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ABSTRACT
PERFORMING THE AUDINECE: CONSTRUCTING PLAYGOING IN EARLY
MODERN DRAMA

Eric Dunnum

Marquette University, 2011

This dissertation argues that early modern playwrights used metadrama to
construct the experience and concept of playgoing for their audiences. By stagin
playgoing in front of playgoers, playwrights sought to teach their audiences howntb atte
a play and how to react to a performance. This type of instruction was possible, and
perhaps necessary, because in early modern London attending a professionalgdproduc
play with thousands of other playgoers was a genuinely new cultural activity, so no
established tradition of playgoing existed. Thus, playwrights throughout th@era fr
John Lyly to Richard Brome attempted to invent playgoing through their performances

The first chapter argues that this construction of playgoing was heavily
influenced by the politics and economics of the London playhouses. Throughout the early
modern era, London magistrates and puritan antitheatrical writers viewedwantes
as producing the immoral, unruly and often riotous actions of the audiences. And they
used these reactions to performances as an excuse to close the playhouses and punish the
playwrights. In order to keep the playhouses open and their livelihoods intact,
playwrights had to keep their audiences from reacting to drama. Each subsequent chapter
traces a method playwrights employed to limit audience reaction. The secoret chapt
demonstrates that playwrights tried to limit the effect performances héeion t
audiences by dramatizing playgoers who were not affected by drama, thereby
discouraging audiences from seeing themselves as the object of perfarientard
chapter shows how playwrights often satirized playgoers who reacted toypartas in
order to stigmatize audience reaction. The final two chapters challengahealy
held critical opinion that playwrights were working within a humanist interpretive
tradition, which linked reading, imitation and praxis. Instead, | suggest thatrfgaysv
attempted to keep audiences from actively interpreting their performanoester to
limit audience reaction. The study concludes by compatamgletwith The Duchess of
Malfi and argues that Webster’s play (and not as commonly thélaghle) is a
representative and comprehensive example of the early modern construction of

playgoing.
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I ntroduction:

New, Unruly Playgoers and Metadrama

In 2008, | attended a productionTtus Andronicughat was billed as an
authentic rendition of the play. The idea was to put on a performance that redreated t
experience of attending an early modern production of Shakespeare’s play. To
accomplish this goal, the actors did not thoroughly rehearse their parts or nectineiriz
lines, but rather read from scrolls that only contained their lines and the linéydire
before theirs. The audience was also asked to help contribute to the authehtinaty
performance. Before the show began, we were asked by the directovétyacti
participate in the performance by booing the villain, cheering the hero, yerball
denouncing bad acting, and in general behaving like rowdy, unruly early modern
playgoers.

Surprisingly, our role as unruly playgoers was difficult to pull off and our attempt
to play that part was perhaps the most uncomfortable aspect of the experiginchaqw
saying a lot given we were watchimgus Andronicus It was a small production and
most of the audience members knew each other, and the cast and director knew most of
the audience. And yet, everybody seemed unwilling to interrupt the performahce wi
catcalls, hisses, or cheers, and any attempt on the part of the audience to do what the
director asked felt uncomfortable and forced. So for the most part, we sat silahtly
watched the production like polite, quiet twenty-first century playgoers.

What this attempt at recreating the early modern playgoing expebemaght
home to me is that attending a play is not a natural activity; playgoing doesst@tsex

universal idea. It has a history, and different cultures construct playgoiegedify. The



twenty-first century audience @itus Andronicugould not easily slip into the role of

early modern playgoers because our notion of playgoing was vastly diffenenthie

early modern notion. We have been trained through some set of unacknowledged, and
perhaps undiagnosed, processes to sit quietly in the dark and watch performems. perfor
Any activity that departs from that training felt rude, crass and uralakarly modern
audiences, apparently, did not have this training, and so for them, sitting silently would
have probably felt unnatural, perhaps even rude or maybe it simply wouldn’t have
occurred to them.

The present study grew out of that experience. It attempts to discover tiypw ea
modern audiences were trained at playgoing. That is, how was the concept andddctivity
playgoing constructed in early modern London? Who constructed playgoing and why?
What were the methods used in this construction? Where did this construction take
place? This is a more ambitious project than it might seem at firstegbmoause
playgoing as a concept is more complex than the binary opposition between silent and
unruly playgoer that | discovered while trying to play the part of an earlymmode
audience member. | conceive playgoing rather broadly as encompassing that just
behavior of the audience, but the entire conceptual experience of attending datay. T
is, playgoing includes not just the physical conditions of attending a play, but thef idea
that activity — the theoretical and conceptual assumptions that enabled pdatygoin
function. Defined this way, playgoing includes the concept of performance asswié
role of audience within that performance. So in order to understand playgoing, a host of
interconnected questions need to be addressed: How did performance affect the

audience? How was the audience expected to respond to the performance? How were



they expected to interpret the performance? Were there interpretiesgesaudiences
were expected to use? Were these interpretive strategies differanteding
strategies? Did the presence of flesh and blood actors affect the reprasainaaid
ontological category of performance? Were stage performances thoaghtnoire “real”
than other fictional representations?

Some of these questions may seem to have obvious or natural answers from a
twenty-first century perspective, in part because they have alreadyimeeughly
explored and answered by generations of playwrights, actors, critics aral theonsts.
However, in the sixteenth and seventeenth century, there were no August Staraberg
Bertolt Brechts or William Archers to answer these questions. It isisthjat these
thinkers came after early modern drama, but that early modern draniare omever
really produced anybody like them. There is really no such thing as an early modern
playwright/critic who left us critical or theoretical treatises on gtayg. Shakespeare
never wrote anything like Brecht’'s “The Modern Theater is the Epic Tifieaterder to
explain to the public what he was trying to accomplish through his drama, what the role
of the audience was in his project and how he imagined performance to work. Nor did
Marlowe give interviews in which he explained his own theory of performance. Ben
Jonson’s “Discoveries” probably comes closest, but it is at best a paditdidn un-
ambitious exploration of the kinds of questions | have in rifithis project can be
thought of, in part, as an attempt to imagine what a theoretical treatmenygdipta
would have looked like if Shakespeare, Marlowe, Middleton et al. had collaborated and

produced one.



This is not to say that the culture did not try to come to grips with playgoing.
Indeed, this study will argue that metadrama represents the drapzat&c\shere
playwrights struggled to understand playgoing and consequently metadrama will be the
dominant object of this study. | will look to metadrama for evidence of how eaxdgm
playwrights thought about playgoing and will argue that it provided the means through
which playwrights constructed playgoing. Metadrama, like playgoing, can be broadly
conceived. It includes any play or scene that takes as its subject plaggdiadnich
often attempts to dramatize the basic conditions of the playhouse. Thus, metadrama
includes inset plays (or plays within plays) and explicit discussions abggbpig (as
in Hamlet's advise to his players). | will also be suggesting that oveedtrical events
(as in coronations and weddings) and quasi-dramatic performances (such as dumb shows
puppet shows and performed songs) also constitute metadrama. These latter two
categories can be considered metadramatic because they recreate tbenoigsons of
the theater — they involve a performance and an audience. Thus, they provide the
playwright with an opportunity to reflect on playgoing as well as construct the concept
and activity of playgoing for his or her audience.

