The Coutributors

Sidney, and has coauthored (with Allon Whitc) a forthcoming beok,
The Politics and Poetics of Transgression.

Nancy J. Vickers is associate professor and chair of French and ltalian at
Dartmouth College. She has published principally on Dante and
Petrarch, although her most recent work has focused on description in
Shakespeare, Petrarchan imitation in Ronsard, and artists and models
in Cellini. Currently she is completing a book on the female body in
the poctry and painting of the court of Francis 1.

Marguerite Waller teaches Renaissance literature, literary theory, and
filin at Amherst College, where she is associate professor of English.
She has written a book, Petrarch’s Poetics and Literary History (1980), as
well as articles on Wyatt and Surrey, Dante, Fellini, and George
Lucas. Her current research draws upon poststructuralist and feminist
theory to perform ideological analyses of early modern texts and their

late modern readings.

Merry E. Wiesner is assistant professor at the University of Wiscon-
sin-Milwaukee, where she tweaches European history and women's
history. She has recently completed a bibliography, Women in the
Sixteeuth Century: A Bibliography (1083), and a book, Working Women
in Renaissance Germany (1986). Her current research focuses on
women’s defense of their public role in Renaissance Europe.

Xiv

Introduction

MarGArReTr W, FERGUSON, WITH MAUREEN QUILLIGAN
AND NANcy J. Vickers

In h;: It;amc])(f study The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy (1860)
_!.-.co urck arc!t wrate that “to understand the higher forms of sociai
intercourse mdtlns period, ‘we must keep before our minds the face thar
womcl? bsltr:m on a fc.mtmg_ of perfect cquality with men.”" This
r;:mnr able assertion is belied by its appearance in an cight-page
chapter, “The Position of Women,” in Burckhardt's massiye book;
;{nd t'hc argument of this chapter would doubtless have astonishcd'
cnals;ancc women wl_mtcvcr their social class. Even those privileged
clnoug to participate in those “‘higher forms of social intercourse”
t m; l-:{rckhardt s !JODk celebrates would have been less likely to agree
with l;_n than with the Venetian nun Arcangela Tarabotti, whose
. i sl iy ;
trL:!I:ISL a Semplicitd Ingannata o la Tirannia Paterna (Simplicity Deceived
or Paternal Tyranny, 1654) describes the enormous obstacles women
;,ltcl:oun_tcrcd !:vhcnc_w?r th‘ey attempted to engage in the quintessential
Wh:al?lst task of giving ideas public cxpression through writing. [
> " 2 X
he nowhmay frt_:cly tcsflfy, Tarabotti writes—with considerable
i y.-;s what she is (.i‘cscnbmg is precisely women's lack of freedom
© :it; 'zt—c—l; at }\;]hcll: 'v;r{omcn are scen with pen in hand, they are met
with shrieks commanding a r ¢ i
1 ! itk eturn to thar life of pai
which their writing had i ; St
g bad interrupted, a lif 2
work of ncedle and distaff, ' . ¢ devoted to the women's
To oppose i
the virtually u i i
Burckhardt’s famous one is toyh' E:c'nown o i :I'ill'abOCtl -
that our e s © 0 highlight the simple but important fact
: of the Remaissance have, until quite 1
argely shaped by cducated mid ' . o o een
R cd middlc-class men writing for, and fre-
- ut, other cducated men. Burckhardr's ace
thaissance as an era of splendid achi i S
achicvemenge s 055‘b|P bn id achievements in art and science—
“Grcedom 'ni;: lf ¢ y“thc. carly humanists’ rediscovery of the
cant o gnity of man"—illustrates the ideologically signifi
‘ mg of perspective that oce h iscorians Eocus
their attontion, i 1 occurs when cultural historians focus
¥ on the beliefs and productions of a small clite
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group. The humamses constituted such a group, and although they
did indeed advocate a certain equality of cducation (or daughters and
sons of wealthy burghers and patricians, they most certainly did not
place women on a footing of “*perfect equality” with men in laly or
clsewhere. On the contrary, as Margaret King has shown, humanist
texts often dramatize profound social incqualitics beeween men and
women, both in the rhetoric of praise they use for learned ladies and
in the actual programs of study they recommend for girls.” A
pedagogic imperative like Leonardo Bruni’s—that young womcen
should study the liberal arts just as young men did but should en no
account be introduced to thetoric, which “lies absolutely outside the
province of women”—went unnoticed by Burckhardt because he
chared the common, although not universal, humanist assumption
chat women’s province was the private rather than the public sphere.?
The very distinction berween these spheres, however, is a complex
historical phenomenon that needs to be analyzed with reference to
social and cconomic changes that occurred in the Renaissance.?
Historians who want to understand wonien's relegation to a “private”
ccalm cannot afford to view the period, as Burckharde did, chiefly
through the lens provided by the humanists themselves.® Too much is
left out, and too much is at stake.
What is left out is not only the critical view of women's place in
Renaissance socicty provided by witnesses like Tarabotti and by
cackier lealian women like the scholar Isotta Nogarola, who lamented
that she had ever been born female “to be scorned by men in words
