >erbal action) of the play:

A' my word, and she knew him as well as 1 do, she

would think scolding would do litt:e good upon him.

She may call him }>::lf a SC':'re knaves or so. Why,

that's nothing; and he begin once, he'lI rail in bis

rope-tricks. PlI tell you what, sir, and she stand him

but a linle, and he will throw a figure in her face, and

so disfigure her with it mat she will have no more

eyes te see man a caI. (1.2.108-15)

Fmeman remarks on the indererminacy of the term "rope-tricks" which

bewilders lit~ scholars and poses a problem for the editers of the Oxford and

Riverside editions. The Oxford editer interprets the term as perhaps "rhetricks"

or perhaps "tricks mat tan be punished adequately only by hanging." 31 The

Riverside edition includes parenthetical question marks in its gloss: "rope-tricla:

blundër for rbetoric (an interpretation supported by figure in line 114(?) or tricks

mat deserve hanging (?)" (142). Another possible decoding mat 1 would oirer in

relation ta the verbal action of the play concurs with the gloss of rope-tricl:s as

rbetoric in the general sense of figurative speech but more specifically as rhetoric

employed in the service of shrew taming. The figure implied in this

interpretation is the analogy to the prescribed legal treatment of a fema1e scold;

mat is, tying her onte a cucking StoOI before ber ducking or immersion in water

over her head. In Shakespeare's' comedy Petruchio achieves the figurative
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equiv:ùent of cucking the shrew by cons!I'Zining Kate's scolding tengne through

his mad linguistic cure. In a linguistic parallel to the way in which the shrew

must capimlate before her duckings cease, Kate finally capitnlares tO Petrnchio's

verbal correction, "obediently takes her hOJSband at his Innatic, female, figurative

word," and conforms te patriarchal ventriloqnisIl' (143). Kate's cure begins when

she agrees te name the sun the moon and back again. or whateVer Petrnchio

pleases, according te the cMnges I)f his mind. 32 She even agrees te a linguistic

gender game in which she addresses the elderly Vmcentio as "Young budding

virgin, fair, and fi-esh, and sweet" and then as "reverent futher" solely te humour

Petrnchio'~whims (5.1.37, 5.147}. Kate is thus immersed by Petrnchio over her

head in irrationally fignred iangnagc, te reclaim her for the rational literaI

language of the male-controlld symbolic order.

In The Woman's Prize the point of Tranio's speecll authorizing Maria te

"[do] all the ramping, roaring tricks," is te entitle ner te use all the hmatic fema1e

rhetericai tricks at her disposaI te cure Petrnchio of his misogyny, which

parallels Kate's shrewishnes in The Taming of the Sbrew. Eoth F!etcher's

Petrnchio and Shalœspeare's Kate are cured of their mad behavior and restored te

their proper places i:l the symbolic order by lingnistic madness. Althongh

Tranio and Sophocles remet their advocacy of Maria when she later uses a

rheterically triclcy defense strategy, the echoes of "rope-tricks" in "ramping,

roaring tricks" impiy a patriarchally Iegirimized gender reversaI in taming raIes.

Petrnciùo's exaggerated misogyny entitles Maria te interpret the ineqnity of her

situation as a "cause" (1.2.125, 1.3.267). His reputation for misogynistic

oppression provides the catalyst and the opening for her fèminist rebellion.

Shortiy after the wedding ceremony, Maria begins her defense strate&l by

re-creating .o.erse!f; she exchanges the male "tender • • • soft" representation of

her charaeter for a new ver$on of fèmininity. In a speech te her cousin B~cha.
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who ïnstigateS her rebellion, N'J2I'Ïa annonnees the first of her series of multiple

=nsformations:

Nowcosen,

l am no more the gende tame Maria;

1.fistalœ me not; l have a new soule in me

Made of a North-wind, nothing but tempest.

(1.2.69-72)

A lime later in response te her sister Livia's astonished question, "You are

not mad?" (1.2.89), she explicidy 1inks madness te her plan for Petruchio's cure

and te strategie defenses of their sex genera1ly: "Yes wench, and so must you he, 1

Or none of our acquaintance, mark me LiTlia, 1 Or indeed fit for our sex" (1.2.90­

92). Maria gives Petruchio's harsh male absolutist attitude as her cause: "••.

there's :l fellow 1 Must yet ••• 1 Be made. a man, for yet he is a monster"

• (1.2.101-03). Rather man be oppressed bya tyranDous husband she nndertakes te

"tame" him and begins by avoiding Petruchio's bed, vowing te remai:1 chaste

nntil he mends bis ways. Until this feat is accomplished she will not

Give way unte my married husbands will,

Or he a wife, in any thing but hopes:

Till l have made him easie as a child,

And tame as feare; he shall not win a smile,

Or a pleas'd look, from this aUSterÏty. (1.2.110-14)

Maria's playon the term "tame," first in referenee te herself in her re­

creation speech and then te Petruchio in her vow, is another bit of evidence that

this is a reversai of the shrew-taming and the shrew taming vocabu1ary of

ShaJœspeare's comedy. The play a1so carries allusious te the conventions of the

formaI contrOVerSy. Byancha's affirmation of Maria's "brave cause" emphasizes

the polemical nature ofMaria's defense (1.2.125). In ca11ing the speech "a strange
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exordi1lL1" (1.2.121). Livia refers tO the rherorical sttIlcmre of the formaI debate.

She simates her sister's bold speech in the antitheses in which women are

figured in the Renaissance cont::'oversy and decIares it as "distant from yom

sweemesse" (1.2.131). But the radical shift in Maria's manner of speech defies

the rherorical conventions of the genre in which fema1e speech is eithe;- reluctant

or complementary to male disco= and avens the stereoptypica! female

polarities cf good and evil. Ma.ria's revised se1f-represenration is only the first of

the series of =nsfurmations that will aIlow her tO appropriate the irrational

potentiaI of fema1e speech figured in the debare pamphlets, and ro aeploy it in the

service of taming Pettuchio.

Maria follows her verbal transformation and prepares herseif for her

defense by barricading herself and Byancha with cannons and provisions in

Pettuchio's house on her wedding night and refnsing him enuy. To Pettuchio

• and his friends' amazement she stands firm in her resolve against his

imponnnities, moving Sophocles ro revoke his sympathy for her: "I finde that aIl

the pit}' besrowed upon this woman, makes but an Anagram of an li wife, for she

was never vennous" (1.3.122-23). Maria, however, has no desire for male

defenders. She maintains her exclusive1y female defense against Pettuchio's

misogyny and she rosses him a verbal challenge:

You [pettuchio] have been &mous for a woman-harer,

And beare the fear'd-name of a brave wife-breaker:

•

A woman now shaIl take those b.onours off,

And rame you. (1.3.268-71)

. As~rh,,:. two women coc.tinue ro hold uff Perrnchio, Sophocles enters inro

the discourse:~f'~egen~er banle. He·figl!res ferwtale resistance in martial terms

as he describes."the women's rrenches" ro Livia's young love, Rowland

(1.4.125). Sophocles testifies that M2ria
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..• holds [petruchio] out at Pike's end, and defies him,

And now is fortifide; such a regiment of RutteI'S

Never defied men braver: l am sent

To view their preparation. (1.4.27-30)

The mock se.-iousness and military vocabulary are obviously part of the humour,

but Maria's "[i]nsurrection" (2.1.54) prompts a harshly ironic shrew-taming

figure from her !ather, Petronius: "We'l ship 'em eut in Cuck-stooles, there

they'l salle 1 As brave Columbus dic!, till they discover 1 The happy Islands of

obedience" (2.1.56-58). Byancha's comparison of the wemen's position to the

seige of Troy, and herself as Aeneas carrying Maria on her back through

dangerous seas to seek a new land where they cm live like Amazons, continues

the comic figurative battle of the sexes and revises Petronius's navigation

metaphors from ignominious defeat to epic triumph:

••. and 1, as did Amu.r,

Will on my back, spite of the Myrmidons,

Carry this warlike Lady, and through Seas

Unlcnown, and unbeleev'd, seek out a Land,

Where like a race of noble Amazon.r,

We'le root our selves, and to our endlesse glory

Live, and despise base men. (2.2.32-38)

When Livia offers to join Maria and Byancha she dec1ares a "great zeale"

for the women's cause and the "liberty" that her sister "stand[s] for" (2.1.76-77).

Byancha and Maria amplify the honour and the imPOrtance of their cause as a

female defense. Byancha warns that if Livia betrays them she betrays all

women. 33 Maria follows Byancha's exhortation with her Own, tel1ing her sister

that ifshe is f.alse to the female cause

'" aU women,
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Will (1ilœ 50 many furies) shalœ their Keyes,

And toSS their flarning dist:affes o'er their heads,

Crying Revenge: take heed, 'tis hideous,

Oh 'tis a fearefull office: if thou bad'st

(Though thou bees't perfeet now) when thou cam'st hither,

A false Imagination, get thee gone,

And as my lea.-ned Cozin said repent,

This place is 50ught by 5Oundnesse. (2.1.102-12)

The trope of the blazing female symbol-the women's "fIaming distaffes"­

simultaneously represents and amplifies the power of the women's argument,

sustains the epie metaphorica1 leve1, and stresses the playon gender. Livia's

offering of "Cakes, and cold meat. 1 And tripe of proofe • • . wine, and beere"

(2.1.115-16) brings the cause down tO earth and re-est:ablishes the eomie vein.

While Petruchio expounds on a variety of pnnisbments such as the "crab­

tree-cudgell" and bard "flock-bed for her bones"~.4.27-29)that he will heap on

Maria for her "hrazen resolution" (2.4.8), his servants Jacques and Pedro inform

him that an army of women bas come tO her def.:nse. The expression "women's

movement" 34 is an apt figure for Pedro's graphie account of the marching women:

Stand tO your guard sir, aIl the devils extant

Are broke upon us, like a cloud of thunder;

There are more women, marching hitherward,

In rescue of my Mistris, then e'er turned taile

At Sturbridge Faire; and l be1ieve as fiery. (2.4.37-41)

The catalogue thatJacques gives of the opposition is typica1 of the conventions of

the formaI debate. His representation of ~e batallion of women combines

allusions to contemporary women and mythologica1 figures with parody and

gender construction at its most rmtaStÎc. While it provides a comie mo~ the
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description of domestic itemS used as martial weapous in a war between the

sexes also suggests the threat that the women's rebellion poses te the established

order, here fignred in the genea10gy of the gods and mortals as the battle of the

Titansagainstheaven:

... led bya Tanner's wife,

l know her by her bide; a desperate woman:

She flead her husband in ber youth, and made

Raynes of bis bide te ride the Parlsh, her plaekett

Lookes like the straights of Gibralter, still wider

They are genea10gy ofJennets, gotten

And bom thus, by the boysterous breath of husbands;

............................................................

• • • cry they cm,

But more for Noble spight, then feare: and crying

Like the old Gyants tha: were foes te Heaven,

They heave ye S!OOle on stoele, anà fling main Potlids

Like massie rocks, dart ladies, toSting Irons,

And tengs like thunderbolts. •.• (2.4.42-58)

The theme of combat is amplified by Pedro and Jacques who embellish their

accounts with references te disruptive, brawling women, as, for example, "one

[who] brought in the beares against the Canons 1 Of !WC church-wardeus, .•• and

fought 'em, 1 And in the churchyard after eveusong" (2.4.68-70). Even at

Sophocles's urging to "gïve [Maria] fair conditious," Petruchio hesit2tes te "offer

peace" (2.6.7) and makes the battle of the sexes exp!Ïcit in bis self-depiction as

"[a] wei known man ofWlll'" (2.6.4,7,19).
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On the women's side, the country wife proclaims that Maria's defi:mce

conduces "to the comfun of distressed damsels. 1 Woemen out-wom in wedlock,

and such vesse!s" (2.6.70-71). She prepares to present Maria's thirteen causes,

which she will, according tO the proper rhetorical format, partition into seven

partS (2.6.73). But Petrnchio yields under the combined fema1e pressure: "No

more wars: puissant Ladies, shew conditions, 1 And freely l accept 'em"

(2.6.115). He agrees to accept the terms ofMari:!'s "Articles" (2.6.126). In this

document, Mari:!'s revision of the traditional male-govemed xnarr.age contract

gives her complete personal autonomy, economic independence, control of the

household and ofher own education. Petrnchio agrees to all ofher demands:

. . . Liberty and clothes,

When, and in what way she wil: continU2ll mcneys,

Company, and all the house at her dispose;

• No tongne to say, ~j7 is this? or whether wil it;

•

Two thousand pound in present: then for Musick,

And women ta read French. (2.6.135-144)

A clause is added that Livia shall not he importuned ta marry her elderiy suitar

Moroso, for a full month (2.6.145-46). The delay gives the women an

opportunity ta devise a plan ta unite Livia instead with Rowland, the husband of

her choiœ. Petrnchio concedes gracefully ta the vierorious women and orders "a

tun of wine" for Mari:!'s supporte.."'S (2.6.168").