This construction was possible, and perhaps necessary, because playgoing in early
modern London was a genuinely new cultural activity, so no established tradition of
playgoing existed. Attending a play performed by professional players imapent
theater was simply not an activity that was available to the average Latiden before
the 1570’s, and so no one, not the playwrights, theater owners, actors nor the audiences,
seemed to quite know what to make of playgoing. There were of course plays produced

before the 1570’s, but it has long been recognized that playgoing in that context was



radically different in kind from early modern playgoing. Before the fiestanent,

commercial and lasting theater was built in 1576, the only way to view a play iméixtee

century England was either to attend an “interlude” (short performancesmeef at

court, private residences and universities) or catch a mystery cyclenpenfce during

the Corpus Christi festival.Neither of these types of performances drew the kind of

large heterogeneous crowds that attended the public performances througkoaiothe

early modern drama. The private interludes could only be attended by amelite a

homogeneous few. And while the mystery cycles could be viewed by anyone, tieey we

only produced during special occasions, and because they were staged on moving wagons

that moved in a procession throughout the city, these performances probably only drew

around 100 people at a timeThese types of audiences were a far cry from the large,

heterogeneous playhouse audiences of the late sixteenth and early seveetgenth c

By the late 1570’s, any London citizen with a penny to spend on entertainment could

watch a play on almost any given day and be surrounded by as many as threelthousan

other playgoer§.This crowd would have been highly diverse, made up of women, men,

the aristocracy and merchants. These basic conditions of playgoing are, mesg or le

familiar to twenty-first century playgoers; however, for the early modendon citizen,

this form of playgoing was a genuinely new activity. In fact, from a broad luataiew,

by 1642 when the playhouses closed, playgoing was still a relatively newyactivit
Beyond providing a reason for why playwrights constructed the experience of

playgoing (because they were establishing a new cultural traditiometeess of

drama also helps explain why metadrama was such a popular early modeamdtage

literary device; playwrights continued to return to the topic of playgoing becamsdith



not fully understand it. They wrote about playgoing within their plays to come to grips
with what playgoing meant — to construct it. To take an example from our own era, all of
the books, articles, conferences, and documentaries produced in recent decades on the
significance and impact of the internet do not suggest that we fully understand it
significance or impact. Rather, the mass of discourse about the internettsuoyge
struggle (and perhaps inability) to understand this nascent cultural phenomenon.
Likewise, metadrama and its ubiquity suggests early modern culturejglstto
understand the nascent cultural phenomenon of playgoing.

The newness of early modern drama also means that the art form was almost
necessarily experimental. As readers of the drama have long notgdneddrn
playwrights experimented with new poetic forms (blank verse), genre{t@ygedy)
and narrative rules (the abandonment of classical unities). And | will be songgbsti
playwrights were also experimenting with new ideas about audience and peaderma
will argue that playwrights asserted new ideas about playgoing thatiarent, and
sometimes radically different, from the traditional or classical notiorfsecéfficacy,
representational nature and interpretive possibilities of drama. In fact, sthesefdeas
are different from anything that came after early modern drama bebauskaywrights
were responding to an almost unique social, political and economic situation. This stud
will attempt to highlight the nascent and experimental nature of early mddena as it
appears within metadrama.

Apart from providing a space where playwrights could explore the concept of
playgoing, metadrama also represents an attempt to construct playgoingdiaytiaise

audiences. By staging playgoing in front of audiences, playwrights wemgpétig to



influence the audience’s understanding of playgoing. For instance, in chaptentiio, |
suggest that some metadramatic plays tried to convince the audience afl¢higithe
playhouse. And in chapter three, | will argue that some metadramatic filaypi@d to
show the audience how to behave — what kinds of actions were acceptable and what kinds
were not. Thus, metadrama was intended to have a real effect on the notion of playgoing
In fact, sometimes metadrama was intended to have a material effeaygaipd); by
trying to influence audience behavior, metadrama was attempting to contr@hysical
activity. Metadrama then can be understood as producing a theory of playgoing and
praxis — a true attempt at constructing the experience of playgoing fgoplay

After examining and analyzing a number of plays, I've come to the genedal, a
perhaps contentious, conclusion that within this attempt at constructing playgoing,
playwrights sought to construct a non-reactive playgoer. Because the conbeptarht
reactive playgoer is defined negatively (the non-reactive playgoer is defirveaal the
playwrights did not want) and because the concept is never fully articulated thig
drama but culled and pieced together from dozens of plays and playwrights, it is
necessarily vague. But in general, the non-reactive playgoer can be tbbaglihe
playwrights’ attempt to construct a playgoing experience that limited tige 1@af
audience reactions within the playhouse. It seems the playwrights’ ideahegd
member was one who sat quietly, did not interrupt the performance and, most
importantly, did not use the performance as the basis for action. They seematido wa
more pensive or stoic audience than the unruly ones that seemed to have populated the
early modern playhouses. Put another way, the non-reactive playgoer is the polar

opposite of the ideal Brechtian playgoer; Brecht wanted to produce a visceral and



emotional reaction in his audience that would lead to political action. Convezagiy,
modern playwrights wanted to produce a playgoer that did not respond to performance
with action — political or otherwise.

By arguing that playwrights wanted to produce a non-reactive audience, | am
contradicting probably hundreds of drama and performance critics who assume that
performance always works in conjunction with audience respohisis. assumption, as it
pertains to early modern drama, often seems rest on the belief that glagvarfi the
period were working within a classical and/or humanist rhetorical tradi$ome most
playwrights were taught within the humanist tradition — a tradition which valuéatite
and Aristotelian dramatic and poetic theory — we tend to assume that they imigléme
humanist ideas about language, poetry and rhetoric within their dramather words,
we tend to think of drama rhetorically, as affecting the audience and produactan
(praxis) within the audience. Indeed, the humanist tradition (discussed most thoroughly
in Chapters two and four) valued audiences who used literature as the basistior act
But | will argue that numerous playwrights throughout the period were expemgenti
with a different approach to drama and a different theory of performance, aacppr
and theory that tried to limit (and not encourage or produce) audience reaction.

There are historical, political and economic reasons why playwrights woald wa
to create a non-reactive audience. These reasons will be fully discussedrst the f
chapter, but in short, playwrights tried to create a non-reactive audiencs®deadaighly
reactive, unruly early modern audience actually posed a threat to theighktyand so
playwrights seemed to have constructed the idea of a non-reactive playgoer in@ppositi

to the actual unruly ones they confronted. For instance, periodically playgoendy unr



activity would translate into a riot, and the playwrights and the theaters were the

punished for the activity of their audiences. A fairly famous example ofyhqlae riot
occurred during the 1597 productionTdfe Isle of DogsAs a result of the riot, warrants

were issued for the authors of the play, Ben Jonson and Thomas Nashe, and the theaters
were ordered to be destroyed. The playhouses avoided this fate, but the message was
clear: if the audience misbehaved, the playwrights and the theaters would pagehe

The playwrights seemed to have responded to this threat by staging mettdriama
constructed the idea of a non-reactive playgoer in an attempt to change the actual
experience of playgoing. They attempted to turn the unruly playgoer into a noneeacti

one.