and deeds.”” Also missing from Burckhardt's perspective, which has
by no means ceased to inform morce recent scholarship, particularly in
the humanities, is a sense that history is more than the story of the
political, avtistic, and scientific achievements of great individuals.
Only when we incorporate into our studies of Renaissance art and
licerature the findings of social historians wheo have begun to analyze
new data about the lives of members of the lower as well as the upper
strata of Renaissance society will we see how important the period is
for students of modern socicty in general and for feminists in
particular. What is at stake in 3 revaluation of the Renaissance is the
possibility of a fuller, more historically grounded understanding of the
sociocconomie system under which we now live, as well as a better
appreciation of differences: not only those thar distinguish late cwen-
ticth century western socictics from those of Renaissance Europe but
also those of class and gender that existed within the societics
commonly dusignated by the term Renuissance.
According to anather nincteenth-century German scholar whose
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view of history was at once darker and more comprehensive than
Burckhardt’s, the epochal significance of the years roughly between
1450 :md. 1700 in Western Europe lay in the gradual replacement
durmg this era of a feudal mode of production by a capitalist one.® The
experience of women and men in everyday life therefore undcr\:vcnt a
chapgc as profound as that which marked the transition from the
sociocconomic system of late antiquity to the feudal one of the Middle
Ages. From a Marxist perspective, European humanists were right to
perceive a significant cultural rift between their era and the one thac
preceded it The name given by the humanists to their cra, however,
was _so‘mcwhat misleading, for if the period did sce the “‘rebirch”
(albeit in altered form) of certain aspects of ancient civilization in the
realms of art, literature, Jlaw, historiography, and political theory, it
also saw the emergence of social structures previously unknown ,on
the stage of world history. The changes that occurred in the Renais-
sance, indeed, link that period more closely to our own than wo the
Middle Ages or to the classical era that the early humanists themselves
thought chey were in some sense privileged to see reborn, as historians
in the last thirty years have suggested by referring to the Renaissance
as the “carly modern period.”™ The new name, which poses its own
sct of problems for theories of periodization, generally does not
replace the old one but supplements it, calling attention to features of
the period that Renaissance writers could not see as clearly as we can
Chiel among those features important for the study of women durin :
the period is the development of capitalism. Although debate contin%
ucs among social and cconomic historians about the origins of
cap.ualnsm and cven about the meaning of the term, historians of
various political perspectives have increasingly cmph;sizcd the idea
that caplfatislll is a distinctive economic and social phenomenon
chlaractcpstic of a distinctive period of history. It entailed, amoné
cvb: 01:.:'1; tg::‘ﬁ::_ ;ln‘elw tzpe of relationship between workers and their
othcr,"" s mdl:c:'m , and bct\\iccn workers and employers, on the
b oo ]PncrcaSi :‘01; was organized on a ln'rgf:r scale, workplace and
Funily cormings ot dﬁ r)rrl zet]?aratej nnd‘ an individual wage replaced the
effects on g O livcss lcd pro ECFIOH; Sl.lCh changes had profound
In Westorn Eurape anda}g clm :1 cllr relations to men.'!
from foudi] i S so:g :m , the gradual allf:l uncven transition
other developmeris o icties was accompanied by ar least two
i at are important for an undcrstanding of the
relations between the sexes in th 1 de i i
the emergence of dher « . he early modern period. One is
We owe e g, entrally administered nation states to which
ence of powerful female queens within the royal
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dynasties of Spain, France, and England; the other is the significant set
of changes that occurred in the structure of the family and therefore in
women's roles during this era. Deseribing these latter changes in *The
Rise of the Nuclear Family in Early Modern England,” Lawrence
Stone, for example, posits three major and interrelated developments.
First, *“the importance of the nuclear core increased, and the influence
of the surrounding kin declined”; second, “che importance of affective
bonds tying the conjugal group together increased, and the cconomic
functions of the family as a distributive mechanism for goods and
services declined”; and third, “the pre-existing patriarchal aspects of
internal power relationships within the family™ were strengthened. '?
Elaborating on this last point, Stone argues in The Family, Sex and
Alarriage that during the period between 1450 and 1630, “both Church
and state provided powerful new theoretical and praceical support” for
a “'reinforcement of the despotic auchority of the husband and father—
that is to say, of patriarchy.” He adds that *“a new interest in children,
coupled with the Calvinist premise of Original Sin, gave fathers an
added incentive to ensure the incernalized submissiveness of their
childeen. "3