Maria's cure of Petruchio's "one madnesse with :mother" is not yet

complete, however (4.1.96). A1though he keeps bis word;she again switehes

tactics and undergoes another transformation. When he is finally allowed ta

move hack into bis house she Iargely ignores him, 3S openly flirts with bis friend
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• Sophocles, 36 and accumulates persona! and household expenses with such

=gance that he exclaims-

Now in::he name ofmadnesse, what star I2Ïgn'd,

What dog-star, bull, or bear-star, when l married

This second wife, this whirlwind, that takes all

Within her compasse? (3.3.148-51)

Petruchio tries a strategy of bis own and feigns illness tO gain Maria's

sympathy, but she outwitS him. Announcing publicly that Petruchio is

infections, she has bis servantS carry off all the honsehold goods, then locks and

quarantines him inside the same house te which she earlier denied him access.

When Petruchio escapes and confrontS her she performs another verbal reversai,

claiming that he had !ocked her out and denied her visitation although she

"[l]ov'd him, ••• nay doted, 1 Nay had mu mad had she not married him"

• (4.2.42-43). While Maria's verbal transformations allow her te examine, question,

and transform the patriarchally defined contraetaal marriage mode! with itS

premise of II!2le govemance and fema1e subordination, they bewilder Petruchio

and defy his mastery through their indeterminacy. Even before Maria's

mischievous retelling of the quarantine episode he confesses bis perplexity:

••• could l finde her

But constant any way, l had done my businesse;

Wete she a whore directly, or a scold,

An unthrift, or a woman made te hate me,

l had my wish and knew which way te rayne 37 her:

But while she shews these, and all their losses,

A kinde of linsey woolsey mingled mirliefe

Not te he ghest at, and whether aue, or borrowed,

Not certaine neither, what a hap had L (4.2.11-20)



•

•

Slowe 266

Petruchio on decipher neither Maria's rapidly changing persona nor her

continuously shifting discourse. She fits inte none of the patriarchal categories

for women, and he is at a 1055 te know how te control her mystifying speech and

actions. At one point, Petrnchio dec1ares in asrmishment "This woman would

have made a most rare Jesuite, 1 She on prevaricate on anything" (4.2.55-56).

After her ingenious rerendering of the quarantine incide:lt, Maria concludes with

the accusation !bat he bas "abus'd [ber] wretchediy, 1 And in such a way !bat

shames the name of hushand, 1 .•. With breach of honesty, ore, kindnesse,

manners" (4.2.72-76). As Maria continues her verbal and charaeter

transformatious at one time pretending te he hun by Petruchio's negleet (4.2.85­

88), at another feigning madness (4.5.45-50), and at still another time pretending

complete submission to his "will" (4.2.101) PetrUchio concedes that he is

baffled. In =zement he declares: "the Rayne-bow 1 When she bangs in

heaven, sheds not her colours 1 Quicker and more then this deceitfuIl woman 1

Weaves in her dyes of wickednesse" (4.5.33-36).

As Maria's multiple transformations e1ude every attempt by PetrUchio te

restore the conventional order of marital relations, he is drlven te exo"emes. His

next move is an announcement !bat he willleave her, although with the economic

support agreed upon in the "Articles," and travel. PetrUchio confides to

Sophoc1es that he actually desires "nothing lesse" !han travel, but he feels

compelled te folIow through on his threat because Maria joyously urges him on

and orders his trunks and horses for the joumey (4.5.184-90). As she helps him

te prepare for a sea voyage she rejoices !bat Petruchio will "[c]ome home an aged

man, as did Uly=,1 And lyour glad Pen&1pe" (4.5.172-73).

While they prepare to accompany Petruchio, JacqueS and Pedro hanter

about the havoc created by Maria's discursive strategy. Pedro looks forward "[t]o

havrmg] the Sea betWeen us and this woman, 1 Nothing on drown her tengue but
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a storm" (5.2.6-7). Their stychomythic repanee on the effeas of ber tongue

suggests the confusion wrought by Maria's linguistic transformations:

Pedro. Ob ber tongue, ber tongue.

Jacques. Rather her =y tongues.

l'edro. Or rather strange tongues.

Jacques. Her lying tongue.

Pedro. Her 1isping tor.gue.

Jacques. Her long tongue.

Pedro. Her lawlesse tongue.

Jacques. Her loud tongue.

Pedro. And her lickrish-

Jacques. Many other tongues, and =y stranger

tongues

Then ever Babel had to tell bis ruines. .•. (5.2.31-40)

Maria speaks 2 language that the men do not uncierstand, a language that escapes

male control and surveillance. Speaking from a continually changing series of

positions, she erases the boundaries necessary for the conventional binary

ferninine oppositions; she is neither a good woman enc10sed within the symbolic

order nor an evi1 woman outside this order but a multiple and various mode! of

femininity. Maria cannOt he pushed to the limits of speech since she herself

appropriates these limits as a verbal technique. Her lunatic discourse finally

pushes Petruchio into silence.

AI. bis wit's end in dealing with Maria's taming strategies Petruchio finally

desists from all argument and feigns bis own death. Always one Step ahead, Maria

sees through Petruchio's sham and saon rouses him back to speech. Standing by

Petruchio's coffin she weeps loudly, explaining to their f.amily and friends that

her grief is nOt for her husband's death but for bis "poore unman1y wretched
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foolish life" (5.4.20). In :a.:lother speech on the follies of Petrochio's life she

adds: "He W2S a foole, and furewell he" (5.4.32). PetrUchio is goaded into ending

the pretense of bis nntimely demise and breaking bis silence; he rises from bis

coffin in capitnlation and despaïr, crying "0 Maria, 1 Oh my unhappinesse, my

misery" (5.4.40-41). But bis cure is now completed, 38 and Maria performs yet

another tranSformation. She becomes at 1ast a loving and dutifnl wife, promising,

"Thus l begin my new love" (5.4.46). Fmally, she reassures P~ttuchio of her

reversion to a conventional fema1e role: "From this houre . . . 1 l dedicate in

service to your pleasure" (5.4.57-58).

In this play, in which me discourse of misogynistic male dominance is

figured as excessive, and stereotypically unstable and excessive female speech is

refigured as corrective, Petrochio maLes the final uansformatiolL He affirms mat
he is "barn agaîn" (5.4.60), and mat M3ria will ne:ver have anse to resort to her

"tricks" (5.4.51-55). The claim of Pettuchio's re-naissance seems an obvious

parallel to Kate's conversion in The Taming of the Shrcw. Yet if this is 50 we

must recall that generations of crities have questioned the sincerity of Kate'S

capitulation. Indeed, Fletcher's play, with its allusions to the shrewish behavior

of Petruchio's first wife, is an argument against it; the lack of closure to the Sly

fr:uning srory is another possible hint that Kate's reformation is feigned or

ironic. 39 Her fina! speech notwithstanding, no conclusive evidence can be

given to support the reliability of her word or her acceptance of the marital status

quo. On the surface her affirmation is convincing, but we cannot know

ultimately whether her tropes of male dominance and fema1e submission

constitute rhetoricallanguage only, or a revelation ofKate's mind and meaning. 40

V;e will either, like Petruchio, have to take her at her ward, or consent tO the

absence of closure.
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Fletcher's playon the other hand bas a stronger sense of closure. He

osrensibly c!elivers beth the prize promised to women in the tide and the fema1e

defense pledged in the prologue. Maria appears to win the women's prize of a

democratic mode! of marnage by her tranSformative verbal strategy, which

reforms and liberalizes her relationship with Petruchio. Her lunatic, unstable

discourse subverts the unbalanced struetnre of the symbolic marital contraet

with itS malelfema1e, dorniD 3D<:elsubservience, equation and replaces it with one

mat strikes a better equilibrinm betwee."l. women and men. Not only do we have

Maria and Petruchio's word for it; the dramatist confirms mat bis intention all

along bas been "te œach the sexes due equality in marnage" (epilogue, 7). 41 The

resolution of The WQman's prjze is not, however, entire!y a reversaI of

Shakespeare's shrew-taming comedy in which speech returns in the end to

patriarchal inflection. Maria does not attempt to make Petruchio her

ventriloquistic subject as bis uamesake does with Kate in the other play.

Fletcher mIes out tyranny for wives as weIl as husbands as he contraCtS Maria

and Petruchio to "stand bound to love mutually" (epilogue, 8).

Yet while the dialogue and action of the play and the pronouncementS of

the epilogue al1 point to the success of Maria's se1f-defensive cure of Petruchio's

misogyny and her renegotiation of their marnage contraet, the prologue gives

advance notice mat we should not take this success seriously. The dramatist

promises mat "The end we ayme at is to make you spon" (prologue, 16). He

emphatica1ly denies mat "politique discourse" is intended, thus subverting any

conclusive political interpretation of an idea1 marnage modeL In the comic

world of the play, subversion of the gendered StatuS quo is possible, but the witty

wordplay and the humour of this "true Comedy" (prologue,14) subvert the

argument mat the play seems to make just as Petruchio's final words do:

LetS in. and drink of al1 hands, and he joviall:
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• 1 have my colt again, and now she cames;

And gentlemen whoever marries next,

Let him he sure he keep him te bis Text. (5.4.87-90)

Although the tone is "joviall," Petruchio's use of the colt-riding metaphor to

represent male/female marital relations (along with the obvions sexua1 innuendo),

echoes the rnmi1iar animal-training trOPes of the formal contrOversy attacks on

women. The shrewtamer is tamed not in the interest of promoting a new order

but of preserving the ante :Jf the statns quo through benign patriarchal

governance: "[men] should not raign as tyrants o'er their wives" (epilogne, 4).

Tyranny and misognyy are not part of the script that the next man who marries

should "keep ... te," but one suspects that male dominance is, and that the

battle of the sexes fought and won in this literary terrain is primarily a witty

geuder game for the male dramatist.

•

•
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Notes

1 See Thomas Middleton, Thomas Dekker. The Roatin!:" Gjrl. Ed. Paul

A. MulholIand (Manchester: Manchester UP, 198ï), ï2-113. Ali my quotations

from the play are taken from mis edition.

2 The Dramatic Works in the Beanmont and Fletcher Canon, Ed. Fredson

Bowers (London: Dent, 1966) VoL 4, 3. This is the edition from which 1 cite all

references te and quotations taken from the play.

3 Although there are otvious diffèrences between the twO plays, there are

aIso some convincing paralleIs. In the first place, the twO castS of charaeters

• share severa! names. The most striking example of mis coincidence is the narning

of the male protagonists in the works-the two Petruchios. Maria, the heroine of

The WomjlD's Ptize, bas a cousin named Byancha, a variation Oil me spelling of

Bianca, Kaœ's younger sister in The Tamjng of the Sbrew. Both plays contain a

charaeter ca11ed Tramo; in Fleteher's play he is a friend of Petruchio, whereas in

Shakespeare's comedy he is Petruchio's servant. A1though in The WQman's Ptize

:l prologue and epilogue are subsrlmted for the Sly frame stoty, both plays contain

the subplot of the wooing of a younger sister of the central female charaeter by a

young suitor whom she loves and an elderly suiter whom she disdains. Perhaps

the mo5t notable sirniJarity lies in the verbal taetics employed by Petruchio in

the earlier play and by Kate in the laœr. We might well ask, however, why, if

the twO Petruchios are one, does Fletcher's Petruchio not recognize Maria's

linguistic tricks?
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4 See The Works of Thomas Mjddleron. 00. A. H. BulIen, 8 vols. (1885­

87; New York: AMSP, 1964) voL4,4.

5 See Thomas M:ddIeton and Thomas Dekker. The Roaring Girl, 00.

Andor Go=e, New Mermaids (London: Ernest Benn, 1976), xiv.