This is not to say that the playwrights’ attempts to create the non-reactive
playgoer worked. By all accounts, audiences remained active, reactive ahyd unr
throughout the early modern era. The inability to produce a truly non-reactygoeia
makes the concept of this type of playgoer all the more significant. Irb&uzuse the
non-reactive playgoer never really existed, it should not be thought of rees thief
playwrights’ construction of playgoing; it is better thought of asctheseof their
construction. For complex reasons that will be discussed more thoroughly in the first
chapter, the attempt at creating a non-reactive playgoer allowed and seseticed
playwrights to confront most, if not all, of the issues related to playgoing discusse
above. That is, once the non-reactive playgoer was conceived, a whole network of
theoretical ideas concerning playgoing had to be created in order to account tigreha

of playgoer.
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For instance, in order to avoid playgoers’ reactions, playwrights attenopliedtt
the effect their performances had on their audiences. So in order to construct the non-
reactive playgoer, playwrights had to conceptualize and dramatize the etifcheyr
performances. In chapters two and three, | describe what | see as tliexconatwork of
theoretical ideas concerning performance, staging techniques and audieneedied to
be created in order to ensure that the audience was not affected by the pedorma
Similarly, in order to keep the audience from reacting to their plays, playaigd to
keep the audience from actively interpreting performances. Becauseisureading
strategies often encouraged the audience to actively read and then advasislod their
interpretation, playwrights sought to interrupt this reading process in oragetrupt
audience reaction. In chapters four and five, | trace several techniquégethat
playwrights implemented to limit the interpretive agency of the audierte sfudy then
is not simply about the playwrights’ attempt to control the unruly audienceghbist the

complex construction of playgoing that this attempt produced.
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Chapter One:

The Social Formation of Playgoing and Its Absent Cause
“And none knows the hidden causes of those straffgets” — George Chapmahll Fools’

The majority of this study is made up of an analysis of individual metadramatic
scenes. The goal of this analysis is to show how playwrights contributed to the
construction of playgoing. These plays — that is, the evidence for the construction of
playgoing — are spread across the entire early modern era from the opehm{jrsf t
theaters in the mid-1580’s to the closing of the theaters in 1642. Some of these
playwrights knew each other personally or at least knew each other’s work, but some
probably did not, so some playwrights were probably producing ideas about playgoing
without the direct influence of other earlier playwrights. Thus, as | sughjestiee
introduction, the evidence for the construction of playgoing is scattered, fraghaewte
seemingly unconnected; it is found in dozens of plays over the course of sixty odd years
with no discernable pattern or narrative of development. One could assume because of
the fragmented nature of the construction of playgoing that the result of thisuctinatr
would also be fragmented: it would be incoherent, uneven and sometimes contradictory.
However, | will be arguing the opposite: all these different playwrights ays pl
produced a fairly coherent construction of playgoing. There are outliers, plage¢hat
to produce ideas about playgoing that are atypical or counter to the trend thaidiis s
traces. But by and large, the entire era constructed playgoing in ekadyasimilar
way.

This chapter is dedicated to explaining how this could be the case. In order to do

so, | will suggest that the construction of playgoing occurred within a set of tésdtanid
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economic conditions that made it imperative for playwrights to produce a concept of
playgoing. The reaction to this imperative is why playwrights produced aragtatic
construction of playgoing and, incidentally, is why my analysis of metadrdfaesdi

from previous analyses and theories of it. Once this is established it isargdes
describe a historical model that can adequately explain how the historicalamndi

could produce a unified and relatively coherent construction of playgoing. The particula
theory of history that | will be employing was developed by Louis Althusskhes

student Alan Badiou and adapted to literary critical uses by FredriesdamThese
theorists’ ideas about history can help grasp the fragmented yet coheréntatimmsof
playgoing because they are dedicated to respecting, in Althusser’s tegrasii-
autonomous nature of the different aspects of society, while simultaneouisiy pay
attention to how they work as a whole or structure. Their ideas then can help describe
what | will be calling, following Althusser, the social formation of playgoiihe

structure of early modern playhouse culture that produced a coherent construction of

playgoing.

I: The Unruly Playgoer: Riots, Immorality and Punishment in the Playhouses

In the introduction, | suggested that early modern playwrights createdrtbept
of the non-reactive playgoer in reaction to the unruly playgoer that constituted early
modern audiences. And much of this study works under the theory that playwrights were
concerned and maybe even obsessively concerned with the unruly actions of their
audiences. However, it must first be established why early modern playswighe so

concerned with audiences. After all, there is nothing unique or historicadifis@bdout
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performers being concerned with their audiences; performers in any mediume or t
period are always going to be interested in their audiences, and these auditarce
behave in an unruly manner. However, the historical context of early modern drama
seemed to have made early modern playwrights particularly anxious about their
audiences, which, as we will see, ultimately led them to construct the contiepinoi-
reactive playgoer.

Scholars of the theater have long noted the unruliness of London playgoers. Ann
Jennalie Cook, Andrew Gurr and S.P. Cerasano have all pointed out the disruptive
activities that audience members were accused of engadiirinstance, playgoers
would routinely talk (to one another and to the performers), loudly crack nuts, obtrusively
open beer bottles, and gamble during a performance. Furthermore, it wasn’t timusual
pickpockets and prostitutes to frequent the playhouses; the combination of crowds and
liquor no doubt provided a lucrative business opportunity for both professions. And
Steven Mullaney has argued that the very location of most of playhouses suggests a kind
of lawlessness. Most playhouses were located in the liberties, the suburbs of London;
Mullaney describes these “outskirts of the premodern city” as placesrfgdlex and
contradictory sort of freedom, ambivalent zones of transition between one realm of
authority and another” and as “a borderland whose legal parameters and wwibzge
open-ended and equivocally definédThe location of the theaters then permitted, if not
encouraged, the kind of unruly activity of the early modern playgoer.

It is difficult to know exactly what the playwrights thought about their audisnce’
activity. However, it seems reasonable to assume that playwrights would be

understandably annoyed at playgoers who interrupted their plays and distracted thei
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players. In fact, some of the evidence we have for audience behavior comes from
playwrights complaining about playgoéPsAnd Cersano suggests “perhaps some of the
well-known on-stage audiences represent the players’ impressions of ticeatase and
perhaps when these representations are unlikable, this was the players’ (atttdiram

way of getting back at the audiencé For instance, the citizen couple in Francis
Beaumont’sThe Knight of the Burning Pesiiean unflattering representation of

playgoers who interrupt performances. On a superficial level, the playwrights
preoccupation with audience behavior can be understood as a concern that plakgoers (|
the citizen couple) would disrupt their performances.

Disruptive behavior may have been annoying, but the audience’s unruliness
produced a much more dangerous and significant behavior: playgoers would periodically
riot in the theaters. These riotous playgoers posed a serious threat to its/ieicause
playwrights were often held legally and politically responsible for the ti@t occurred
within their playhouses. For instance, in 1597 a warrant was issued for Ben Jonson and
Thomas Nashe after their pl@he Isle of Dogecited a small scale riot at the Swan.

The Privy Council describes the disturbance as “very great disordersittenim the

common playhouses both by lewd matters that are handled on the stage and bgdesort a
confluence of bad peoplé?Here the council is making a distinction between the actions

of the “bad people,” and the “lewd matters that are handled on the stage,” but the
implication of the Privy Council’s ruling is that if these “bad people” e@at

disturbance, it is playwrights’ and playhouses’ fault because they staged “|dtedstha

This connection between the actions on stage and the actions in the audience created the

premise that allowed the Privy Council to punish the theaters for the actithresrof
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audiences. In fact, the state didn’t just attempt to punish the playwrights; iomeac
the riot, the Privy Council also ordered that all theatrical productions be haltetthat
all the playhouses be torn down. For reasons that are unclear, the latter order was,
thankfully, never carried out, but the Privy Council’s reaction (or overmgd the
playhouse riot illustrates the danger that riotous playgoers posed to the glasvand
playing companies: if their audience’s rioted, their profession, livelihood and, ghé mi
even say, their way of life could come to an end.