Although Stone focuses mainly on the upper and middle ranks of
English socicty, Roberta Hamilton (among others) has shown that for
lower class families too the Renaissance broughe significant changes.
The major one was that the family gradually lose its feudal funcrion as
a unit of production and became, as it still generally is today, a unit of
consumption, dependent “either on the wage labor of individual
family members or on capital.”'* Hamilton—like Stone, Philippe
Ariés, and others who have studied the history of the carly modern
family—otfers an important corrective to Marx’s own view (shared by
many modern feminists) that it was the Industrial Revolution that
ushered in the most significant changes in the structure of the family
and in women’s roles within that unit and in socicty at large.'s
Hamilton argues persuasively that vo understand the origins both of
women’s typical social roles and of the crucial differences among
women of different classes in modern Western socieries, we must look
not to the period of induserialization in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries but rather to the peried of “carly capitalization™ in the late
sixteenth and carly seventeeth centuries.’® For it was then that
“women’s work” was significantly redefined, as the opposition arose
between the “idle” bourgeois wife and the proletarian woman. The
role of the former is defined by her status as psychological helpmect to
her husband and mother to her children; her work in the household is
not considered real because it does not directly contribute to capitalist
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production. The lower-class woman's work also becomes increas-
ingly invisible during this period; whether she labors outside the home
or within it (as a spinner, for instance), and whether she lives in the
country or, as increasingly occurred in England, in the capital city
whoste population swelled with peasants uprooted from their farins by
the practice of enclosure, her wages tend to be substantially lower than
those of male workers—when she receives them at all, that is.'7 For as
urbanization, rising prices, a rising population, and the dissolution of
the monasteries in sixteenth century England contributed to the
existence of pauperism *‘on a larger scale than ever before” in the
country’s history," a growing number of lower class women found
themselves unsupported by men and unable to carn a living for
themselves and their children. Although some of them received
welfare aid from their parishes, many suffered. Christopher Hill notes
that pauperism in England “began to increase seriously just after the
traditional means of coping with it {monastic alms-giving and the
tradition of manorial hospicality] had been destroyed. ™™

Hamilton’s argument is important because it addresses a question
that most historians have neglected even to ask: how did the economic
changes that occurred in the carly modern period affect women as a
group?*® A similar question needs to be posed with respect to the
political changes that occurred in Renaissance societies, both in the
city states of ltaly, where, Joan Kelly-Gadol has argued, “the exercise
of political power by women was far more rare than under feudal-
ism,” and in those large monarchies that arose our of feudal socierics
clsewhere in Europe.*' Perry Anderson’s brilliant study of such
monarchies—The Lineages of the Absolutist State—contains no separate
index entry for women; morcover, Anderson explores the growth of
monarchical government in France and England without cver consid-
cring the implications of the facr that the latter country was ruled for
nearly fifty years by a queen. Rightly emphasizing that marriage was
a crucial diplomatic as well as economic instrument of dynastic forms
of government, Anderson nonetheless errs in attributing the growth
Sf royal authority during Elizabeth’s reign simply to her personal
: popularity.”** Had Anderson been more alert to the political signif-
:‘::l;'icifilci;zbith;fl gender, lhclu.'cvulcl_h:llw: needed o give a more
iy Pcr:m:;]_:crbpop;{ arity, which c}cnvcd not ouly from an
social imariens ofl y but a. so from her skl!lful_ m:}nllpulntmn of the
burcancrats s ‘l:l:ll;l;llg‘L. She uslcd that institution to reward the
toca famihc;trc er consolidate her power and to wcnkcp

1at posed threats to the crown; she also used it
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symbolically to woo her people and licerally co arcracr various suitors,
forcign and domestic, to a royal hand she never finally gave.*

Because England was ruled so long and successfully by a female
prince during a period when the relations berween men and women at
all levels of society were undergoing significant changes—many of
which affeceed women adversely—that country offers a particularly
rich ficld of inguiry tor feminist scholars. Elizabeth’s own strategics of
sclf-presentation, especially when analyzed in relation to literary texts
that figure and obliquely criticize her, dramatize cereain concradictions
in patriarchal ideology that impinged on the lives not only of court
women bue of their lower born sisters. As Ruth Kelso demonstrates in
Doarine for the Lady of the Renaisiance, “the theory of the favored class™
did not serve "to distinguish the lady from the inferior sort of
womankind,” because haerarchical social theories proclaimed “as the
firse law of woman . . . submission and obedience. Theory does not
divide women into two groups, the rulers and the ruled, and prescribe
to cach a different set of laws . . . Practice did just that, but not theory.
Theory said chae all women must be ruled.”** Kelso argues persua-
sively that, despite the significant and growing class differences
among women in the Renmssance, they nonecheless constituted a
distince group within the discourse of patriarchal theory.

The Stuare kings who succeeded Elizabeth and who presided over
the decline of the absolutise state created under the Tudors also
provide fascinating material for students of patriarchal ideology.
Parely in reaction against Elizabeth, the Stuares aggressively promoted
the image of che monarch as a facher and husband of his country; and
as several essays in this volume show, the royal self-presentations of
the Stuare kings were refracted in the cultural productions of the
period, including Shakespeare’s later plays and the propagandistic
painting centered on court personalitics. If che present volume con-
tains what scems a disproportionate number of essays about English
court culeure, this may be a sign of the crucial ewist given to the
ideology of gender in both the Elizabethan and the Jacobean eras by
Elizabeth’s problematic presence on the throne. For this reason, and
also because England underwent a uniquely swift transition from
abolutise stace to the limited monarchy ushered in by the bourgeors
revolution of the mid-seventeenth century, the moment of England’s
initial imperial expansion is of special interest to scholars who are
beginning to look at Renaissance culture from an interdisciplinary,
feminist perspective. Such a perspective gives rise to the large
questions that underlic the essays collected here: how did relations
berween the sexes influence, and how were they influenced by, the
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new cconomic, social, and polirical arrangements of the carly modern
period?