6 These public places are chiefly tav= and rough areas of London.

MolI's liberties are not pursued in a privilegeci, respectable setting, and other

t:ha.~ the marriage question, the comedy raises no serions political issues, such as

the fitness of women for civic duty. Yet despite the disreputable aspectS of the

places that she frequents and despite her transgressions of the decon:m of female

dress and place, MolI does not make herseIf a semaI commodity. Indeed, she

protests this form of reification and exploitation of the female.

7 See, for example, 5.1.245.

8 In a scene in act 2 one of the female characœrs, Mrs. Openwork, refuses

ro sell MolI some fabric. selecœd for the tailoring of one of her unconventional

garments. The shopkeeper's wife orders MolI out of the shop: 'TIl seIl ye

nothing; l warn ye my house and shop" (2.1.235-36).

9 One of th~ most instructive recent essays on the figure of the

hermaphrodite in Renaissance literature is "Fetïsbizing Gender: Constructing

the Hermaphrodite in Renaissance Europe" by Ann RosaIind Jones and Peter

Stallybrass in Julia Epstein and Kristina Straub, eds., Body Guards; The

eu!mra! Politics ofÇ'..ender AmbiggitY (New York: Roucledge, 1991) 80-111.

The representation of the hermaphrodite in Renaissance Iiterature is

riddIed with contradictions and ambivalences. At one end of the scale of

contradictions. the hermaphrodite is discursiveIy situated as the monster

described by Sir Alex and Sir Davy Dapper in the scene just quoted from
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Middleton and Dekker's comedy. Among the more influential works that

elaborare the monster theory are Ambrose Pare's Qf Mongers and Prodi~es and

An Introduction or Compendiou5 Way to Chiur~erie, qtd. in Jones and

Stallybrass, 82-83. See Parey, Ambroise, The Workes of Ambrose Parey. trans.

Thomas J"~on (London, 1634), Qtd. in Jones and Stallybrass, 110. The first

text mixed medica1 and magica1 geneologies of monsters, the second ati:empred to

give a natura! expl=tion for the pher.QIr.enon. George Sandys's translation of

and commentary on Ovid's Metamorphoses combines medical and legal

perspectives of hermaphroditism with examples froc ancient history and recent

law cases (Jones and Stallybrass, 94-99). For an excellent discussion of

fa~'ourable conceptions of the andrcsyne as "a perfeet balance of opposing

principles" in which the female is a "eünstimtive agent" in a quest for spiritual

unity, see Jones and Stallybrass, 98-100. Elizabeth 1. James 1. and Francis l are

three Renaissance monarchs who appropriated the figure of the hermaphrodire

for political purposes. See Marie Axton, The Oueen's Two Bodies (London:

Royal Historica1 Society, 1979); Jonathan Goldberg, Tarnes l and the Poliriçs of

Lirerature; Jonson. Shakespeare, Donne. and thejr Conremporaries (Baltimore:

Johns H()'.,lkins UP, 1983) 142; Jean R. Brink, Maryanne C. Horowitz, and Allison

P. Coudert, eds., Playin~ witb \..endec A Renaissance Pursnit, (Urbana: U of

DIinois P, 1991) 99-132; Jones and Stallybrass, 98; also my chapter1, norel7.

While The Roarin~ Girl dramatizes the negative responses toward the

a"drog}'Ilous appearance of rransvestites, the play also represents some positive

associations of this ambivalent figure, snch as the scene in the final aet when Moll

promotes a unified conclusion to the dramatic events.
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10 Jones and Stallybrass distinguish two dominant trends in the analysis of

tlùs figure: the first is the reading of the hermaphrodite as "the problem which a

binary logic attempts to erase" (80). The second represents androgynj' "as the

vanishing point of all binary logics [and the hermaphrodite as] a figure which

embodies the dissolution of tnale and female as absolute categories." (Moli

exemplifies bath trends: from the perspective of most of the other charaaers, she

represents the first trend; from her own perspective, the second). Jones and

Stallybrass hold that bath kinds of analysis tend tO "~:ide intO the assuII':ption that

gender is a known quantity which is then, at a second stage, destabilized" (80).

Their argument demonstrates, on the contr2ry, the lack of grounding and the

lability of the gendering process (81-83). As a dramatic study in gender

ambiguity the characte.~tionofMolI supports the latter argument.

11 See David KauÏman, "Dressed for Success," Nation 4 Feb. 1992. In

part of his article Kauftnan reviews Marjorie Garber's Vesresl Interests: Cross­

DressinL' and Culwral Anxiery {New York: Routled..cre~ 1992).

12 See Kauftnan 240.

13 See, for example, :U.154-56, 2.1.80-96.

14 jade" refers tO either a poorly conditioned horse or a prostitute. See

Mulholland, 113, n.82. In this instance MoU clearly intends a sexaal connotation.

15 For an interesting literary precedent tO this female challenge tO a duel

with an insulting male, see the Venetian counesan Veronica Franco's poetic work

the Tem rime (1575). While the motive of male seduction is not an issue in

Franco's worle, the reaction tO male misogyny is common to bath defenses. For

an excellent analysis of Franco's litèr3Iy skills and rhetOrical strategies in this

work as well as some engrossing biographical details, see Margaret F. Rosenthal's
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essay "Veronica Franco's Terza Rime: The Vene:ian Counesan's Defense" in

the Renaissance Ouanerly, 5.1011 (1989): 227-257. l am indebted ta Ann R.

Jones for drawing this material tO my attention at the Folger seminar rnentioned

earlier. The eighteen œpitoii in Franco's oeuvre constitute a trnzone, "a genre

traditionally associated with polemica1 debate and argumeiltuation" (231).

Franco's chal1c..'lge to a verbal duel was made tO a male poet who wrote and

circulared an anonymous satire in which he denounces her as a "common who:-e"

(See Rosenthal, 229-231, esp. 231). The œpitolo 13 is a bold chall~nge ta this

anonymous adversary, later identified as Maffio Venier, to a duel of honour in

which Franco defends her reputation and the reputations of ail wornen: "and l

undertake to defend all women 1 against yoll, who are 50 scomful of them"

(œpitolo 16. 79-80, trans. Ann R. Jones).

Although there are significant differences between Franco's poetica1ly

complex verse and Moll's verbal defense, there are also points in common. In

each instance a strong female boldly challenges a misogynistic male ta a duel in

order ta requite herself against an in~t to her honour, and to undertake in the

process of her self-defense, a broader defense of women. Francc's weapons are

words couched in a brilliant display of rhetarica1 skill mat exemplify Peacham's

alliance of rhetarica1 figures with martial weapons of attaclc and defense. She

offers her opponent the choice of linguistic weapons: "The sword mat strilces and

pierces in your hand-I the common Venetian tangue- .•. [or) Tuscan .•. [in)

its leamed or comic form" (16, 112-16). Moll's weapons are a combination of

language and literaI arms- -her 5trong arms and her sword. Although MoIl is a

creation ofmaIe dramatists while Fr..nco construeted her own literary persona,

both defenses are fought on literary terrain (QuI. from an unpublisheci paper read
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at Foll;~r by Ann R. Jones, "Designing Women: The Self as Spectacle in Mary

Wroth and Veronica Franco"). Both women are triumphant in what they

propose as an engagement with a male adversary in feats of arms. In dii:"i"ent

ways both Moll and Franco undermine the reification and the simultaneous

elevation and degradation of women figured in Petrarchan conceits.

16 See Marilyn Miguel and Juliana Schliesari, eds., Refiguring Woman:

Pem>ectives on Gender and the ltalian Renaissance (Ithaca: Comell UP, 1991).

In an illuminating essay in this collection, "Eco!1cmy, Woman, and Renaissance

Discourse," Carla Fr~ccero remarks on the gender implications "f Manès

discussion of the anthropomorphism of commodity fetishism. She ~'"aws

attention te Marx's humorous (for him) foomote te the passage on commodity

possessors, explaining that "in a twelfth-cenrury French text, femmes folks tk leur

corps, or "wanton women," were included in the list of commodities at the fair of

Lendit" (192 n. 1). Freccero quotes Luce Irigaray's interpretation of Marx's

analysis in her discnssion on the exchange of women: Tragiray contends that

Uheterosexuality is nothing but the assigument of economic roles: there are

producer subjer.:i:S and agents of exchange (male) on the one hand, productive

earth and commodities (female) on the other." See Karl Marx, l'The Process of

Exchange," Capital; A Critiq.ue of Politiçal Economy. ed. Ern~"t Mandel, tranS.

Ben Fowkes (New York: Vmtage, 1977) vol.1, 178; Luce Iragiray, This Sex

mich Is Not One. trans. Gillian C. Gill (Ithaca: Comell tJP, 1985), 192; Gayle

Rubin, l'The Traffic in Women.: Notes on the upolitical Economy' of Sex,"

Toward an AnthTQpolQ~ of Womeû, ed. Rayna Reiter (New York: Monthly

Review, 1975),157-210•
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17 The three œrms refer to well-known imns of male clothing. The tenn

"slop" refers to wide breeches wom by men of the period. See 2.2. n.82.

18 The "hollow-heaned angels" are gold coins marked with holes in them

for later identification, in order ta allow Sir Alex ta claim that Moll had stolen

them. See 4.1.203-07.

19 Mulhol!aIld 69. The prologue also i'eflects the dramatists'

consciousness of their gender-shaping l'ole in their creation of Moll as a stage

character:

To know what girl this roaring girl shouiù he,

For ofmat tribe are many. One is she

That roars at midnight in deep tavern bowls,

That beats the watch, and constables controls;

Another roars i' th' daytime, swears, stabs, gives braves,

Yet sells her sou! ta the lust of fools and slaves:

Both these are suburb-roarers. Then there's besides

A civil, city-roaring girl, whose pride,

Feasting, and riding, shakes her husband's state,

Andl~ him roaring through an iron grate.

None of these roaring girls is ours: me flies

With wings more lofty. Thus her character lies.

(prologue, 15-26).

20 The initial resistance of Sebastian's rather ta their wedding plans on the

grounds of Mary's small dowry provides an economic motive as the impediment

tameir marriage. The economic motive, is, however, supercede<1 by horror at

the prospect of Moll as a daughter-in-law.
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2 1 SeeBrink, Horowitz, and Coudert, 0:; Stephen Greenblatt,

Shakewearean Ne~tiations (BerkeIy: U of Califomi2 P, 1988) 66-93; Marjorie

Garber, ed., Cannibals, Witches. and Divorce; Estran~nf the Renaissance

(Baltimore; Johns Hopkins UP, 1987); Simon Shepherd, Amazons and Warrior

Womep; Yarieties of Feminism in Seventeenth-Centuty Drama (New York: St.

Martin's P, 1981); Page DuBois, Cengurs and Amazons; Women and the Pre-­

HistQO' of the Great Chain of Beine- (Ann Arbor: U ofMichigan P, 1982); Abby

W. Kieinbaum, The War ADinSI the Amazons (New York: Mcgraw-Hill, 1983);

WIn. Blake Tyrell, Amazons ; A Study in Ailieniar ..4ythmakine- (Baltimore;

Johns Hoplàns UP, 1984); Olive Patricia Dicbson, The My-Jt of the SaVll~ and

the Bee-innin~ of French Colonialism in the Americas (Edmonton: U of Alberta

P, 1984); Mary F.lliabeth Perry, "The Manly Woman: A Historical Case Study,"

New Gender Scholarship; BrC?okjne- New Boundaries. eds. Harry Brod and

Walter Williams, spee. issue of American Behavjoral Scien;jg), (Beverly Hills;

Sage, 1987); Wmfried Schleint'x, "Male Cross-Dressing and Transvestism in

RenaiSS'lIlce Romances," Sixteenth-Centuty TournaI 19 (1988): 605-19; Marie

Delcourt, Hermaphrodite; Mythes et rites de la bisexualité dans l'antiqyité

classique (paris: P.G.F, 1958); Mircea Eliade, M!;phistoles and th!; Androl:Y!!!;,

trans. J. M. Cohen (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1965); Edgar Wmd, Pae-an

Mysteries in th!; R!;naissanœ (New York: Nonon, 1968) 200, 211-17; Lauren

Silberman, "Mythographic Transformations of Ovid's Hermaphrodite,"

Sixte!;nth Cenrnty TournaI 19 (1988): 643-52; SteVie Davies, The Feminin!;

Rec!aimed; Th!; Idea ofWoman in $.p!;nser, Shakespeare. and Milton (LeJingt'.m:

UP of Kentucky, 1986); Diane Kelsey McColley, Milron's Ev!; (Urbana: U of
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TIlinois P, 1983); Julia M. Wa1ker, ed., Milton and the Idea ofWoman (Urbana: U

of TIlinois P, 1988); all qtd.Brink, Horowitz, and Couden, xix.
22 See Brink, Horowitz, and Couden, ix.