This reaction seems to have been extreme in degree but was not unique in kind.
Five years earlier, the Privy Council had closed the theaters aftemaaiothe Rose.
This riot actually had very little to do with playgoing. It began on the other side of the
Thames after a feltmonger was arrested. The city’s feltmongers amdwtigathetic
merchants felt the arrest unwarranted and started a riot, which eventigibyed to the
Rose. Even though the riot really had nothing to do with playhouses, all the playhouses
were closed from Midsummer Day to Michaelmas (June 21, 1592- September 29,
1592)*3

Beyond providing more evidence of the unruly and riotous activity of playgoers,
this anecdote suggests that the London citizens seem to have associatedglaiigoin
riotous activity. The rioters gravitated towards the theater presurbabiyse they
believed playhouses were a place where unruly activity occurred and/or théyseut
as an excuse to assemble and prdfegn incident in 1618 also suggests this
connection: allegedly, a group of sailors were planning to riot outside the Globd) thoug
the riot was stopped before it bedart seems early modern theaters, like today’s town

squares or capital buildings, were a good place to gather if you wished td. prbieef
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course made London magistrates nervous. They too made connection between riots (or
even just assemblies) and the theaters, and so punished the theaters probal@yhescaus
already suspected them of fostering unruliness and this just confirmedugp@aiens

and/or these incidents gave them an excuse to close the playhouses.

Influencing the perception that riots and the theaters were connectdueviasg
shadow cast by the 1549 riot led by Robert Kett during the reign of Edward VI, which
was supposedly started during a play. Fifty-four years later, the arttiitbeariter
Henry Crosse uses the Kett rebellion as evidence to argue that playgoingavageous
activity.

For what more fitter occasion to summon all the discontented people together,

then Playes? to attempt some execrable action, commotions, mutiniimnebe

as it hapned avyndhamn Norff. in the time ofd. the 6. where at a Stage Play

... the horrible rebellion dketand his complices, by a watch-word given, brake

out, to the trouble of the whole kingdorife.

In early modern England, there seems to have been a long tradition of associating
playgoing with riotous activity. This association seems to have produced the opinion that
playhouses always had the potential to produce a riot even if a riot wasn’tyactuall
produced. According to Crosse, plays simply attract “discontented people,” so a
playhouse is a natural place for a riot to begin. Cook notes that “The lord mayor and
aldermen routinely shut down playhouses whenever distirceatenegas in the

uprising of 1595.*” Indeed, as the feltmongers’ riot at The Rose demonstrates,
playhouses and playing companies were punished even when the theaters had nothing to
do with the riot.

Scholars have tended to downplay the significance of these riots or disturbances

Cook remarks that despite the association of playgoing and public disorder, “intgctuali
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only two major disturbances took place inside the theaters;” she points to a Shove
Tuesday riot in 1617 and another “brawl” at the Fortune in 1626; she also cites “lesser
incidents ... in 1611 and in 1614 and at the Red Bull in 1610, 1622 and ‘f63&”
careful reader will note that Cook does not mention the 1592 incident at the Rose or the
1597 riot at the Swan discussed above. So there were at least four major disturbances i
or around the theaters in addition to the lesser incidents she cites, and thbsvenay
been more that have not been documented or have not yet been uncovered by*8cholars.
Still, Cook maintains, “In view of the volatile nature of any crowd, it is amahagso
few incidents are recorded for sizable gatherings, often taking placelyiguat day,
during a period that spans seven decatfeSimilarly, Gurr remarks, “But considering
the alarm so regularly voiced by the civil authorities, particularly in the 1&894590s,
the number of affrays that actually engaged audiences inside the playtasuaknest
nil.”?* Downplaying these incidents seems warranted if we are viewing tfitain the
context of the overblown rhetoric of the antitheatrical writers. Thatesetscholars are
attempting to correct the impression of an always dangerous, riotous earlpnmode
audience that was created by the anti-theatrical tracts. As Cook nbeesyitlence
shows plenty of disruptive behavior, but audiences scarcely merited theiralstract
characterization

However, if we read this evidence of disruptive behavi@omunctionwith the
anti-theatrical writers’ portrayal of audiences, then, | believe nipeitance of audience
behavior almost can’t be overstated, because even if the audiences wedrad'taashe
playhouses’ enemies would have us believe, the perception that playgoers had the

potential to riot and that their behavior was the fault of the playwright’s plagt that
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playwrights and playing companies were held responsible for the actionsn@tagi
otherwise) of their audiences. Thus, the playwrights had a clear incentive to dwgitrol t
unruly audiences.

Furthermore, the state’s fear of riots in the early modern era was adtiteuv/@d
police force, the large London crowds (large than anything previous generations had
encountered) posed a serious threat to the Stae Andy Wood, David Underdown,

Tim Harris and more recently John Walter have shown, riots, uprising, and popular
protests were quite common throughout the period and were taken very seriously by
government officials. So seriously that even the representation of uprisiragsy(other
treasonous activity that could lead to insurrection) was more or less forBfdeen.
instance, the state censor seemed to have banned the staging of riots. Edmwisd Tilne
suppression of the riot scene in the plée Book ofir Thomas Morgdiscussed in more
detail below, is a famous example of such censofSt@iven the state’s (almost

paranoid) worry about riots, even a few playhouse riots would have posed a threat to the
playhouses. And perhaps more importantly, the perception that a riot could alwakys bre
out in the theaters or, worse, that the playhouse produced riots, meant that the playing
companies were constantly threatened with closer because of the actionsitialpote
actions of their unruly audiences.

And even when playwrights were not held legally responsible for the riotous
actions of their audiences, they were almost always held politically resl@ofus the
immoral actions of playgoers. As Jean Howard and others have shown, the playhouse
was a politically contested public space — there were powerful groups thativilaat

playhouses closed (the Puritans and London magistrates) and others that wanted them
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open (the playgoing public and aristocratic patréhs)Vriters who expressed the
antitheatrical position, such as Anthony Munday, Steven Gosson and John Northbrooke,
often linked the audience’s behavior to the content of playhouse performanceshast as t
Privy Council did duringrhe Isle of Dogécident. For instance, Munday describes the
players’ actions as “intermixed with knauerie, drunken merie-ments eccafisenings,
undecent juglings, clownish conceites, and such other cursed mirth, as is both odious in
the sight of God, & offensive to honest earéste then follows up with an attack on the
actions of the audience: “Whosoever shall visit the chappel of Satan, | mean ttex, Thea
shal finde there no want of young ruffins, nor lacke of harfStsike the Privy Council

ruling concerning thésle of Dogsiot, Munday is doing more than saying that immoral,
unruly individuals attend the theater; he is suggesting that the performaooegnvay
causes the audience’s behavior. Robert Ormsby, drawing on the researcladfé\ane

and Jonas Barish, describes this anti-theatrical argument as “patholddeakfues that
“Antitheatrical rhetoric of the era is ‘pathological’ not simply to thgrde that it

portrays the actor’s body infected by unclean performance, but also in its ateputi
audiences diseased by the spectacles they witfieBer'instance, John Northbrooke

says of plays, “what other thing doe they teache than wanton pleasure, ramgl igpitof

fleshly lustes, unlawfull appetites and desires? with their bawdie ameé Bkyings and
counterfert doings® Here the “stirring up of fleshly lustes” explicitly refers to a Helie

that viewing a performance can affect and infect the actions of the auditavese,

Munday makes the claim, “at theaters none of these [the mind, ears and eyes] but sinneth,
for both the mind there with lust; and the eyes with showes, and the ears with hearing be

polluted.™ Stephen Gosson is also clearly drawing on and contributing to this
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pathological model when he argues, “that which entereth into us by the eyeseand ea
muste bee digested by the spirite, which is chiefly reserved to honor’GHuis model
is so common that Cynthia Marshall, echoing Ormsby, claims, “Virtadlitye
antitheatircalists refer to the effects of the stage as ‘infectidts.’