To ask such questions is not only to interrogate che history of sexual
difference and division of labor in our own culture; it is also to focus
attention on social institutions and artistic productions that cannot be
considered mere “reflections” of changes in a society's basic socioeco-
nomic structure.** For example, an institution like the nuclear family
was shaped by Counter-Reformation and Protestant ideologies as well
as by changes in demographic patterns and labor relations. The family
therefore needs to be studied in relation to what we shall call a
socicty's “discourses of scxual difference,” By that phrase we refer to
the complex and heterogeneous sign systems that encode—and en-
force—differences between the sexes. These differences are not natu-
ral; on the contrary, they constitute pare of what Gayle Rubin has
termed the *“sex-gender system,” thac is, “a socio-historical construc-
tion of sexual identity, difference and relationship; an appropriation of
human anatomical and physiological features by an idcological dis-
course.”*® The concept of the sex-gender system highlighes the
observation that while significant differences exist among women of
various social classes, equally significane differences exist between
men and women at all levels of socicty. Anatomy is not destiny, but
biological differences between the sexes have, throughout human
history, been translated by social institutions into codes of behavior
and law that privilege men over women irrespective of class, And
such codes profoundly affect the ways in which both men and women
experience their sexuality.

By focusing attention on aspects of the sex-gender system of carly
meodern Europe, the essays in the preseat volume contribute to the
smnll_but growing field pioneered by Alice Clark in her study of
working women in seventeenth-century England and cxplored more
rcccl'n!‘yq by scholars like Joan Kelly-Gadol and Naulic Zemon
Davis.*” Such scholars view the Renaissance through a lens that may
properly be called feminist because e Places in the foreground
p!;cnomcna that traditionally have been completely overlooked or
::czg\::ﬁc.l-, &:optrlzt’i::;?l‘guls,of s;holarly discourse. By discovering or
S— con_r),(jd p,ngrc bcr:!fur_al cl'?cumcnts, frequently by
Cheistine dg 15 cred to be “minor ﬁgurcs !{womcn such as
S c:.ff;,‘ rg:cnit\lrcal;]gela anabo;n, for instance, w_h_ose
Atention they el t_-y begun to receive the degree of critical
notion of 3 canerin | ;r;;d"-'mlf“ﬂs mount a challenge o tht; very
teading canomen) . ition; they furthcr_ chal]cngc that notion by

- generally by men, in heretical ways.?® Fem-
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inists who artempt such heretical readings often join forces with recent
theorists who practice what Paul Ricoeur calls a “hermencutics of
suspicion.”*¥ This camp includes Marxist, psychoanalytic, and
deconstructive interpreters who seck, in various ways, to analyze that
which is suppressed or consigned to the margin by the dominant
deological discourses of a parucular society; this camp also ncludes
the prowing number ot social historians who are working, often
without glamorous theoretical banners, on recovering types of his-
torical evidence overlooked by traditional intellecrual historians.
Because the figures of women have been marginalized, if not rendered
virtually invisible, in many cultural productions, and because the
tradicion of male scholarship has tended, with some notable excep-
tions, to reintorce this marginalization, feminist scholars necessarily
engage in a certain polemical effore to decenter che map of knowledge
that they mher. In so doing, they illustrate Joan Kelly-
Gadol's notion of a teminist *‘double vision™: when we “look at ages
or movements of great social change in terms of the liberation or
repression of women's potenial,” she writes, *“‘the period or set of
events with which we deal takes on a wholly different character or
meaning from the normally aceepeed one.”3®

The ditference char Kelly-Gadol speaks of arises from a redetinition
of the object of inquiry which in turn resules from methodological
changes in the approach to that object. Hhat is seen depends on hotw it
i1s scen. Meorcover, as Renaissance artists chemselves suggested in
experiments with perspectival puzzles like anamorphosis, some ob-
jects (like che skull i Holbewn’s famous painting The Ambassadors)
cannot be rightly perceived ac all unless the viewer adopes an oblique
rather chan frontal perspective on the picture. Alchough the represen-
tations of Renaissance culture perceived and created in the present
volume of essays are by no means complete or in perfeet harinony
with cach other, they do represent a collective effort to see, and talk,
across several sets of boundaries. These include the boundaries that
inhibic communication between scholars of different generations,
different academic disciplines, and different methodological schools
within a single discipline. An cqually significant boundary crossed in
this volume is that between scholars whose work 1s explicitly moti-
vated by teminist concerns and those whose work 1s nor or is only
beginning to respond, sometimes critically, to questions posed by the
new scholarship on women. The conference **Renaissance
Woman/Renaissance Man,” which was held at New Haven in March,
1982, and from which most of these essays were drawn, provoked
lively and sometimes sharp debate among its participants, both those
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who gave formal presentations and those who spoke from che
audicnce. Some of the questions raised there about ideological pre-
suppositions and interpretive methods are implicitly addressed, if not
fully answered, in the revised versions of the cssays printed here, The
volume as a whole, therefore, repeesents a moment in a continuing
conversation and invites further exchange between two intersecting
?utcrdisciplinary enterprises, Women's Studies and Renaissance Stud-
ies,