23 See Patricia Parker and Geoffrey Hart:ma.n, eds., Shakespeare and the

Ouestion of Demy (New York: Methuen, 1985).

24 See Parker and Han:man, 154.

25Fludd W3S a seventeenth-eenmry hermeticist. Figure 7 comes from his

Utrju~Qpe Cosmj Majoris (Oppenheïm, 161ï). See also Jocelyn Godwin, Roheq

Flpdd (London: 19ï9). Both works are cited in Parker, Hartman, 158.

26 See Mulholland,3.

27 In a dialogue with Maria's rather Petronius, Byancha explicitly states

that Maria's rhetorical strategy bas reformed Petruchio by "cur[mg] ... [olne

madnesse with another." (4.1.93-94)

28 Tranio declares,

Me thinks her rather bas dea1t harshly with her,

Excc:eding harshly, and not like a Father,

To match her to this Dragon; l protest

l pity t1:e poore gentlewoman. (1.1.6-10)

29 For an excellent survey and analysis of the historical, political and

social context of the r~1igious and legal measures enforced against shrews, or

scolding women in early Smart Engla.nd see A. Fletcher and J. SteVenson, Order

and Pisorder in Earl)" Modem Encland (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1985), esp.

D. E. Underdown, "~ Taming of the ScoId: The Enforcement of Patriarchal

Authority in Early Modem Engla.nd," 116-36.
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30 In the early seventeenth cenrory, when the play was published, the

threat of a poliôcal crisis in gender relaôons appears have been a historical as

weIl as a literary phenomenon. According tO the available historical data,

patriarchal authority was aIl the more rigoronsly upheld in an anempt te preserve

the Stams quo, and shrews were treated harshly with impunity, even with

communal approvaL (See Underdown, "Taming").

31 Qui in Parker, Han:man 142.

32 Then Gad be blest it lIS] the blessed sun,

But sun it is not when you say it is not;

And the moon changes even as your minci.

What you will have it nam'd, even that it is,

And so it shaIl be so for Katherine. (135,

4.3.18-22)

AIl quOtations of The Tamin~ of the Shrew are taken from The Riverside

Shakespeare.

33 This passage reads:

Ifye be liùse, repent, goe home and pray,

And te the serions women of the City

Confesse your selfe; bring not a sinne 50 heynons

To load thy soule, te this place: mark me Livia,

If thou bee'st double and betrays't our honour.;,

And we &il in ou: purpose: get thee where

There is no women living, nor no hope

There ever shall he. (2.2.84-90)
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Byancha's allusion to the capitalized "City" suggests not oniy an analogy of the

city of women to the powerful patriarcha1 SYmbo1ism and connotations of Rome,

but also possibly to Christine de Pizan's metaphorical City of Ladies. The

allusion is probably also a playfu1 reference to Middleton's play Women Beware

Women. See Thomas MiddIeton, Women Beware Women, ed. J. R Mulryne

(London: Methuen, 1975). Livia is the name of the fema1e charaeter who betrays

the other WI)men in the play. Sophoc1es's Greek name is no doubt another

211usion to Greek draIna, and Livi::.'s tO Rotnan plays.

34 Linda Woodbridge in Women and the En~ljsh Renajssance: LjteIjlmre

and the Namre of Women (Urbana: U of nIinois P, 1984) also makes this

association. In her analysis of the play she asserts that Maria's insurrection

instigates a "vc:ritable women's movement" (197).

35 In a dialogue between Jacques and Pedro on Petruchio's marital

situation Pedro attests that their masrer bas "found bis full match now" (3.2.3).

Jacques. That l believe toO.

Pedro. How did she entertaine him?

Jacques. She lookt on him-

Pedro. But scurvely.

Jacques. Faith with no great affection

That l saw: and ! heard some say he kiss'd her.

But 'twaS upon a tteaty, and some coppies

Say but her cheek. (3.2.4-10)

36 After Petruchio complains about her actions Maria attests to Sophoc1es,

Would l had been so happy when l marrled,_

But to have met an honest tnan like thee.
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For 1am sure thou an good, 1know thou an honest,

A handsome, hurtlesse man, a loving man,

Though never a penny with him; and these eyes,

That face, and that true heart; wear this for my sake,

And when thou thinkst upon me pity me:

1 am cast away. (3.3.130-37)

37 As we shall note, PetTUchio will remm te the horse-training metaphor

in the conclusion.

38 Maria's speech:

1 have done my worst, and have my end, forgive me;

From this houre make me what you please: 1 have tam'd ye,

And now am vowd your servant: Look not strangely,

Nor feare what 1 say te you. Dare you kisse me?

Thus 1 begin my new love. (5.4.44-48)

39 In the first case the audience is perfecrly aw--..re of the inevitable

frusmtion of 511's desire to enjoy bis love!y new wife, the trickster-Iord's page

bey in female clothing. The pagebo1's ttansVestite disguise may well suggest

duplicity in Kate's apparent metamorphosis. Fineman proposes that "the

absence of a final frame" in Shakespeare's comedy implies an ongoing "desire for

closure that the play calls forth in order te postpone," a desire that enhances its

perennial popularity (parker and Hartman, 156).

40 1 refer te the famous speech in which Kate begins by alluding to the

ttaditional patriarchal mode! of the relations between the sexes:

Fie, fie, unknit that threat'ng unkind brow,

And dan not scornful glances from those eyes,
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To wound thy lord, thy king, thy govemor.

It blots thy beauty' as fros ' do the meads,

Confounds thy fume as whirlwinds shake f.ùr buds,

And in no sense is meet.,r amiable.

A woman moved is ïike a fountain troubled

Muddy, ill-seeming, thick, bereft of beauty'.

(5.2.136-43)

41 The full epilogue reads:

The Tamer's taro'd, but so, as nor the men

Can find one jUSt cause to complaine of, when

They fitly do consider in their lives,

They should not raign as Tyrants o'er their wives.

Nor can the wome:l from this president

Insult, or triumph: it being aptly meant ,

To teach the Sexes due equaIity;

And as they stand bound, to love mutually.

If this effeet, arising from a cause

Welllay'd and grounded, may deserve applause,

We something more then hope, our honest ends

Will keep the men, and women too, our friends.

(epilogue,1-12)

Slowe 283
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Playing the GaIne Rheterically: Elizabeth Cary's Pelitic Defense Strategies

l

Like a number of other entenaining Renaissance inteIlecmal pursuits,

playing with gender was an exclusive game for male players. Women were

exc1uded from active participation in this literary game. and they were assigned

passive roles as the texroa1 constrUctS of male authors. Given this milieu and a

system in which literary women were ïnstruaed to limit themselves to copies or

translations of male writers' works, Elizabeth Cary's decision to compose an

original drama was in itself a radical challenge to her period's established gender

constrUCts. Her èramatization of the problem of women's speech in relation to

rhetorical modes and strategies of female defense defies the exclusiveness of this

male literary amusement, though it remains within the bounds of female

decorum. Yet Cary's play on and subversion of the male fiction of the chaste and

silent, unchaste and vocal, gender clichés in the Mariam tragedy may weIl he

constrUed as a highly subversive gender game.

In contraSt to the comic spirit of male gender games, Cary's tragedy

represents a serious anempt tO reconstitute the fema1e in drama and to explore

rhetorical strategies of female defense by worlcing within and subverting the

existing strUctures of male-conttolled discourse. Although she was only

seventeen or eighteen years old when she WI'Ote the drama, Cary was weIl aware

of the gendered power relations in hoth the conflictS and the protocol
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surrounding female speech, particularly public speech, and of the nullifying

effect of this repression on the discourse of women's defenses. The details of the

full-length biography written by one of her daughters, Anne Cary Falkland, a

Benedictine nun at Cambray, give evidence that such issues furmed the material

of Cary's private life as weil as her one extant work of dramatic fiction. The

biography, which l shall examine briefly, and the personal leners, which l shall

examine in more detail, reveal that in her life as in her art, Cary appropriated and

convened male ~·hetorical strategies of fema1e containment into enabling modes of

female defense.

Since we have only one surviving dramatic work by Cary, we have no

resource for assessing further developments in the discursive StrUetur."'" of her

female defenses in this genre. Although Anne Cary attests that as weil as a

number of other literary productions, her mother wrote some more plays, these

have apparendy been lost. 1 Cary's letters, however, which are preserved among

British Domestic and State Papers, give us an opponunity to examine the

rhetorical techniques whereby she assumes control of, and reverses, male

ventriloquism of female discourse. In her letters to the British Privy Council

and Charles 1, Cary negotiates and transforms the tropes that inscribe female

subordination in the order of langnage into a persnasive discourse of fema1e self­

defense. Although she figures herself as a disempowered female speaker,

entrUSting her case to the mediation and control of powerful male advocate!", her

rhetorical strategy nonetheless effectively mediates male discourse and defends

her polemically. The biography sheds light on other interesting defenses in

wh!ch Cary achieves forensic triumphs generaIly not avai1able to women, again

through the subversion of male-determined orders of discourse. The first and

the final female defenses described Anne Cary's biography of her mother, :rM

Lady Falkland· Rer Ufe. quite literally place Cary in judicial settings. In her
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final defense she participates in an unmediated dialogue ",;th male inrerlocutors

and successfully employs legal discourse to refute a charge that could have

resu1ted in her imprisonment. Through the biographical and epistolary fonns of

lirerary discourse we are thus enabled te recons:itute Cary the wrirer and tO gain

sorne insights intO the rherorical strUctures of several other defenses that she

undenook.

II

The circ:umstances attending the publication of her play-the recall of an

earlier printing 2 and the anonymity of the 1613 edition in which she identified

herse1f ooly as E. C., as weIl as the dramatic conffiet on which the work

centerS-all fucus attention on the repression of female speech, including, of

course, written speech. Cary's apparent complicity in the code of female silence

was an appropriare strategy te proteet herself against the attacks 1ikely te follow

the open publication of a play by a female author-a defensive rhetorical gender

game so to speak. Even 50, the play takes further precautions. As we have noted,

Mariam rather pointedly contains an attack on wordy, forward, wanton women

mat reads 1ike an excerpt from a formai debare pamphlet. The judgement of the

chorus and the tragic outcome of this closet drama also suppon the familiar

rationale for the silencing of female speech, especially female public speech.

Cary thus ostensibly defers to the literaI}' and social conventions of her rime mat

assign a woman's written words, like her spolœn words, to the private sphere, as

patriarchal property reserved for private audiences only.
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Yet while Cary's authorial stance and her play both reinforce !he

prevailing literary conventions, they aiso èiscreetly subvert them. Her

defensive conceaiment of first her wode, then her name from public circulation

reveals an awareness of the proprieties of fema1e discourse but not necessarily an

inclination tO yield ta them. She must have been aware that the initial abortive

printing and the later anonymous publication allowed her wrinen words the

potential at leasr cf being preserved. The former might have been read before its

recall, and the laner clearly allowed a readership if not an audience. Nor could

her work have been entirely anonymous. As the prefatary poem indicates, 3 Cary

was weil known in English literary circles and her initials would have been

recognized by some of her contemporaries. In the long ru:1, Cary bas not been

silenced. More than three centnries later her literary oeuvre and her life are

receiving critical anention. 4

While Cary's life and writings have, until recently, "fignre[d] without

impropriety" in that marginal historical space ta which Vn-ginia Woolf alludes in

A Boom of One's Own. S they are given a central place in her daughter's

biography that, like the Mariam tragedy, remained hidden from the public for

centnries. To the best of my knowledge the manuscript of Cary's biography,

discovered among the archives at Lille in 1861, 6 represents the only pub1ished

early seventeenth-century biography of a warnan writer by her daughter. It is an

engrossing and moving account of the day-to-day details of a life that is in itseif

material for dramatic fiction. It also contains precisely the kind of histarical

information on Elizabethan women for which VlI'ginia Woolf conducœd her

fruitless search in the British Musenm. 7 Anne Cary is an objective as well as an

informative biographer despite her closeness ta her subject She represents her

mother as an extraordinary warnan, complete with ordinary human rnilings. Nor

is Anne unsympathetic ta Henry Cary, whom she describes as a devoted futher.
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Nonetheless, the Lik is a defense, not only of Elizabeth Cary's conrroversial

Catholic recusancy but aIso of her persona! and artistic integrity. If the

biography is not sufficient justification for tile former, the conversion to the

Catholic church of six of her surviving children 8 against powerful political and

ecclesiastical opposition, is a defense of her personal moral and religious

principles. Taken together the biography and the letters defend Cary's

insistence on a woman's right tO spiritual self-determination. Further, the

writing and preservation of the biography discreetly subverts the prescribed

code of silence surrounding women and women authors.