It should be noted here that although the playhouses were sometimes closed
because of riots and public disturbance, the major reason that governmensdiiaial
down the theaters was because of plague, but the threat that the plague posed to the
playhouse was perhaps not unconnected to audience behavior. The antitheatrisal write
use of a viral metaphor to describe the playhouse can be understood as linked to the threat
plague posed to the playhouses. They understood that the public and the state thought that
plague was spread in the playhouses and so used the metaphor of infection to link the
moral and physical affects of playgoing. However, the opposite is perhapsialsorat
is, antithetical writers’ use of the viral metaphor influenced the beliepthgue was
spread in the theaters. Given early moderns’ relatively weak understandiogy of
infections were spread, it is not unreasonable to assume that the antitheatecsl w
were able to partially convince the public and government that stage penfoesn
spread, not just moral, but physical disease. Or put another way, the differeneenbe
the physical and the moral effect of performance was collapsed in the pubhd asna
result of antitheatrical arguments. After all, since the middle agesielags often
understood as a scourge sent by God to punish the wicked, so plague was already
understood to function according to moral laws. Thus, closing the playhouse because of

plague was not just a neutral and rational sanitation act done on the behalf of public
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health; it was also a political act motivated by the immoral activitiéiseoplayhouse
audiences.

But even without this tentative link between plague and playgoing, from the
playwrights’ perspective, the audience’s unruly behavior was almostntgidapolitical
liability. When the audience behaved poorly, it reflected poorly on the theater. This poor
reflection did more than simply injure the theater’s reputation; it could resthié
closing of the theaters. This threat to the theaters seemed to have continudbtlitroug
the early modern era as the playgoing publics’ behavior continued to be unruly. And
although theater historians debate the major causes of the closing of thes tinease
scholars agree that antitheatrical sentiment and antitheatritadsivefforts to link the
theater to audience behavior at least contributed to the closing of thedliedi®42>* In
the final analysis, antitheatrical writers’ attacks on the theatdributed to the end of
early modern playgoing. Thus, most if not all early modern playwrights would have had

to confront the danger that unruly audiences posed to the theater.

II: Metadrama’s Importance to the Construction of Playgoing and Its &rilges

Playwrights seemed to have responded to this threat to their livelihood not only
by writing their own pamphlets defending the theater, but by writing scenes of
metadrama that commented upon the activities of their audience. In fact, many
metadramatic scenes can be read as a direct challenge to the ‘gpagtbtiepiction of
playgoing put forth by antitheatrical writers, which were themselvesdan the unruly

activities of the early modern audience. Thus, metadrama represented aantgt® in
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the struggle to keep the theaters open. It was a place where the playvaigthtsotinter
the political challenges that the unruly playgoer posed to the theaters.

| am not the first to make the argument that playwrights used metadrama to
counter the claims of antitheatrical writers. Tanya Pollard for one naagiesilar
pronouncement in her introduction to a collection of antitheatrical documents. She
argues, “Beyond playwrights’ involvement in penning defenses, complaints, or general
portraits of the theater, however, is the larger more interesting question tidnovama
of the time responds, either directly or indirectly, to these deb&teRdllard goes on to
point out that inset plays (or plays within plays) and explicit statemertsitys that
reflect on the nature of performance tend to challenge anti-theatrnmetides of the
role of audience and the morality or utility of drama. However, Pollard islynere
suggesting the uses the documents in her collection can be put to, rather than actuall
engaging in that type of analysis. The fullest treatment of playwrigtgpbnse to anti-
theatrical discoursis still Laura Levine’sMen in Women'’s Clothing: Anti-theatricality
and Effeminization Levine argues that playwrights internalized the antitheatrical
position within their plays in order to render it absurd through a process she otils “a
antitheatricality.*®

However, my own position and argument are somewhat different and perhaps go
further than either Pollard or Levine. | will argue that playwrightsawet only using
metadrama to enter into the discourse of antitheatricality in order to debate
antitheatrical writers and counter their arguments; they wemaatiteg to construct the
experience of playgoing in order to influence the actual behavior of their audiences. |

other words, metadrama didn’t just discuss playgoing, it constructed it. And by
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constructing a non-reactive playgoer, the playwrights could negate the anttieatri
position since it, in part, rested on the unruliness of the audience. In other words,
metadrama was not only debating with the antitheatrical writers in ordeabge the
publics minds, metadrama was attempting to change the behavior of their ataliputce
the public’'s minds at ease.

The Knight of the Burning Pestlagain, provides us with a clear example of
playwrights using metadrama to comment on and construct audience behavibze#
a play within a play structure and depicts the audience of the inset play as gehavin
poorly. The citizen and his wife routinely interrupt the performance bylzoning
about its content and often suggest changes to the play’s script. As | will slrew m
thoroughly in the third chapter, this activity is satirized within the play to diageuthe
practice within the playhouse. The play is constructing playgoing throughnaeiz by
discouraging the type of unruly behavior that the playwrights want to exclude from
playgoing. Of course, not all examples are this straightforward, but this exsinopilel
demonstrate the process through which audience is constructed within metadrama.

My analysis of metadrama, while differing in degree from Pollard’s awhk’s,
is a fundamental departure from the way that critics have traditionallyzaalshnd
interpreted metadrama. Apart from Pollard’s and Levine’s usefighheegarding
metadrama, critics have generally analyzed metadrama in thregvhatrseparate but
also interconnected ways: they have viewed metadrama 1) as alselivefin-joke
between audience and actor 2) as a metaphor for larger or more universal idesss or 3)
evidence of playwrights’ challenge to essentialist thought. Theiicstritical uses of

metadrama identify a type of self-reflexivity that is obviously preseaarly modern
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drama, but is only tangentially related to this project. However, the thircktuitse,
generally associated with new historicism, is directly relevatitisadiscussion, and
while probably the most influential, does not seem to describe accurately metaaram
explain its purpose. Furthermore, | will argue that my own take on metadréeraaf
corrective to the new historicist position. Before addressing the anftitiedisé
argument, it is perhaps useful to briefly describe the first two treagroéntetadrama
because they trace effects of metadrama that will be tangengiiatgd to this study.
Gurr provides perhaps the best example of the first type of analysis of me&adra
He argues that metadrama provides an in-joke between audience and playetbevhic
undermines the illusion of the drama. Shakespeamtsny and Cleopatré a clear
example of this type of joke; Shakespeare has Cleopatra, who of course is played by
young boy, declare that some day, “I shall see / Some squeaking Cleopatra boy m
greatness / I'th’ posture of a whor&.0n a basic level, Cleopatra’s speech is a
metadramatic wink at the audience. Gurr argues that this type of jolamason
throughout early modern drama and particularly popular with Shakespeare and Jonson.
Indeed, Gurr points out that these jokes were not just made explicitly through speech, but
were inherent to the practice of early modern playing. For instance Gurr notes:
Shakespeare clearly expected his audiences at the Globe in 1620ri@tto
know that the same player who played Polonius, probably John Heminges,
playing Hamlet, had played Brutus. For Shakespeare, Brutus killing Caesar in
Julius Caesaprophesied the killing by the same player of his fellow in the new
play. It made a neat theatrical in-joke for the regular playg8ers.
In short, metadrama, in so far as it is self-reflective, could destroyubmiil of the