Feminists will find in this volume illustrations of the “comparative”
or “relational” mode of inquiry advocated by scholars such as Joan
Kelly-Gadol, Gerda Lerner, and Myra Jehlen, among others. “The
activity, power, and cultural evaluation of women," Kelly-Gadol
argues, “simply cannot be assessed except in relational terms: by
comparison and contrast with the acdvity, power, and cultural
evaluation of men, and in relation 1o the institutions and social
developments that shape the sexual order.”t By undertaking such
comparative studics, these essays seek to define the world of women
not as a separate enclave in the world of men but rather as what Myra
Jehlen has called a “long border” or “no-man’s land” that requires
exploracion—and mapping—with new conceptual tools.?* The
present volume, like the conference from which it derived, contrib-
utes 1o that project by addressing questions about the dynamics of
women’s social relations to men; it therefore pursues that path in
feminise scholarship that leads from an inirial emphasis on women in
a room of their own toward an analysis of the sex-gender system itself
as it at once shapes and is shaped by other cultural productions.

For scholars trained in traditional methods of literary criticism, art
history, and history, the essays in this volume also provide models
and posc challenges for future work. Literary critics here ean be
obscrved venturing beyond the boundaries of written texts to ask how
and where such texts intersect with other kinds of cultural production,
ranging from maps and paintings to royal progresses. Art historians
c.jcplorc a similar seam of connection between aesthetic objects and the
discourses of political power. And the essays by historians, which
analyze newly discovered data about women’s work and social status
P‘?S_C cllallf.:tagcs both to traditional accounts of the Renaissance as a
5:; Ir:::lmoiz cill]l;:u:;';p‘rjoglrcss and to Marxist accounts that emphasize
A — gclﬁj o ;; acc::s conflict buf rarcly address specific ques-

egory of social thought,¥?

The essavs in rhic .
fomsc;—;sn)ls lll~t|us volume are grouped in three sections. The firse
1 the pivotal structure of Renaissance patriarchy chat served,

XXtii



Introduction

both m theory and in practice, to organize power relations not only in
the family but also in the state, according o the well-known analogy
exploited by Robert Filmer in his Patriarcha (1634): “We find in the
Decalogue that the law which enjowns obedience to Kings is delivered
in the wems of: Honour thy Father.”# The essays by Jonathan
Goldberg, Coppélia Kahn, and Stephen Orgel that open this firse
scction all examine facets of thae “strengthening of patriarchy™ which
Lawrence Stone sces as characeeristic of the transitional period in
England between the “feudal or community organizations of medie-
val society, and the participatory limited monarchy . . . of the late
seventeenth century onwards.”?* Goldberg shows how James | used
the language of the family to legitimize his assumption of absolutist
monarchical preropatives. By presenting himsclf as a “loving-nourish
father” to his country, as “head" 1o his subservient body politic, and
as “husband” to his wite the realm, James domesticated or naturalized
his claims to power. The patriarchal theory adumbrated in James's
own writings and n other texts of the period also informs the genre
of the family portrait. Goldberg examines a series of seventeenth-
century paintings and engravings that “offer images of domestic life
converted to state use.” Such representations were structured to make
*“the natural event of procreation” seem an exeension of male prerog-
ative and power.

Kahn and Orgel are also concerned with culwural productions in
which patriarchal ideology serves both to “naruralize” the political
realm and to poliaicize the supposedly nacural relations among family
members. Arguing thac cthe family funceions as “a link between
psychic and social structures, and as the crucible in which gender
identiey s formed,” Kahn analyzes che ideologicatly skewed concep-
tion of the family that appears in King Lear, where the figure of the
mother is suppressed—as it is in Filmer's version of the Fifth Com-
mandment quoted above—and where the idea consequently arises that
children “‘owe their existence to their fathers alone.”™ Kahn uses
psychoanalytic methods to interrogace chis conception of the family;
she secks to excavate the hidden *“maternal subtext™ of the play,
focusing in particular on Lear’s characterization of his madness as
hiysteria, or “‘the mother.” Stdying another late play by Shakespeare
in which the partial suppression of maternal figures acquires ideolog-
ical significance, Stephen Orgel shows how the absence of Prospero’s
wife in The Tempest and the shadowy presence of Caliban's witch-
mother Sycorax illuminate the complex relation berween
Shakespeare’s play and Jacobean politics. By presenting Prospero as if
he were the sole and suificient parent of Miranda, Shakespeare appears

KXV

L AT

INTRODUCTION

to ratify the glorified image of patriarchal power that jonathan
Goldberg finds characteristic of Stuart idcology; but by showing
Prospero’s authority threatencd by Caliban—whose own chims to
power derive from his mother—Shakespeare may be commenting
obliquely on the problematic derivation of the Stuarts’ royal authority
from two unruly “mothers,” Queen Elizabeth | and Mary, Queen of
Scots. Analyzing the “distinctly unstable” family paradigms figured
in The Tempest, Orgel interprets Prospero’s eventual surrender of
Miranda and his relinquishing of his own art not simply as a
conventional move toward reconciliation but also as a means of
keeping patriarchal control over his usurping brother.