The woman who ernerges from Anne Cary's narrative is a remarkable

figure for her own rime or for any period in history. Cary was a woman of vast

intellectaal range and acuity; her learning and her linguistic facility were

prodigious. 9 The determination and perseverance she showed when pursuing

projeas that were imPOttant to her is notewonhy. Anne Cary infottns us that as a

child her mother bribed the family servants to supply her with candies to read

ail night against the orders of her parents. This is an early instance of a quiet

rebellion against constraints: not open defiance but an insistence on following her

own interests. Although most of her literary productions are not enant, Cary

continued to read and write whenever the Orcumstlmces of her later life

aIlowed. In addition to her literary pursuits she was usually engaged in sorne

form of charitable work. Her philanthropies in Ireland when her husband was

lord deputy in that country ended in persona! disaster, due in large measure to

her genius for mismanaging money. Cary's visionary attempt to est3blish trade

schooIs for the chi1dren of destitute Irish familles, however, deserves at least a

historical footnote.

While she lacked financial expertise Cary had other skills, dedicating her

considerable energies as much tO domestic and spititnal priorities as to her
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literary ones. Her daugbter attests that Cary combined ber numerous

endeavours with the most scrupulous attention to family and bousebold

responsibilities, and mat sbe was devoted tO the care of ber eleven cbildren,

servants, and bome (11-12). According to Anne Cary, ber mother submitted

berself entire1y tO ber "very absolute" husband, Henry Cary, later Viscount

Falldand, 10 on every issue except religion (14). Cary's quest for spirituallibeny

and her persona! religious confliets ended in ber recusancy and the poveny and

aetual starvation, detailed in the Lik and letters, when her husband abandoned

her as a consequence. 11 The eight-year period of privation and misery mat sbe

experienced prior to her reconciliation with Falkland six montbs before bis death

was marked, bowever, by literary productivity, 12 and during the extl'eme1y

difficult period of her life after bis death, she continued her inveterate reading

and writing. A.t this rime sbe also participated in a bighly dramatic incident mat

reveals her forensic expertise and her knowledge of civi1law. Despite an almOst

total lacle of funds she arranged te have ber twO youngest sons, who had been

placed in her e1dest son, Lucius's custody, 13 lcidnapped. with the resu1t mat she

was arraigned before the Star Chamber in 1636 (182). Threatened with

imprisonment in the Tower of London ifher answers did not satisfy her judges,

Cary condueted a brilliant and perfectIy legal self-defense. The woman who

could never manage money handled her own case and the traditionally male

enclave of legal discourse so weIl mat she outwitted and baftled her judges; they

gave up questioning her and sent her home in the chief justice's carriage (101-02).

Given the illumination mat some further biograpbica1 details shed on

Cary's life, her remarbbly competent Star Chamber defense is not as surprising

as it may seem. While she was wel1 aware mat women's subordination and

silence were inscribed in the order of civi1law 14 as extensions of the orders of

divine and natural law, and although like other women in the Renaissance, she
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bad no fonnal =in.ing in the ans of legal rheteric, dialectic, and disputation, Cary

bad some contact with legal discourse. lier futher, Lawrence Tanfield, was one

of the most successful lawyers of his rime. Tanfield practised as an advocate

from 1579-1606, when he was appointed justice te King James's Bench. We have

no evidence that Tanfield ïnstructed his ooly child in the fine points of law, but

it is probable that she bad access te his library. During her clandestine night

readings some of her futher's lega! teXtS might well bave been among her reading

materia1s. We do know that in her private lire she revealed a formidable lega!

mind, and there is, as 1 sha1l shortly discnss, a recurring lega! motif in her

writings. Anne Cary records that the control of legal discourse and knowledge of

the judicial process imparted by her mother at the kidnapping trial prompted one

judge te "as[k] her if she meant te œach them law. She answered she did but

desire them te remember wbat she made no question they knew before, and that

she, being a lawyer's daughter, was not wholly ignorant" (102).

Another incident re1ated from Cary's early lire suggests that Tanfield

might bave telerated or even encouraged her legal bent. At the age of ten she was

allowed te be present at a trial in which her futher bad te decide whether a

frightened e1derly woman who bad confessed to crimes of murder by witchcraft

was guilty. Apparently suspecting that the confessions were coerced, the child

whispered to her futher that he should ask the accused "whether she had

bewitched to death Mr. John Symondes, ••. her uncle •••," who was among the

speetaters at the trial (5-6). When the trembling woman confessed te this murder

as she bad the others, Tanfield inquired more closely into the matter and

discovered that the woman's accnsers bad intimidated her into false confessions.

The defendant was acquitted. We bave no record of Tanfie1d's reaction to his

daughter's surreptitious but successful defense argument. We do, however, bave

an early indication of Cary's rhetorical strategies for subversion of the code of
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female silence. We also have evidence mat sbe was on familiar terms 'IN"Ïth the

British judicial system. This familiarity made ber a uniquely qualified female

defense advvcate. As we have noted, The Tragedie of Mariam makes reference te

the legal system, specifically as this sys= relates te women's rigbts. Tbe play

also echoes ber experience of the trial just described, since it stresses the

propriety of female silence in public and the effectiveness of a wbisper te a male

agent as a femaie discursive strategy.

The rbetorical strategy of speaking tbrougb a male proxy allowed Cary to

defend berself at the crucial period of ber Iife when she was left destimte by her

busband after ber conversion te Catholicism. The appendix added to her

biography by Richard Simpson includes, among other documents, some of

Elizabeth Cary's letters te Lord Conway, a friend te her husband and herself and

an official in the coun of Charles L One letter is addressed directly te King

Charles, although it is preceded by a COyer letter :0 Conway, who is requested te

deliver it. 1 wish te draw attention te the letters because the rheterical strategies

employed by Cary in defense of her actions and her requestS for financial

assistance at a time when she quite literally had no funds for food, lodging, or any

of the barest necessities of Iife, illuminate the teehniques of verbal negotiation in

the Mariam tragedy years earlier. They also illustrate her legal expertise and

skills in the art of disputation generally reserved for men.

Cary's brilliant exploitation of the ethos of female submission and humility

in connection with women's discourse is the most interesting aspect of her

letters. Working within the prescribed constraints for female speech, she

appropriates and uses the trOPes that figure woman and woman's speech

negative1y, transforming them inte a positive fema1e defense by subverting male

proprietership of female language. The rhetorical strategies are coverdy implied

in Mariam IS and rather overtIy apparent in the letters. Yet the Privy Conncil
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commission appuinted by Charles in 162ï to deal with the matter seems not to

have noticed. The document that registers their decision in her fuvour begins

with the words, "Whereas, upon the humble petition 16 of Elizabeth, Vice

Countess of Falkland, wife untO Henry, Vice Count of Falkland, now Lord

Deputy of Ireiand, made unto lüs Majesty, for competent maintenance to be

allowed untO her," :md 50 forth. These were the public male agents who speke

for Cary and through whom Cary herse!f spoke, while figuring herself as a

conventiona! mode! of female humility and a silent and obedient wife. It is

amusing mat the Privy Council document ends with a stem warning to Falkland

that he should apply himself tO the "effectuaI performance" of his financial

:-esponsibilities so "mat the Lady, your wife, may have no further cause to

complain neither to His Majesty nor tlüs board. And so, &." (164). While the

excerpts from the letters mat we examine reflect Cary's a!ways deferentia! tone

toward her male ruler and judges, the commission must have been weary of her

entirely convincing arguments. 17

Here, for exarnple, in one of her briefer letters to Lord Conway, is the

request mat he deliver her letter to the King:

My Lord,-I must beseech you to do me the great

favour, with a1l the speed you can, to present tlüs

humble petition intO His Majesty's hands; and be

pleased to importune him to read it; for it concerns no

less man the saving me from starVing. If it be possible

I beseech you deliver it when my Lord Steward and

my Lord Chamberlain are br, in whase good wises I

have much confidence. If you will oblige me tlüs

much I will f.aithfully pray for you. Ifyou cau, 1 pray

you let the Duke of Buckingham be present; for 1
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know he will second so just and necessary a request.

Though it were not m:mners in me, yet l beseech your

Lordship, put into His Majesty's memory that if l had

been suffered at first to go unto my lord, all this bad

not bappened; therefore l bope be will not see me

percib for want of food. l bave left my bumble

petitionary lerrer to His Majesty open whicb l do

beseecb you first to read, and then cause it tO be

seaIed before you deliver it. Ifyou second it strOngly

to His Majesty, l clare be bound you sball reœive

extraordinary thanks from all the three grcat ladies of

my Lord of Buclàngham's f.mü1y, beside your reward

from Gad Almigbty for doing so charitable an act.

Expedition is also my suit, for delay may desttoy me.

l rest

Your Lordsbip's f.ùtbful servant,

E. Falkland

Her apparent adhere.'1ce to the conventions of fema1e discourse notwithstanding,

the writer is political!y astute and in full control of ber language. Sbe is aetually

ber own solicitor, requesting that Conway not only de1iver her message, whicb

sbe as a woman ordinarily could not do (on this occasion sbe was banned from the

court, and could not circumvent that convention, as sbe might otherwise bave

done), but a1so that he de1iver it in the presence of her Own careful1y se1ected

advocates, who are favourable to ber cause. She rbetorically constitutes berself

in the properly humble discourse prescribed for the female, then presents an

argument against whicb no gentleman would argue, that sbe be saved from

starVation. She brings in three powerful aristocratic ladies, among whom are
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included the duchess of Buckingham and the countess of Denbeigh, whose

"extraordinary thanks" would make them charaeter wimesses in her defense.

Her finù request for haste on Conway's pan in delivering her suit is 50

persuasive that it wouId be extremely difficult te put her off. Here, tOO, she

defeI:tds herself against any charge of unIadylike or indecorous behavior; since

she is in a life-threatening situation, one cannot fauIt her discourse for its

sOIr.ewhat directive tone. Nevertheless, Conway's "faithful servant," as she

signs herself, gives him very careful directions regarding the preparations for

.::onducting her defense.

IfCary invokes the conventional ethos of female humility te good effeet in

her discourse with Lord Conway, she rhetorically amplifies the stance in her

address te King Charles. The form ofher lerrer te the king is a judicia1 oration. It

begins with an uordium, a defense and a confirmation of Cary's humility and

obedience as a subjeet, then moves into the refutation, an entirely logical

expIanation of the reasons why she cannot obey the king's command te go te her

mother's house. This particular excerpt ends with a discreet reminder te the

king that even subjects have some legal rights:

May it Please Your Majesty,-I have been 50 little

accusromed te the framing of petitions hitheno, and

have 50 little help to assist me in anything, as l am

driven te express myself in this manner; though the

humility of my hean wouId willingly have presented

itself in a lowlier forIn (if any such there be) !han a

petition. Though l am secure how clear l am from the

least disobedience te your Majesty, yet, having lately

received a command, • • • wherein your secretaries

have expressed your pleasure te he that l should go
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down tO Burford tO my mother, 1 was enforced tO

address myself titis way te your Majesty (since 1 am

forbidden immediate access te you), that 1 might avoid

the semblance of what 1 so much hate, which is

disobedience. 1 Ienow your Majesty intends tO

command no impossibilities; and this is accidentally

no less, my mother being gene to Bath, and intending

te come up, before she see her own house, te Ienee!

before your royal feet, to crave the freedom of a

subjeet, that neither she nor 1 may be proceeded

against without due form of law.•.• (148)

We might question the seriousness of the writer's tene when she wonders

whether there are any forms lowlier titan petitions, but we cannot question her

command of logic, dialectic, or rhetorical framing techniques. Nor can we

question her Ienowledge of the judicia1 process and the proper form of a judicia1

oration. The proposition put forth in her narration is indisputable because it is

fully developed and supported. She points out that her mother's absence fro:n

her house is the accidentaI cause of her (Cary's) inability to ohey the king's

commando The allusion to her mother's Ieneeling before the king's "royal feet" 18

subtly introduces a formaI cause-they have not been allowed the due process of

law te which they are entitled as subjeets in the serving of titis order. A little

later she gives the final cause: the motive of the agent. Her mother, Mrs.