performance, which as Gurr points out was never that illusory to begin with, and at the

same time get a laugh from the audiefic&letadrama’s self-reflexivity and the non-
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illusionistic aspects of early modern drama will play a role in this dfesiyecially in
chapter three), but | will be less interested in the aesthetic or comatsaepeetadrama,
which are present within these self-reflective moments, than | am intéredex
metadramatic meditations on playing and playgoing, which Pollard describeshand w
effects these meditations had on the construction of playgding.

The second major way that critics have analyzed and interpreted metasliama
locating the ways in which playwrights use the stage as a metaphor fargeeworld.
Again, Shakespeare provides a representative example of this type of usadramat
Jaques’ famous “All the world’s a stage” speecAsnYou Like Itlearly uses the stage
as a metaphor for human development. Robert Crossmen gives the fullest and latest
exploration of this trope. He argues that “by mentioning, discussing, and above all
stagingdrama upon his stage, Shakespeare invites his audience to think of their own lives
in theatrical terms® Of course, Shakespeare did not invent this trope, nor is it unique to
early modern drama. Crossmen points out that “the world-stage comparsoidwa
when Epictetus used it” in the second cenflry.

Other critics have read the world-stage metaphor as more than just atmmalen
trope. They see this type of metadrama as producing what Sidney Homan ltbthealle
“Aesthetic Metaphor.” In this analysis, critics interpret the metaphthveo$tage to cut
both ways: the stage is a metaphor for the world and the world is a metaphor for the
stage. This approach to metadrama is closest to my own; however, whesesach as
Homan, James L. Calderwood, Robert Egan, Judd D. Hubert and Lionel Abel have
argued that metadrama was reflecting on the aesthetic and formakadpamatic

poetry, | will focus on how metadrama reflects on performance’s own thezdreti
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assumptions and rhetorical purpo$&Burthermore, all of these critics focus almost
exclusively on Shakespeare and explore how he used metadrama to depict his own ideas
about aesthetics and the challenges of creating art. This study is etdenretste broader
construction of playgoing, not just Shakespeare’s, and it is focused not on how the
playwright thought about his or her own struggles with the medium, but on how the
playwrights sought to construct that medium for the audience. That is, this study moves
away from the individual construction of aesthetic ideas, and towards the collective
construction of the activity of playgoing.

The third type of analysis of metadrama is perhaps the most influential and my
own analysis of metadrama offers a partial replacement or correciive€ohsequently,
| will spend the most space on this critical approach to metadrama. la¢fes type of
analysis as the new historicist anti-essentialist argument bat@igenerally argued by
new historicists (and so is often overtly political) and because it arguesathamodern
drama (and often metadrama) puts forth a view of the individual that, in Jonathan
Dollimore’s words, “challenges the idea that ‘man’ possesses some givderailial
essence which is what makes ‘him’ human, which is the sourcesaedtiadeterminant
of ‘his’ culture and its priority over conditions of existené&&ccording to this view of
metadrama, self-reflective performances are able to challesgetiedism by revealing
individuals to be nothing but performance; by performing the individual and showing that
individual to be engaging in a performance, metadrama demonstrates to the audience tha
individuals are nothing but performance. Or to phrase it in its most radicabiterat
individuals are performance all the way down. More broadly this use of metadrama is

said to be used by early moderns to demythologize power. Political power is nothing but
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a performance of power, and so is not an essential part of society. It is contatger
than necessary.

The issue gets decidedly more complicated when concepts such asagehder
sexual orientation are included within a discussion of anti-essentialism bexabe
period’s complex relationships with both these issues. But because the newwististor
anti-essentialist position is put forth most forcefully within a discussion oépand the
individual, and because this present study is largely disengaged from a discussion of
gender and sexuality, the following discussion will be restricted to antMesdssn as it
is related to power and the individual.

Greenblatt's argument in his influential essay “Invisible Bulletgierhaps the
most well known expression of this anti-essentialist posffiétere, Greenblatt is not
overly concerned with metadrama; however, he does argue that the nature atskthma
reveals the anti-essentialist nature of political authority and so in hasifafarmulation
both subverts and contains that form of power by simultaneously demystifying it and
producing it. By calling attention to its own theatricality through metadyamama is
able to bring this subversion and containment to the surface of the audience’s
consciousness. Specifically, Greenblatt argues that Queen Elizabeth’s pasver w
predicated on “theatrical celebrations of royal glory and theatrickdnce visited upon
the enemies of that glory” because she was a “ruler without a standing atiogtva
highly developed bureaucracy, without an extensive police f8fcEhe self-reflectivity
of Shakespeare’s stage helps to sublimate this historically specifit bf@olitical
authority; thus, “the form itself, as a primary expression of Renaissan@,jips to

contain the radical doubts it continually provok&sBy arguing that the Queen’s power
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was not essential, Greenblatt is positioning himself as an anti-essg¢nbiatnore
specifically, he is arguing that early modern drama is inherently asgnealist and that
by self-consciously referring to this inherent quality, early modern distatere
attempting to challenge the essentialist assumptions of their society.

This argument gets picked up and reformulated by a number of critics. For
instance, David Scott Kastan, in response to Greenblatt's essay, arguesgthat st
representations of political figures are unable to contain their own subversioaséeca
“The theater ..works to expose the mystifications of power. Its counterfeit of royalty
raises the possibility that royalty is a counterf&ftli other words, the theater is
necessarily subversive whenever it performs power. Thus, metadrama cesstisetf-
awareness of this subversive quality and a reflection on drama’s own subversere pow
Jonathan Goldberg thoroughly explores this argumebdanmes | and the Politics of
Literature After reflecting on James’s depiction of himself as an actor, Goldbergsargu
“from the King's imagined stage, one can move to real ones, and | consider Chapman’s
Bussy d’Amboias a mirror of Jacobean absolutism and Shakespéteriy Vas a
realization of the royal trope that declares the inherent theatricalityw@rgnd the
power of the stage® He then goes on to link the metadrama-as-anti-essentialist
argument to the metadrama-as-metaphor argument by stating that thbanefahe
stage is reversible so that “the stage of history” is also “the stagsta/Hi° And
Matthew H. Wikander makes a similar argumerPrmces to Act“So dressed in the
metaphor of the stage is the idea of kingship that there is always the posdilhgy o
metaphor literalizing itself, of the kingdom becoming a st&§a@4 this list of works that

draw or expand on Greenblatt’s insight could be added, Dollimore’s influential
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introduction to the equally influenti®olitical Shakespeare: New Essays in Cultural
Materialismand his boolRadical TragedyRoy Strong’sArt and Power: Renaissance
Festivals and Louis Montrose'$he Purpose of Playintf I'm not suggesting these
works are wholly indebted to Greenblatt, nor do | want to suggest that these witics a
only concerned with metadrama (their arguments are much more ambitiousyddowe
am claiming that embedded within these critics’ description and amalysarly modern
metadrama is the anti-essentialist position.