The question of patriarchal control—its strategics, its social and
psychologu:?l causes—is also central in our next four essays. Louis
Montrose views Shakespeare’s A Midsummer Night’s Dream as part of
a general cultural obsession with Elizabeth, che Virgin Queen, an
anomalous “unmastered” woman whose authority as female monarch
generated peculiar tensions both for her subjects and for her royal
successors. Montrose traces the ways in which Shakespeare's play
actempts to neutralize the royal power to which it ostensibly pays
homage; by staging the actions of all its female characters within the
frame of Thescus’s marriage to his conquered Amazon queen, the play
symbolically places Elizabeth herself within a patriarchal frame thac
rcalfiemns the male right 1o “make women and make themselves
through the medium of women.”

llicllflrd Halpern and John Guillory analyze another major poct’s
strategies for containing the complex threats symbolized by powerful
women; focusing on the carly and the late Milton respectively
Halpern and Guillory explore the ways in which his two dramas—zi
Mask and Samson Aqonistes—recast, in mythological or ‘““archaic”
molds, contemporary ideological debates about relations both be-
tween the sexes and between members of different classes. The figures
of Dionysus and the maenads that Milton’s masque “half invokes in
Erdcr to supgrch." Halpern argues, embody twin threats to the
) 3:.1;%;::: :;lr:lt‘al;:;:;-n,l .'(:fn ;'mszriggdtl:llastitx:'—an ideal that A Mask
“extremes” of savngcbvirgin:ilty l::rlld Ln;\:::g;cu[il:nt ;'II\"I?Idt{ sl
maenad, who lurks behind Mi]ton’f chaste Lyt.:l cdlgum i
latter’s potential for deviating fi hmls'L hat loa I‘CVCJIS_ d?e
daughter 10 wite] o flg rom the line t!mt lgads the virgin
litmics OfChristia: l'bc ience, points to the poet’s desire to mark the
2 fione B tberty as it applied to women. For the maenad is

gure that “threatens not only the co li '
also the integrivn ot : y rporcal integrity of men, but

grity of the household as an arena for patriarchal control."”
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Examining the sexual division of labor as it is represented in Samson
Agouistes, Guillory argues that Milton’s characterization of Dalila, far
from bemg a “version of a transhistorical misogyny,” mstead reflects
spucific tensions in seventeenth-century patriarchal ideology—and
shows as well Milton's active “intervention” v contemporary social
discourses. Milton intervenes “on behalf of a new social practice,
divorce, which is not yet legitimaced.” His Dalila, unlike her biblical
counterpart, 1s a wife, and this fact is ceneral to Guillory's interpreta-
tion of the play as a “prototype of the bourgeois career drama™ in
which the man’s work or vocation is threatened not by female
scxuality per se but racher by the sphere of privare domesticity that
women came increasingly to symbolize witchin “the new discipline of
the Protestant houschold.”

Peter Stallybrass is also concerned with changing conceptions of the
relacions berween che private and the public realms in the early
modern period. His essay provides a broad overview of Renaissance
definivions of womuan as a male property category controlled or
disciplined by codes that required of women a closed mouth (silence),
a closed body (chastity), and an enclosed life in the home. Unlike
medieval women—the peasant who engaged in productive agricul-
taral labor m rough parity with her husband, or the noble lady who
had che right boch to inheric and on occasion to administer feudal
property—Renaissance women of all classes were increasingly (al-
though by no mcans universally) confined to a private sphere.
Although humanist writers often detined chis sphere with reference to
the houscholds of ancient Greece and Romwe, it was in fact, as
Stallybrass shows, a product of specific sociocconomic changes and
those new canons of polite behavior brilliantly catalogued by Norbert
Elias in The Civilizing Process.” Stallybrass concludes his examination
of the Renaissance enclosure of the female body with a provocative
reading of Orhello: in this play, he argues, the woman’s resistance to
ideological containment—a resistance often signaled by depictions of
female bodies as “grotesque™ in their cransgression of limits—is
dramatized in the character of Ennlia. Ac the tragedy's end, Stallybrass
suggeses, Emilia the “unruly woman” presides over the destruction of
both literal and symbolic ¢nclosures by questioning the very idea of
the female body as the property of men.

Speaking almose as if occupying the position of the unruly woman
described by Stallybrass, Carla Freceere opens the second section of
this volume—"Maodes of Marginalization"—with an essay that criti-
cizes the wendency of many male critics to “impose hermencutic
closure’ on Rabelais’s corpus. Sceking to understand her own sense of
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exclusion, as a woman reader, from Rabelais’s text, Freccero
reinterprets Gargantua's emblem of the hermaphrodite, which most
critics have caken to represent the union of male and female in
marriage, as an image of erotic sameness that alludes to Plato’s doubly
male “circle being™ in the Symposium. Far from symbolizing a union
of scxual opposites, the emblem, in Freccero's view, figures the
Renaissance ideal of male friendship in which man’s love is *not for
the Other, or Woman, but for that ‘other’ in himself. a {male]
divinity.”