Tanfield, who represents Cary's only source of material support if the Lord

Deputy will not provide for her, will also refuse maintenance for her daughter if

Cary comes to live with her. In titis part of the letter she includes a combined

material and final cause: her deceased filther, who had made her his heir,

dïsinherited her solely because she signed the private income that he had given
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her over to her husband. For good measure she encloses a letter from her mother,

corroborating mat she sttongly objects tO Cary's presence in her home, as a piece

of material evidence. In this argument, as in the clause with which it begins,

Cary is using the figure of epitbonema, or Puttenham's surdose. The emire

argument to this point falls under the figure of antipbora, or anticipation:

"responding in advance to anticipated objections." Puttenham's passager,

"appearing to pass over a matter lightly," is also suggested in the delicate

reminder of a subjeet's rights, made so deferentially within the rhetorical comext

of homage to the king mat the radical thrust of Cary's argument is concealed.

After she has laid out her essentially indisputable arguments, she concludes with

a plea combining female humility and reason, softening the unieminine trait of

reason by exhibiting an excessive humility:

Therefore, l most humbly importune your Majesty to

calI back a command so prejudicial to me, since to

obey it, will be the means to deprive me of a11

livelihood hereafter; yet that should not hinder me

mat would hazard any temporal good te show my zeal

te do your MajeSty service, but that this is besides

impossible because of my mother's absence from her

own house. (149)

The qualifying phrase, "temporal good" is important here, for she is

clearly making a strong request te be excused from such service before declaring

it impossible. Like a wise lawyer, Cary gracefully concedes mat which cannot

be denied, the change of religion that has caused her unhappy predicament.

Elsewhere in the letter she states, "1 have done nothing te lose [my lord's favour]

but what l could not with a safe conscience leave undone" (150). 'Whether or not

she bas read Puttenbam, and there is no mention of rhetorical texts in the
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allusions to her extensive readings in the Li& she skillfully employs the figure of

paramologia, or admittance. This figure is followed by another display of

humility in which she figures herself as the king's "meanest subjeet," entirely

dependant upon his heneficent and merciful care.

Cary's appeal tO monarchial patriarchy is followed by praise of Henry

Cary. She argues that the king's mercy to her "can in no way he prejudicial te my

lord, your faithful servant, . . . who, upon my soul, doth perpetually neglect

himself and bis own affairs, rather than in any one point to omit what may tend tO

your Majesty's honour or profit" (150). She then makes an excuse for Falk1and's

cruelty tO her, dec1aring that he is not aware of her miserable circumstances

(Falk!and is still in Ireland). The Latin term for the rheterical figure of excuse is

dicbologill. This section of the letter is followed by an amplification of Cary's

humility, subjection, and obedience to patriarchy: "I had rather sustain any

misery than petition te be supplied contrary te my lord's will, te which l have

and will submit me as far as till l be obliged in conscience not tO suffer myse1f tO

perish; and l hope it will not offend him that l have recourse te that fountain of

clemency, which is your Majesty" (150). The stress on her womanly humility

and the appeal te the highest English representative of eanhly patriarchy, troped

as a "fountain of clemency," partially obscures the Ret that she is challenging

F~and'swill and appealing te a higher authority, one te which Falkland him se1f

is subject. We should aIso note Cary's reference again to her conscience, mat

will not "suffer [ber] te perish." Her conscience, which presumably defers ooly

te the will of God, is nonetheless defined by herself as an autenomous, spiritually

motivating force. In a double surdose she argues mat she will submit herself te

her husband's will, but she cannot go against human reason or divine will in

allowing herself te "perish" of starvation. Her implication is mat Falkland

would certainly not wish te be responsible for her death. AIl in all, Cary's
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writing here is a model of unimpeachably mild refutation of her husband's

behavior.

This section of Cary's petition aIso reiteraœs the pressing nature of her

needs; she bas "not means for one meal .. (150) and asks the king to assist her or to

"refer it to any twO of yom privy council," the latter request revealing her

knowledge of the legal protocol of Charles's court. Her lener closes with a

blessing for the king combined with a mitigating reference to her recusancy and a

final emphasis on her ethos of female humility:

l beseech Gad to bless yom Majesty with al! His best

blessings, bath here and hereafter; and l dare say you

have not upon earth one of any belief mat is more

loyally affected to you than

Yom Majesty's most humble obedient

subject and servant,

E. Falkland 19

By figuring herself as a defenseless woman, unerly dependent upon her male

protectors, and by heightening and intenSifying the ethos of feminine humility,

Cary disarms her POtentia1 male ailies. Judging by the comments of the male

agents who were commissioned to determine her affairs, she successfully

persuaded them te support her entirely legal, and ostensibly humble but

rhetorica1ly skillful, petition.

Yet although Christian humility might be invoked, Elizabeth Cary had

gone against the combined authority of king, state, church, and husband in her

religious conversion, and even as she pleaded humility she acknowledged mat

she would not folIow any order contrary te her own conscience. She aIso

pleaded quite e10quently for her legal rights as a subject in her lener te the king,

revealing a sophisticated awareness of those rights as well as of the legal
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proceedings due he:-. Her highly amplified stance of female humility was

probably her most effective technique for subverting patriarchal authority; yet

her command of language, her legal expertise, and her skill in the masculine art of

disputation should not he overlooked. Cary uses the rheterical =tegy of troping

herself as a figure of servitude to simultaneously conceal and enhance her

considerable powers of persuasion. Wimess the close of another letter te Lord

Conway requesting a faveur for one ofher Catholic friends:

You have already made me your servant; and add this

favour, and you will make me your sltrve. You sha1l

never he ashamed ofany favour you do te

Your faithful servant,

E. Falkland (emphasis addecl)

The "faithful servant" bas managed te direct Conway in a number of

instances. Her strategy of self-abasement was aetually a =tegy of self-defense

that alIowed her tO speak out boldly, albeit indirectly. It was a shrewd and

admirably negotiated system of exchange. In conceding te her pleas, and

particularly in forwarding her petitions, the powerful men te whom she was so

deferential gave Cary a veice and a measure of control over her own affiùrs. As a

child her whispered few words of direction te her father had successfully

defenà~ a helpless elderly woman. Herself an apparendy defenseless oIder

woman at the rime of this correspondence, she defended herself by proxy wough

her male speakers. She wrote the text; they deIivered it. Yet while Cary did not

hesitate tO appropriate male rhetorical privilege and to subvert male

. ventriloquism by revising gendered figures of speech and language tO win her

cases, her cases were just, and her arguments, according te the historical sources

from which theyare tranSCribed, were preS.mted truthfully. 20 In her letters,

Cary tranSforms the rheterical conventions that constrain fema1e speech. She
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deploys the figure of amplification to playon, and inrensify, the male-defined

gender constrUets that assign women a subordinare place in the oràer of language.

Through her subversion and reversaI of gendered linguistic power relations in

her epistolary discourse, she transforms the negative female tropes into a positive

female defense.

m

Cary thus took the opponunity to exercise her considerable skil\s as a

defender of women in severa! arenas. Severa! of the instances of legal disputation

to which Anne Cary refers were conducted in the medium of acmal speech,

although the first was whispered in private in observance of the code of fema1e

silence. In her letters, too, Cary displayed the proper reluCtance tO speak in

public; her male-mediated self-defense was notably successful, however. On

the occasion of her Star Chamber trial, ca1led to answer direetly to the Privy

Counci1, she was forced to abandon the usua1 proprieties of fema1e speech. In

this case she conducted her own defense without male Mediators. Her forensic

triumph in the officially authorized and presagious male court of law was

achieved not by engaging in the complicated discourse of negotiation and

excbange with male Mediators to which she was compelled to reson in the letters

but by the direct and expert usage of legal discourse. In the dramatic discourse of

her Mariam tragedy, Cary raised the issue of spiritual equality in a system that

lega11y sanctioned male absolutism 21 in malelfemale relations. Although her

fictiona! charaaer, Mariam, is sacrificed to the traditiona! hierarchica1 pattern of

male hegemony and control of womtn and wcmen's speech, Cary gives her a
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spiritual victOry. In representing Mariam outside the limits of conventional male

models and in playing on, and subverting, male gender caœgories and construets

in ber draIna, Cary calls female stereotypes into question.

Cary draws anention to and challenges male rbetorical gender construets

and the subordinaœ place assigned to women in the order of language in at least

one other liœrary form. The preface and dedication of her work The Reply of

the MOST Dlusttious Cardjnal of Perron. ta the Answeare of the MoST RxceUem

TOng of Great Brilj!jne 22 expose and discard the advice given by rhetoricians like

Punenham to female writers mat they inscribe themseIves among the second­

rate. 23 In the preface Cary examines liœrary gender construets and conventions,

finds them lacking and makes her own revisions. Fust she declares it beneath

her inœntion "To looke for glorie from Translation," the task deemed appropriaœ

for women by male rhetoricians, poets and educators. She defends ber

• endeavour although translation is a rather low literary form, becanse she bas a

spiritual purpose mat bas nothing to do with male conventions for female authors.

Her preface follows:

To The Reader

Reader

Thou shalt heere receive a Translation wei inœnded,

wherein the Translator could have noe other end, but

to informe thee aright. To looke for glorie from

Translation, is beneath my intention, and if 1 had

aimed at mat, 1 would not have chosen 50 late a writer,

but heere 1 have stored up, as much of antiquitie, as

would most fitlie serve for this purpose. 1 desire to

have noe more guest at of me, but that 1 am a

C.atholique, and a Woman: the first serves for mine
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honor, and the second, for my excuse, since if the

worke he but meanely done, it is noe wonder, for my

Sexe cm raise noe great expectation of anie thing that

shall come from me: yet were it a great follie in me, if

l would expose tO the view of the world, a worke of

this kinde, except l judged it, te want nothing fitt, for a

Translation. Therefore, l will confesse, l thinke it

weIl done, and so had l confest sufficientlie in

printing it: if it gaine noe applause, hee that writt it

faire, hath lost more labour then l have done, for l

dare avol:ch, it hath bene four rimes as long in

transcribing, as it was in translating. l will not make

use of that wome-out forme of saying, l printed it

against my will, mooved by the imponunitie of

Friends: l was mooved to it by my beleefe, that it

might make those English that understand not French,

whereof there are manie, even in our universities,

reade Perron; And when that is done, l have my End,

the rest l leave te God's pleasure.

Cary's definition of honor revises the standards of silence and female

chastity put forth as signs of good women in Renaissance tteatises and handbooks.

She defines her "honor" solely in relation te her conttoversial choice of religion:

"that l am a Catholique serves for mine honor." She expresses the male-imposed

ethos of fema1e humility in her acknowledgements that she is "a Woman," and

mat her gender serves for her "excuse, since if the worke he but meanely done it

is noe wonder, for my Sexe cm raise noe great expeetation of anie thing mat shal1

come from me." Yet she alludes te the overdy misogynist tradition of demeaning

,
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women in order tO sabotage it. Male misogyny is summarily dismissed in Cary's

confession that she thinks her work "well done, and so had [she) confest

sufficientlie in printing it." This reversa! implies that her sex, therefore, can

raise expectations for women's abilities from her example. Cary then amplifies

her reversaI and subverts the tropes of male precedence and female

subordination in the gendered English system of male and female linguistic

instruction. She ex1ubits none of the conventional female reluctance tO speak (m

this case, teXtUa1ly) in her declaration that she will use no inauthentic "wome­

out forme of saying" that she printed the book against her will, to satisfy the

importunÏty of friends. As a woman author, she assumes the prerogative of

making the work of a French writer with whom she shares a co=on religions

point of view available to aIl English readers who "understand not French,"

among whom are included students at the aIl-male universities. Reversing

rhetorical gender precedence, she will provide instruction to learned men.