The sheer number and caliber of critics who make, in one form or another, the
anti-essentialist argument as well as the evidence they use to suppgos$iten seem
to suggest its validity. However, the breadth of their evidence actually $eems
undermine their position at least as it bears on metadrama, that is, on metadizhtg’
to demystify essentialist assumptions about the individual and political poweraniihe
essentialist position, which these critics argue is subversively revaadechallenged
through drama, seems to have been largely accepted by early modern adltisrefeen
publically articulated, hence the wealth of evidence available to new histaritics>>
However, this wealth of evidence suggests that early modern society semme been
rather transparently anti-essentialist. And since anti-essemtiaiés publicly (and rather
explicitly) expressed, there seems to have been little need to g@xbetse the myth of
essentialism through metadrama.

Take for instance Wikander’s analysis of the representation of rulBriices to
Act he argues for the impossibility of safely playing monarchs because such
representations reveal the anti-essentialism of the monarchy; monarcheraty

playing a part and are not essentially kings. This would seem to be, on itesarfa
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radically subversive idea because early modern drama, according to Wjlcatleder

into question the legitimacy of monarchs and the essential (and necessayphéteir

power. However, Wikander’'s evidence seems to undermine his argument. For instance
Wikander quotes Elizabeth and James |, who each compare their own performance as
monarchs to the performance of stage actors. Elizabeth in 1586 in front of parliament
declares, “we Princes, | tell you, are set on stages, in the sight and viewvoirkdheluly
observed. The eyes of many behold our actidhéid James, in an even more public

forum, writes inBasilikon Doron “For Kings being publike persons, by reason of their

office and authority, are as it were set (as it was said of old) upon a pubfjkeistthe

sight of all the people; where all the beholders eyes are attentively beokécand pry

in the least circumstance of their secretest driftsVikander highlights the apparent
discomfort these monarchs felt under the public gaze; however, what strikes me about
these passages is not their discomfort, but their candor. Both monarchs openly admit in a
public venue that they behave like actors. Indeed, James even mentions that this is an old
trope, almost a cliché (“as it was said of old”). Thus, the conclusion Wikander draws

from these comments seems odd. He argues, “as Elizabeth and James pointed out, theate
embarrasses royalty through its process of demystificatfaBuit the monarchs who

would benefit from this myth are not attempting to propagate it. They openly adiit tha
they are actors and so would seem to be contributing to the process of deatigstifi

that Wikander (and many of the new historicist critics cited above) attribetr ty

modern drama. It's hard to imagine that Elizabeth or James would be shocked by the kind

of anti-essentialist arguments that new historicist critics find indnataa since they
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seem to be expressing it themselves. One imagines the monarchs would respond to such
challenges with an apathetic shrug rather than with embarrassmeat.or f

Furthermore, as Dollimore points out, (even though he engages in the anti-
essential argument) essentialism, as we know it, did not become a dominant ideology
until the eighteenth century; it was largely a product of enlightenment thtreearly
modern thought! If essentialism was not a dominant mode of thought in early modern
culture, then it makes little sense to challenge it within metadrama. readgrn drama,
according to this strain of new historicism, seems to be challenging athadekd not
exist, or at least was not widely accepted. And as the quotations from Jamaes |
Elizabeth suggest, within pre-essentialist and pre-enlightenment Englaridyevhaw
refer to as anti-essentialism was more or less accepted. That is, \watedingly equate
pre-essentialist and anti-essentialist thought in so far as they are bdtitabla with
the idea that power and the individual do not exist as essential phenomenon but are
largely made up of performance.

This is not to say that early modern drama is never expressing an antisss
(or perhaps more precisely a pre-essentialist) position. Rather | msagdest that early
modern drama was probably not self-consciously challenging essethialight in the
Brechtian tradition, which Dollimore suggests shares some affinities withneadern
metadramd@® What seems more likely is that playwrights were merely expressing and
perhaps reifying a widely held view of the individual and political power within their
plays instead of providing a radical challenge to these concepts. Thus, explaining
metadrama’s existence and primary purpose as expressing this caditathge seems

unlikely.
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What seems more likely is that early modern drama’s preoccupation with
metadrama was not a preoccupation with essentialism, but a preoccupation with drama
itself. As | suggested in the introduction and will argue throughout this study, aysvr
continued to return to the subject of playgoing within their plays in an attempt totcome
grips with the concept. The numerous playwrights who produced metadrama were
engaging in this discussion and construction of playgoing. Metadrama, then, islprimari
interested in playgoing and only secondarily or incidentally (or even acgientl
interested in anti-essentialist ideas about the individual and political power.

Of course, this is not to say that early modern drama was completely disgnga
from politics. Criticism of the last thirty years has thoroughly shownehady modern
drama intervened in numerous political debates throughout the early moderanera. |
simply suggesting that metadrama, as a technique, was not used primaaketthe
specific interventions cited above. In fact, | am not even suggestingnétatirama was
completely disengaged froall politics. As | previously suggested and will continue to
argue below, early modern playwrights’ construction of playgoing, which took place
largely within metadrama, was influenced by the political and economiticriwd the
theater and was seeking to intervene in this situation. So the period’s metalde@iad
at from this perspective, was intervening in the politics of the stage, not thespailithe

state.
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[lI: Outlining the Social Formation of Playgoing: Structural Causalitgy Progressive
Epistemology

This view of metadrama also helps explain why most metadramatic plays
construct playgoing similarly. The politics of the playhouse that produced the aconom
need to control the unruly audiences influenced all playwrights who worked within that
political situation, so producing a non-reactive playgoer was in the interestsoéanly
playwrights; consequently, most early modern playwrights constructed plgygoin
similarly.

The economic imperative of metadrama may demonstrate why the playwrights
produced similar ideas about playgoing, but it does not explain how this construction
took place. That is, the historical situation of playgoing may provide a reason why
playwrights constructed playgoing the way they did, but it does not provide the historica
process through which this construction was formed. To explain the historical ptocess
will be employing a Marxist concept of history developed by Louis Althusser, etlapt
literary critical uses by Fredric Jameson, and expanded (as well gsextjtiby Alain
Badiou. Although | do not claim to follow strictly the analytical programargf of these
major theorists, their theoretical insights influence much of this studyding the
above description of metadrama) and so a description of their ideas — specHmally
concepts of structural causality (Althusser and Jameson) and progressiemefungy
(Badiou) — should help establish the theoretical foundations of my analysisyof earl
modern drama. Furthermore, by using their techniques and theories, | will ava@@dtom
the pitfalls and weaknesses of previous studies that touch on the same questions and

concerns of the present one, namely those studies that fall under the gengoay cdte
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performance criticism and new historicism. Although | am not, stripihaking,

producing either a new historicist or performance criticism of early mattama, this
study is involved in the basic questions that both critical schools seek to answer: how
does performance work and what is its relationship to the larger culture (penfoe
criticism), and how does literature affect the culture that it inhabits (retarigcism)? In
addition, these still seem to be the most influential schools of criticismnmvaarly

modern studies. For instance, Hugh Grady has argued that, within Shakespeam® criti
new historicism has moved past its insurgence phase and has become the “new
orthodoxy.® And Edward Pechter suggests that the term performance as it is used by
performance critics represents “one of the most powerful words in thecaoritecal
lexicon.”®® So, it seems, any study of early modern drama that is not consciously taking
part in their critical programs and accepting their theoretical assumsghould attempt

to demonstrate how it is different from, while still being influenced by themdier do

help situate the study within current critical discourse.