Like Freccero, Margucrite Waller and Elizabeth Cropper are con-
cerned with the strategies by which women are rendered marginal in
works by male artists and critics. Waller notes that the tradition of
commentary on Shakespeare's Richard I, and even the history of the
play’s performance, cffectively reproduce the play’s own silencing of
those female characters who seck to articulate the “instability of
idencity which their losses have brought them to acknowledge.”
Using a deconstructive approach, Waller traces the play’s revelation of
the illusory nature both of Richard's construction of an autonomous
and authonitative self and of Anne’s participation in that construction.
Waller’s essay makes an important methodological point for feminist
criticism by seressing the dangers of deploying a mode of discourse
that revalues female characters without disrupting the conceprual
dichotomics traditionally used to denigrate women.

in her seudy of Renaissance Iralian portraiture, Cropper focuses on
the problematic elision of female identity within the paintings them-
selves and the tradition of commentary upon them. She observes thae
while no unidentified male porerait is ever said o be a beautiful
representation made for its own sake, “many portraits of unknown
bcauuﬁ!l women are now characterized as representations of ideal
beauty in u(rhich the question of the [sitter's) idencity is immaterial.™
Elt:_ur-lcl;::,n]c ?f Italian_rcprcscnt.atipns of women, like char of the
Petrar yrics to which the paintings often alluded, disregards the
individual woman’s identity: “the portrait of a beauriful woman
belongs to a discant discourse from which the woman herself is
necessanly absent.™
o It}lllftz?;;lsa; m;’r1 ;:co\l‘-(/ch l‘!lt.‘ names 'of most of the women studied
oF the vy dcimbc:; . lt(I:sm.-r .:u?d_]udlth Brown; but the importance
produccd theny shou]:jn 1csl;. ‘Lssags (nn'd of the orlg%nal research chae
or working v IIIOI ¢ underestimated. For if losses or gains
ey ve in the Rc.:mlssancc are to be accurately assessed,

S 1o better place to begin to look for the han in the
cloth and clothing - g ( ¢ them than in the realm of
on. Until the late middic ages, as Wiesner
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observes, “all stages of [textile] production . . . were carried out in the
home, usually by female members of the fanuly or scevants.” In the
Renaissance, this was no longer generally the case, and the complex
changes that occurred in che textile industry had profound effects on
women. If many of them continued to lead lives “devoted to . . .
needle and distaff,” as Arcangela Tarabotti complained, the meaning
of their labor in the home was aliered when home was defined with
increasing frequency as a private place separate from the place where
men worked. Wiesner's study of spimners and scamstresses in six-
teenth-century Germany examines the economic and idcological
factors that caused working women to suffer, despite some lively
protest, a substantial loss both of earning power and of legal rights
during this period. Wives, unmarried women, and widows all were
increasingly excluded from che higher-paymng stages of cloth produc-
tion—a development that contrasts dramaacally with the one Judith
Brown finds in her study of women workers in sixteenth-century
Tuscany. There, both in the cities and in the countryside, women
became “increasingly active participants in the economy,” Brown
argues; and they did so “despite formidable barriers related to their
Jack of skills and capital, to prejudice abour where women could work
without losing honor, and to resentment on the part of male artisans.™
Although Brown speculates that the “success with which women
gained access to paid employment and to productive labor” may be
related—as an effect if not as a cause—to the “failure of the [Tuscan]
cconomy to modernize’” along capitalist lines, she also takes issue with
feminist and marxist scholars who have, in her view, drawn prema-
rure and perhaps crroneous generalizations about a causal relation
berween a decline in women's economic status and the development
of capitalism. Her cssay, like Wicsner's, continually tests explanatory
models against the complex, heterogencous, and always partial cvi-
dence uncovered, or recovered, as scholars have sought o understand
the discrepancies and the congruencics berween women’s daily lives
and the various documents, ranging from guild records to religious
treatises, that described—and often prescribed—female behavior. To
increase our understanding of women's lives, Brown caudions, “we
need to look not only at the rules of socicty but at the ways in which
men and women understood them, implemented them, and often
circumvented them.”