In leaving the rest "to God's pleasure" rather man the pursuit of earthly

glory, Cary invokes religion to support her llterary enterprise. While we might

argue here that her religions stance and her anonymity conspire to silence her

word, we should aIso bear in mind that her disavowal of male standards of

evaluation of the female generally, and the female writer specifica1ly, firmly

asserts female equallty and openly contests the boundaries set for the

containment of women's speech. Furthermore, Cary needed to leave no authorial

signature for the English Cathollc clergy, three of whom had included poems of

praise for the work that follows her dedication. 24 The male students of

Cambridge and Oxford to whom she directs her work as doctrinal instruction 25

would quite possibly he aware of her identity. 26 Nor is her signature necessary

for the feminist scholars who, in taking her work out of the canonical closet and
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intO the light of CUITent scholarship, supply the missing inscription and defend

Caris feminist literary challenge.

The language of Caris prefuce constitutes a form of political discourse when

we consider mat she is expressing dissent against, and chaIlenging the patriarchal

authority of the Church of England, the monarchy, and the entire English

Protestant political body. The subversive potential of her presumably modest

literary work was recognized by the institutionalized English religious

hierarchy when Archbishop Abbots (of Canterbury) had the English copies

seized and bumed. 27 The few copies mat remain are evidence, however, that

Cary found proteaors for her work long before the efforts of feminist

researchers. Indeed, she dedicated her translation ta the most powerful of

British fema1e patrons, Henrietta Maria, queen ofEngland and a Catholle:

To The Majestie ofHenrietta Maria ofBourbon

Queene of Great Brittaine

Your Majestie,

May please to be informed, that l have in this

dedication dellvered you mat right, that l dum not

with-hold from you: your challenge hath 50 manie just

rides, as had l given it ta anie others protection, l had

done your Maiesrie a palpable iniurie. You are a

daughter of France, and therefore fittest ta owne his

worke who was in his rime, an Omament of your

countrle. You are the Queene of England, and

therefore fittest to patronize the making him an

Eng1ish man, mat, was before 50 fumous a Frenchman

You are Kinge James his Sonns wife, and therefore,

since the misforrone of our rimes, hath made it a
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presumption, to giv: the InheritaIlce of this worke

(that was sent te the Father in Frech) te the Sonne in

English, whose proper right it is, you are fittest tO

receive it for him, who are such a parte of him, as

none can make you twO, other then one. And for the

honor of my Sexe, let me saie it, you are a woeman,

though farr above other wemen, therefore fittest to

protect a womans worke, if a plaine tranSlation

wherein there is nothing aimed at, but rightlie to

expresse the Authors intention may be called a worke.

And last (te crowne your other additions) you are a

Catholicke, and a zealous one, and therefore fittest tO

receive the dedication of a Catholicke-worke. And

besides aIl this which doth appropriate it to you for

my particular, your Maiestie is she, tO whom l

professe my selfe.

A most f.ùthfull subject, and a

most humble servant

In openly requesting the queen's protection and addressing the queen as a

positive female example, the dedication differs from the formai debate practice of

citing religious and classical heroines. Henrietta Maria is not only a symbol of

female royal power; she is a politically influential, living contemporary. Cary

attests te the political impulse of her choice in her statement that "the misfortune

of our times" prevents her from deL=verïng the work to James's son, Charles L

Since current policies preclude the transference of Perron's reply to Charles, the

queen bas "just titles" to receive it into her "protection." The radical nature of

Cary's revïsionary gender construets is reflected in her decision first to defènd a



•

•

Slowe 306

male work, men to look tO another female as a higher authority figure and her

proteetor.

Cary defines the queen as both proteetor and collaborator in her own self­

authorized literary task of maker, a task mat male rhetoricians and poets like

Sidney figure as a male-controlled poetics, generally aided by the prosopopoeia of

feminized narore as a secondary adjunet. In calling on another member of her

own sex tO aet as co-creator in the tranSlation of Perron the Frenchman into an

Englishman, Cary reverses the tropes of male dominance and female submission

mat define women's literary and verbal discourse. The etymology of metaphor as

"tranSlation" comes into play in Cary's literary reconstitution of the cardinal in

which she reque5ts the queen's assistance: "You are a daughter of France, and

therefore fittest to owne his worke who was in his cime, an Ornament of your

countrie. You are the Queene of England, and therefore fittest to patronize the

making him an English man, that, was before so famous a Frenchman." The

anaphoric stress on "You," "therefore," and "fittest" implies mat Cary is in

control of the logic, rhetoric, and decorum of her designation of Henrietta Maria

as patron and defender ofher bold literary remaking ofPerron.

Male consnuets of the fema1e are further revised in Cary's amplification of

the topos of fema1e honor, attributed in the preface to her individual identity as a

Catholic. In the dedication she associates women's honor in a more gener.tl. sense

with the queen as an exceptional example of Catholicism as weil as fema1e honor:

"And for the honor of my Sexe, let me saie it, yeu are a woeman, though farr above

other wemen, therefore fittest tO proteet a womans worke. . . . you are a

Catholike, and a zealous one, and therefore fittest to receive the dedication of a

Catholicke-worke." Cary simultaneously praises her sex and religion, and seeks

protection and patronage for her work from her designated example of fema1e

excellence and magnanimity. The clause "though farr above other wemen" links
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Henrietta Maria to the Vrrgin Mary, thus identifying the living queen with a

biblica1 exemplum. The single allusion to a historical and religious exempla,

however, does not obscnre the significance of the faet that Henrietta Maria is also

a contemporary example. 28 While this defense of her work links her gender to

Catholicism, Cary feminizes the term Catbolic into a precisely opposite

connotation to that projeeted by Wùson; she convertS her version of Catholicism

into a sign of all that is good and praiseworthy in women. For amplification we

have a chorns of three poems, at least one of which was written by a member of

the all-male Catholic clergy, praising Cary's labours, intelligence, and virtues to

suggest that she succeeded in converting this particu1ar form of patriarchal

discourse 29 into a persuasive defense of her sex. Cary, indeed, seems to have had

a penchant for appropriating and tranSforming various modes of patriarchal

discourse into women's defenses, and in the process reinscribing woman in the

order oflangnage.
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Notes

1 See Anne Cary, The Lady Falkland' Rer Life. ed. Richard Simpson

from a manuscript in the Imperial Archives at Lille (London: Catholic

Publishing and Booksel1ing Co., Ltd., 1861). Among the apparently lost works

reported in the biography are the "Lire of Tamberlaine" in verse, a play, set in

Sicily and dedicated and presented tO her husband by Elizabeth Cary shortly

after their marriage (9). Cary refers to this play in her dedication of Mariam to

her sister-in-law, another Elizabeth Cary. Anne Cary also notes that her mother

wrote on the lives of severa! fema1e saints in verse, and composed poems to the

• Vrrgin Mary. Her earliest published work was a tranSiation of a French

geography, "The Mirror of the Worlde," dedicated to her great-unele on her

mother's side, Sir Henry Lee, and written when Cary was about ten years old.

The manuscript of this tranS1ation is in the church at Burford, Oxfordshire,

Cary's place of birth. See Kenneth B. Murdock, The Sun at Noon: Three

biographical Sketches (New York: Macmillan, 1939)10-11. Cary continued to do

translations all her life. Her tranS1ation of The Reply of me Most D!ustriops

CardinaIJ QfPemm. to the Answeare oEthe Most ExçcJJent J{jDf QfGreat BÔtaine

was published at Douay in 1630 and seized and burned by the archbishop of

Canterbury, Dr. Abbots. A few copies of the latter survived. A verse biography

entitled De Hisrm:y of the Life. Reiexl. and peath ofEdward II. signed E.F. and

dated 1627 is general1y attributed to Cary, although, as in the Mariam tragedy, we

have only the initiaIs to indicate her authorship. The Lire refers aIso to Cary's
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tranSlations of Cardinal Perron's works and a tranSlation ofBlosius on which she

was working until the rime of her death.

2 Lik. 9.

3 A complimentary verse by the poet John Davies, praising the liœrary

talents of the countesses of Pembroolœ and Bedford and those of Elizabeth Cary,

was published in 1612 as a dedication to bis "The Muse's Sacrifice Or, Divine

Meditations." Davies had been one of Cary's childhood tutors, and the section of

the poem adclressed to her encourages her to publish her plays:

CARY (of whom Minerva stands in feare,

lest she from her, should get ARTS Regencie)

OfART 50 moves the great-all-moving Spheare,

that ev'ry Orbe of Science moves thereby.

Thou mak'st Melpomen proud, and my Heart great

of snch a Pupill, who, in Buskin fine,

With Feeœ of State, dost maIœ thy Muse to meœ

the scenes of Syracuse and Palestine.

An, Language; yea; abstruse and holy Tongues

thy Wit and Grace acquir'd thy Fame to raise;

And still to fill thine owne, and others' Songs'

thine with thy Parts, and others, with thy praise.

Such nervy Limbes ofArt, and Straïnes ofWit

Tunes past ne'er knew the weaker Sexe to have;

And Tunes to come will hardly aedit it,
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if thus thou give thy Workes both Birth and

Grave.

See The Complete Works of John Davies of Herford. ed. Alexander B. Grosart

(New York: AMSP, 1967) 11, 4-5. Davies is quoted in Sandra K. Fischer,

"Elizabeth Cary and Tyranny, Domestic and Religious," Silem But for the

Word; Tudor Women as PmonS. Translators, and Writers of Reli~ousWorks,

ed. Margaret P. Hannay (Kent, OH: Kent State OP, 1985) 225-37. Fischer aIso

notes that John Marston dedicated his collected Works tO "The Right

Honourable, the Lady Elizabeth Carey, VlSCOunress Fallcland ... Because your

Honour is weIl acquainted with the Muses." Richard More dedicated his 1614

edition of Enldand's Helicon "TO THE TRULY VERTUOUS AND

Honourable Lady, the Lady ELIZABETH CARIE." Among other tributes to

her learning and religious piety were praises by Father Leander, mentioned in

the I.J.ft.. and allusions to her prolific output by Mr. Clayton in In Laudem

nobj\jssjmae herojnae (cit. FISCher, SUent, 231).

4 In addition to a number of critical essays, among which are included

Elaine Beilin, "Elizabeth Cary and The Trae'!:die of Mariam," Papers 0 n

Languae'!: and Literature 16. 1 (1980). The latter is aIso included in Beilin's

Redeemin~ Eve; Women Writers of the En~!jsh Renaissance (princeton;

Princeton OP, 1987). The Malone Society reprint of Mariam. ed. A.C. Dunstan

and W. W. Greg (Oxford: MSR-Oxford OP, 1914) bas been updated with a 1988

printing.

5 VlI'ginia Woolf, A Room of One's Own (New York: Harbinger­

Harcourt, 1957) 47. Until recently, the little criticism that Cary's play received

was mostly negative. Chambers Ençyclopaedia of En~lisb Literarnre 1 calls it "a
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•
long-winded poem" (490). The Dictionaor of National BiQgraphv voL 9, (64),

refers to it as "a tedious poem." In an inauguraI-dissertation, "Examination of

Two English Dramas: 'The Tragedy of Mariam' by Elizabeth Carew; and 'The

True Tragedy of Herod and Antipater: With the Death of faire Mariam,''' by

Gervase Markham, and Wùliam Sampson" Cyril Dunstan remarks on the

regularity of the poetic rhythII:. and end rhymes, "[P]overty of thought, frequent

exaggeraration, anempts at rhetoric which are too obvious [as} the most

conspicuous faults in the draIna" (43). Dunstan points to a few mong lines and

concludes that "The dramatist is no mean workman as far as construction is

concerned but is no poet" (43). Elsewhere he notes that "Tt seems to have

escaped everyone's notice that Elizabeth Carew's draIna [Dunstan here enhances

Cary's invisibility by confusing Cary with Elizabeth Carew] with its Chorus, its

Nuntio, its division into five aets, its observation of the unities, its lack of action,

its very long exposition, its lack of comic scenes, ete. is one of the moSt, if not the

most, regu1ar of all English Classical dramas" (4). See aIso M. J. Valency, The

Tra~diesofHerod and Mariamne (New York: Columbia UP, 1946).

6 See note 1.

7 Cary was bom during Elizabeth's reign; she was fifteen years old when

James came to the throne, and she lived weIl into the reign of Charles L

8 Her eldest son, Lucius, the second VlSCOunt Falkland was an atheist.

Although he did not share bis mother's religious views, he was devoted to her

and shared many of her literary inte.-ests.

9 Cary's self-taught mastery of foreign languages. including French,

Spanish, ltalian, Latin. Greek, and Hebrew among others and her insatiable

• lifelong reading habits are describedin the biography (I.ik, 4).
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10 Henry Cary was made VlSCOunt Falkland in 1620. See Murdock, 15.

One might suspect: mat Cary's submission te Henry Cary's will was the

same kind of deference that she displayed in her letters to the British Privy

Council. As l shall demonstrate, in my analysis of the letters, Cary's deferential

stance was aetnally deployed as a straregy to discreedy guide the influential men

tO whom she rorned for assistance.

Il Cary's destitution in the final years of her marriage is particularly

ironic in view of the faet mat Henry Cary married her solely for her money.

Cary's father, Lawrence Tanfield, was an extremely wealthy man, and as an only

chi1d she inherired a considerable fortune. The Carys on the other hand had

some social status but lime money when the marriage was arranged.

12Li& 9.

13 Cary's children were t:aken from her on the grounds of her recusancy.

14 Indeed, there were fewareas of male-appropriared areas of discourse

more firmly elosed te women during the early sevenreenth-century than English

law.

15 Cyril Dunstan makes no specific references to the "tOO obvious"

attempts at rhetoric for which he fauIts Cary as a dramatist (see note 5) and no

reference te her rheterical strategies per se.

16 While this is a formulaic address for the time, l wouId argue mat Cary's

male proteetOrs interpreted it literally in her case.

17 Obviously we cannot underestimate the response that Falkland's

excessively harsh treatment of his wife wouId provoke from the Privy Council.

The faets mat Charles was tolerant of ifnot openly sympathetic te Catholies and



•

•

Slowe 313

that he was very fond of bis Catholic queen, Henrietta Maria, no doubt also

contributed to bis advocacy of Cary's cause.

18 This deferential postnre was customary form for the period. Subjecrs

petitioning the Crown often performed deep obeisances to the ground. Cary's

rhetorical stance thus follows conventional decorum. Her leners, however,

heighten and amplify the stress on her humility as a female subject.

19 $tate Papers Domestic, May 18, 1627. VoL Lxiii. No. 89.

20 See Anne Cary, Lili:, and the appendix to that work, also Murdock, The

Sun atNoon.

21 Cary's play was wrinen during James's reign and may well have

reflecred a subversive cha1lenge to James's ab50lutist polities. 1 will not enter a

discussion here of the well-known political cha1lenges to royal absolutism that

culminated in the execution of Charles II. Male absolutism in respect to wives

and women-in-generai faced no sucb political cha1lenges, largely due to women's

legal and economic disempowerment. See, for example, Constance Jordan,

Renaissance Feminism: LjteIjIlY Texts and potjnçal Models (lthaca: Comell UP,

1990) 309-11.

22 The Reply Of The Most Il!ustrjous Cardinal] Of Perron, Th The

Answeare Of The Most Excel]eDt King' Of Great Britajne, The First Tome

Trans. into English (Douay: Martin Bogart, 1630), Folger STe. Cary's text is a

rransl2tion of the French cardinal's reply on a religions issue to James L
23 See my chapter 1.

24 The Latin title of this poem rransl2tes as "In Pr.üse ofNoble Women." 1

include an exœrpt from the English ttanslation:

One woman, in one Month, 50 Iarge a booke,
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In sach a full emphatik stile te turne:

!st not ail one, as when a spacious brooke,

Flowes in a moment from a little Burne?

Or is't not rather te exceede the Moone

In swift performance ofso long a race,

To end so great and bard a worke as soone,

As Cynthia doth her various galliard trace?

Or is she not that miracle ofArts

The true Elixir, that by onely teuch

To any mettaIs, worth ofgold impartS?

For me, 1 think she valewes thrice as much.

A wondrous QuintesSence of woman-kind,

In whome alone, what els in'aIl, we find.

Another reads:

Beleeve me reader, they are much deluded

Whoe think that learning's not for ladies fitt;

For wisdome with their sexe as weIl doth fitt,

As orient pearle in golden chace included.

T'will malte their husbands, if they have true eyes,

WISe beauty, beauteous wisdome deerly prize.

The poem from which this last excerpt is taken was eomposed by a member of the

Catholie clergy and friend te Elizabeth Cary, one Father Leander. The text also

includes another anonymous lengthy poem in praise of her tranSlation.
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25 The contention surrounding her recusancy made her a well-known

figure in her own rime.

26 Many of these men were friends of her son, Lucius Cary, the second

VlSCOunt Falkland. See the~ and Murdoch, The Sun at Noon. Cary and her

son frequently engaged in religious disputes, partly in eamest and partly as

intelleetual exercises, in the presence of bis friends.
27~39.

28 Cary renamed herselfMary mer her conversion (See~ 39,117).

29 Among a number of excellent references on the topic of patristic and

scholastic oppression and subordination of the female, l recommend for further

reading Jordan, Renaissance Feminism and Mac1ean, The Renaissance Notion of

Women (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1980).
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Conclusion

My analysis of the rhetorical structures of women's defenses in the

severa! genres of early Stuart letters selecœd for this study traces a pattern of

recurrent trOPes figuring women in a subordinate place in the order of language.

The Renaissance rhetorical handbooks, the pamphlets of the formaI debate over

women, and the dramatic tragedies and comedies that we have explored are

informed by a subtext of patriarcha1 absolutism expressed in the linguistic power

relations that privilege maIe speech and assign control and proprietorship of

women and women's speech to men. According to the conventions devised by

• male rhetoricians and male wriœrs in general in the early seventeenth-cenmry,

women neither use nor study the figures of rhetoric. They are themse1ves used

figurative1y as the silent, passive construets of the male authors. The rhetorical

fiction that equates silence with female chastity, connoting fema!e fluency in any

medium as the sign ofa fal1en woman, poses a dilemma for fema!e defenses. In al1

of the examples se1ecœd for this scrutiny, female apologists must negotiate or

contest these constraints against female speech in order tO transform their

negative rhetorical positions and reconstitute themse1ves as empowered speaking

subjects.

1 have argned that the problem of women's negative inscription in the

dominant rhetorical structures of early Stuart discourse begins in the rhetorical

treatises, canonized as authoritative guides to proper speech. Patriarcha1 control

of women's speech continues in the gender polemics of the formaI controversy.

• In the arguments on both sides, women are construeted in binary terms and
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defended or anacked as abs=ct and overly simplified personifications of good or

evil. Indeed, the entire debate over women seems to he a rhetorical exercise

designed tO train male writers in the arts of dialectic and to contain women

within the male-defined conventions mat assign them to a marginal place in the

symbolic order. In the discourse of the debare pamphlets as in the rhetorical

treatises, women are fignred as complementary adjuncts to the male

speaker/agents who control and determine the genre. Male proprietorship of

women's place and meaning in the order of language is revealed even in the

defense arguments of female apologists, ventriloquistically repeating male

definitions of women.

The pattern of fema1e oppression in the order of language is particularly

evident in the dramatic tragedies examined in this inquiry. Desdemona,

Cordelia, and Mariam, each in her own way, attempts 00 negotiare the subordinare

female position in language, and 00 challenge the 1imits mat patriarcha1 absolutism

imposes on fema1e speech. In Othe))o, Desdemona is destro}'ed by the power of

male fictions of female place and meaning in the symbolic order, particularly by

the fiction of woman as male property, and by the authority of the male word.

Male effacement of female speech ends in disaster in this play in which

Desdemona is victirnjzed by Iago's and Othello's violent abuses of patriarchal

authority. In King Leu. Cordelia, 000, is sacrificed 00 male proprieoorship of

female discourse and 00 the abuse of patriarchal power. Because she will not

speak according 00 Lear's desires in the opening scene in the play, he accuses her

of filial disloyalty and sets in motion the events that lead to their mutual

destruction.

The most direct confrontation between patriarchal absolution and

women's speech, however, occurs in Elizabeth Cary's Mariam rragedy.

Although Cary's prot2gonist, Mariam, like Desdemona and Cordelia, is unable to
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defend herself ag:ùnst a false accusation, she does succeed in liberating herself

from patriarchal control of her speech, subverting both Herod's authority and the

constricting tenns by which women are defined. Both Cary and Shakespeare

expose and subven the fiction of women as the properties of proprietary males.

Yet while Shakespeare addresses the related problems of women's defenses and

the constraints on female speech, Otheno and King Lear fucus on the male

protagonisrs; Cary's tragedy centers on the female characters and the female

issues. Cary's experiments with the gender stereotypes that are the logical

corollary of the tropes of male dominance and female subordination, challenge

conventional patriarcha1 logic and reinscribe women in a more central place in

the order oflanguage.

Through the appropriation and exploitation of negative male construetS of

women, the comic heroines in Middleton and Dekker's The RQaring Girl and

Fletcher's The Woman's Prize individually subven the rhetorical figurations

that constrain female discourse and impede female defenses. Yet Moll Cutpurse

and Maria are both situated marginally in the symbolic order-MolI, through her

status as a transVestite and outsider, and Maria, through the exttemity of her

situation that requires a radical solution. Moll's autonomous speech and her bold

defense of women imply that in crossing the dress code she crosses linguistic

gender lines, assuming male verbal freedom with her male garments. Yet her

personal autonomy is only an individual exemption from the general role. In

resorting to an irrational feminized language, figured as female inconstancy, tO

cure Petruchio of his misogyny, Maria suggests that no reasoned, logical

arguments would suffiœ to ttanSform women's piace in the symbolic order.

Once Petruchio is cured, she reverts to the conventional woman's role in the

marriage modeL Both pIays thns suggest temporary, playful digressions from the

status quo ofgender relations and from the constraints on female apologists.

•
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Treading more boldly in her examinations and revisions of gendered

power relations in the order of language, Elizabeth Cary traverses severa! modes

and genres of fema1e apologies-drama, leners, legal discourse, and a translation­

preface. Cary's drama subverts patriarcha1 COnstTUctS of women by reversing

and exposing them as fa1lacious. Her artfu1 appropriation of the rheterical figures

that suppress women's speech in her letters te Charles l and the British Privy

Council transforms them into eloquent and successful self-defenses. Cary's skill

in the art of legal diaIeetics in her Star Chamber defense is abundant proof of her

rejection of patriarcha1limits on fema1e speech. It is, however, in the preface tO

her tranSlation of Perron and the dedication te Queen Henrietta Maria that she

engages these gender issues direetly, in the process refiguring the tropes of

femaIe subordination, rewriting women's place in the symbolic contraet, and

presenting an unapologetic defense of women.
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Statement of Originality

In Defense of Ber Sex contributes te ferninist research of the gender

polemics of the Eng1ish Renaissance. One aspect of this contribution lies in the

application ofJulia Kristeva's mode! of the unstable place of women in the order

of language te an early sevenœenth-eenmry context. Beginning with an analysis

of selecœd Renaissance rhetorica1 treatises, l demonstrate the constitution of

women as disempowered speaking subjeas on the margins of discourse. By

eX2rnining the tropes of male dominance and fem:l1e subordination across a

varlety of genres, l find evidence that the constraints on women's speech are

figured in literature as they are experienced in life. My focus on women's

defenses of women reveals the attempts of real and fictional women in the early

Stuart period te reconstituœ themse1ves as speaking subjects.

As my srody ac1cnowledges, l am indebted te the work of numerous crities.

However, even where my debt is greatest, l have endeavoured tO take the

argument in a somewhat different direction. For example, Patricia Parker's

investigation of the lexicon, structures, and figures of rheteric in relation to

gender and te the discipline of rheteric as a motivated discourse in Literary Fat

Ladies bas proved a useful guide for my general approach and methodology, and

Constance Jordan's pan-European and tranSgeneric critica1 study of literary

defenses of women, Renaissance Feminism. bas he!ped ta broaden the conteXt of

my thesis. My inquiIy, neverthe!ess, focuses more narrowly on heth issues. It

diverges From Parker's work in centering specifica1ly on the rhetorica1 problems

that confront real and fictional women attempting te forge a more centr.ù place for
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• themse1ves in the order of language, and con=sts to Jordan's in being limired to

English resources, and exrending ta the genre of drama.
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