The essays in the final section claborate that point by examining
strategics employed by Renaissance artists and writers o transform
margins into spaces of potential or actual strengeh. Each essay focuses
on images or texts in which cultural presumptions of women’s
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“naturally” subordinate status in che social hicrarchy are carcfully
mapipulatcd; cach shows the construction of a female persona who
while participating in the rule of patriarchy, articulates her mw;
power. The most striking examples of this phenomenon appear when
high-born women assumed, or were in a position to assume, signif-
icant political roles. Sheila flolliott and Constance Jordan, for instance,
demonstrate how women who attempted to stand “upon the Slipper
toppe / Of courts estate,”7 as well as the men who advised or wrote
about them, dealt with the conceptual and practical dilemmas pre-
sented by the very notion of a female prince. “The image . . . of a
woman who is the political equal of man,” writes Jordan, “is always
an image of the culeurally alien, a figure relegared to the borders of the
culturally constituted community.”
flolliot’s essay takes us quite directly to such borders as it studics a
royal widow, Catherine de’ Medici, who found hersclf not only
isolated in a foreign land but also confronted with the possibility of
governing it as regent. Catherine’s position, flolliott argues, was
effectively reinforced by identification with a classical prototype
Artemisia, who figured an idea of “acceptable” female control—’
acceptable because it was cast as the legitimate concern of a dutiful
widow and mother. Catherine-Artemisia, as depicted by French court
artists, governs from a decentered position; standing at the margin of
the space she controls—indeed ac the borders of the tapestries that
represent her—she is an apt emblem of the royal woman who would
deviate from patriacchal rule. Jordan's interpretation of Thomas
Elyot’s Defense of Good IWomen—written, she persuasively argues
within the context of a conspiracy to depose Henry VIII and csmblisl;
the regency of his rejected wife, Catherine of Aragon—also suggests
that artful compromises were required in order to Jjustify the idea of
2;:2:: r:LLO rltEI!lya:)'t,'s Qp:clznm;‘:al arlfumc?t relies on the image of 2 pagan
ity Odeimi; . m“cr;n? dm, w. 10 L;’ﬂbodlts, on the one hand,
other, virile wisdom and str:n t‘l:lv Olt:lof:ll p ‘Yhoff ‘LPTCS'-'"tSs i o
classical allusion underscores tﬁc ‘ aradlc Cﬂs‘-sf‘ 0I o Cafh‘-‘“ﬂ'-‘f-
bositn. paradoxes of the royal woman's
m;?;uf;gzt[ﬁgil:ﬁz;tchs !,htflc royal woman who most adroitly
or the ol : inherent in hgr role as ruler, is the context
Figuting | orks analyzed by Lauren Silberman and Clark Hulse.
Fart c!j.‘ml:‘!ivtl_lt;s‘:cﬂz‘:crst"ﬂ fcndcr in the very tidle _of his epic—The
in his reatment ¢ llct;arlhuma:; :;:]gucs,_ was genuinely revisionary
iz6d women by ot S an and Platonic tradlt_lons that marginal-
¥ objectifying them. Spenser deliberately sought to
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remedy some of the “injustices” to women perpetrated by previous
pocts and philosophers; in Silberman’s view, Spenser's poem, and
particulacly his subtle charactenizaion of the marnial heroine
Bricomart, scriously address the question, “lHow does one write about
a feminine reahity for which men have made no reom in their writs?”

Flulse, in his study of Sidney’s Astrophil and Stetla, seeks 1o show
that the historical addressee of this sonnet sequence, Penclope
Devereux Rich, is far more powcerfully present m the poems than
critics have acknowledged; the male speaker, Hlulse argues, uses a
double communicative code to address both his specific female reader
(Penclope Rich or “*Seella”™) and a male audience of courtiers. Seella, in
Hulse's view, is not only presented as superior to the male audience
but acquires a position of considerable authoriey, equal to the poet’s.

Nevertheless, Seella’s authority 1s granted—and controlled—by a
male poet’s texe; Penclope Rich is an “absent presence” in Sidney's
work as Queen Elizabeth is in Spenser’s. The next essays turn to two
Remaissance women who acuvely countered the paradoxical but
powerful cultural notion that “women achieve the fame of elo-
quence,” as Francesco Barbaro puc i, “by silence.” Frangois
Rigolot’s essay on Lowse Labé and Ann Jones's on Labé and Veronica
Franco focus on authors who were highly aware that their very act of
writing was, in the cyes of male contemporaries, a transgression. Each
of these poers seeks to define her place in a male-dominated discourse
and co present herself as a public persona; both compose in a spirit of
ambitious albeit anxious self~advancement. Rigolot shows how small
grammatical anomalies in Labé's poems—variations of gender—are
not accdental crrors bur rather sexually coded means of self-
expression, A “devious yet indispensable gesture,” this “gender
scrambling” reaffirms Labé's identity as a woman and as a poet by
subverting the “normal” order of language. Like the very existence of
the Renaissance female prinee, the work of this female poet challenges
the ideological construct that defines the human as the male. Ann
Jones expands Rigolot's interpretive frame of reference from text to
social context by studying both Labé and Franco in cheir urban,
middle-class seteings. Both poets’ rhetoric, she argucs, is “shaped and
contained” by the fact that men—who control entry into the social,
cultural, and cconomic elites—are their *ultimate critics'™; by refusing
male injunctions to silence and modesty, however, both pocts speak
to and for women in ways thar necessarily transform the sexual
economy of traditional lyric.

This volume suggests that 1¢ 15 stll too carly for a definitive answer
o Joan Kelly-Gadol's famous question, *Did women have a Renais-
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SQIIC??” We need to know much more about women’s position
rcl:l.tlvc to men of various social classes, in various countrics, and at
various moments of that period before we can speak confidently about
what happened, during this geographically, politically, and tempo-
rally heterogencous cra, to women as a group. The concl,usions drawn
here, will, we hope, provoke discussion and may, in many cascs, need
to be revised as our knowledge of the period increases. Furthcr‘work
should take into account the growing body of information about
aspects of women’s “nature” and roles in carly modern society that are
mentioned ounly tangentially in these essays; definitions of women in
medical theory and practice, for instance, and in legal systems that
altered the nights of wives and widows during this era.? This volume
shows scholars trained mainly in literary criticism, history, and art
history \yorkillg to broaden their perspective on 2 culture in which the
boundaries among different ficlds of knowledge were much less

rigidly drawn than they are today. By attempting, with varying

degrees of boldness, to break down such barriers, these essays invitt

the reader to consider historical documents and aesthetic works no

longer as isolated objects of specialized study but now as parts of a

social text—a texc constituted not only by economic forces and class

ideologics but also by the complex ideologies of sexual difference.,
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