Structural causality is perhaps best understood as a theory of historicéityrausa
that Althusser believed Marx developed in reaction to Hegel’s theories. Altlargses
that when Marx was writing, he only had two models of historical causality to work
within: the Cartesian concept of mechanical causality and the Leibmatéon of
expressive causality, which Hegel adopted and Marx more or less inheritacss&it
argues that Marx quickly dismissed mechanical causality as useless legtsuggt
Marx was more or less forced to employ expressive causality withimitggie of
capitalism. Althusser argues that expressive causality “presupposed tivabthéhad a

certain nature, precisely the nature of a ‘spiritual’ whole in which eantealewas
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expressive of the entire totality as a ‘pars totafi5Ifi other words, society is made up of
several different parts or layers. The list of these layers various lioket to thinker,
but generally includes, but is not limited to: ideology, culture, politics and ecos®mic

Althusser calls the entirety of this structure, the social formationrnimstef this
study, the social formation of playgoing is made up of all the elements ols*le¥e
playgoing. So obviously the social formation includes the audience, playwrights,
playhouses, and the texts of the plays themselves. However, as we will seejahe s
formation also includes the economic conditions of the performance, the Master of
Revels’ office, the Privy Council, and (after Badiou’s theories of progressive
epistemology are employed) the concept or theory of performance.

According to Hegel and Leibniz this social formation is really just a mstatien
or expression of an underlying totality, and the analyst’s job is to find these
manifestations in order to locate the expressed connection between the partooiaihe
formation and their underlying cause. The famous “base-superstructuoefhbot
history can be thought of as the result of this theory of causality. The supensir(all
the parts of the social formation) is simply the expression of the economic base.

As Jameson points out, Althusser’s problem with this historical model is that it
relies on “homologies” or “unreflective unities” in order to function. Jamesonsdfie
example of Lucien GoldmannKidden God which claims to find “homologies between
class situations, world views, and artistic forrffsJameson explains why he finds this
type of analysis troubling:

What is unsatisfactory about this work of Goldmann’s is not the establishment of

a historical relationship among these three zones or sectors, but rather the

simplistic and mechanical model which is constructed in order to articulate that
relationship, and in which it is affirmed that at some level of abstraction the
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“structure” of the three quite different realties of social situation, phplosal or
ideological position, and verbal and theatrical practice are “the sdme.”

Jameson is suggesting here that Althusser’s critique of homologies ansisesgre
causality is still relevant because this practice of relying on honesagilink disparate
parts of society through a generalized concept is widely used in literaspeiadi
criticism.

Indeed, despite Jameson’s and Althusser’s critique, expressive causaliyy and i
reliance on homologies seem to be still widely used in early modern studiesn@eder
criticism and new historicism both seem to rely on these concepts. In fact, éofkear
criticized for their use of homologies (though this term is rarely used)ngtance,
Edward Pechter has recently argued that performance criticismaelféstalization” in
order to functiorf® That is, performance criticism claims that almost any aspect of
society can be shown to be a form of performance. Pechter, drawing on the work of
Thomas Postlewait and Tracy C. Davis, argues that

our “ideas of national identity and imagined history” are now ... regularly

“constructed” in terms of “performed identity,” part of a process by whicé “t

idea of performance” has been “expanded to embrace” a variety of concepts,

institutions, and practices, including myth, play, role-playing, ceremonyyegrni
everyday life, conventional behavior, religious and social rififals.
Pechter complains that the result of performance criticism is “uelihiitterpretive
power, but one hard to localize within any particular context” and asserts tivets an
impression olinity, but only for the moment before itself dissolving into the amorphous
expanse it was meant to defirfé.If we place Pechter’s complaints in the context of

Althusser and Jameson’s discussion of historical models, it seems cleardhitztr s

accusing performance criticism of relying on homologies and expresaigaliy.
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Performance critics take individual aspects of society and analyze thameapression
of a totalized “culture of performance.”

Likewise, new historicism has also been indirectly, and sometimes directly,
accused of relying on expressive causality (which is a bit puzzling giveénedsetical
debt to Althusser). For instance Alan Liu offers an early, enduring and dacg oo
some) largely unaddressed criticism of new historicism; he accuseaatsigners of
searching for &nysubject able to tell us whatis (authority, author, identity, ideology,
consciousness, humanity) that connects the plural to the dominant, historical context to
literary text, and so creates a single movement of culffileeeds Barrol, Jean E.
Howard and Jameson himself have made similar pronouncefiémtse recently,
Zachary Lesser and Luke Wilson, both drawing on Liu, have observed that new
historicism often resorts, or is said to resort, to what Wilson calls “voodoo of
resemblance” when forced to make “difficult connections between historical
phenomena™ Is this not the same complaint that Althusser has of Hegel and Jameson of
Goldmann? That is, new historicists are attempting to find the underlying camcept
force that is expressed in the various aspects of society. In other words, Wdtat ¥¥ils
“voodoo of resemblance,” Jameson calls “homologies.” Since performancesgridaod
new historicism seem to be falling into the same theoretical pitfallspoégsive
causality, Althusser’s alternative, structural causality, should helgttidy avoid those
traps.

For Althusser, the key difference between expressive causality andstiuctu
causality is that within expressive causality the parts of societyarely expressions of

the whole, or “expressive causality,” as Robert Paul Resch suggests, “réduces t
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effectivity of the elements to reflections of an essence (X, Y, and 2] aealdy
manifestations of A, the single, independent, and omnipresent varigblajthusser
insists that within structural causalityh& whole existence of the structure consists of its
effects in short that the structure, which is merely a specific combination of its geculi
elements, is nothing outside its effect§What ultimately causes these effects is
Althusser’s “absent cause.” He coincidentally uses the metaphor of dranpdaio ¢éxe
absence or non-existence of the cause of the structure:
the mode of existence of the stage directiaisé en scen®f the theatre which is
simultaneously its own stage, its own script, its own actors, the theater whose
spectators can, on occasion, be spectators only because they are first oéall for
to be its actors, caught by the constraints of a script and parts whose authors they
cannot be, since it is in esserreauthorless theatr&
This cause then should not be thought of as a real occurrence. Alex Callinicosyhelpfull
explains Althusser’s purpose in calling the cause “absent”
What Althusser is trying to hammer home to us is the shift from treatagse
as a thing ... from something that can be immediately or ultimately pointed to,
grasped hold of, to treating it as the displacements effected by the struaure of
whole upon its elements .... Reality is not something underlying these
appearances, it is the structured relation of these appeafances.
Or to phrase it in more philosophical language, the absent cause is not a matetriad age
change, but rather is a condition of possibility; by locating or insertingogenacause,
the possibility of the entire structure emerges. | will be arguing thatbent cause in
the social formation of playgoing is the empty concept of the playgoer and the
playwrights’ attempt to construct a non-reactive playgoer to fill that engpigept.
It needs to be mentioned that even though Althusser understands the ultimate

cause of history as absent, he still insists that “in the last instancsftubture of

history is determined through economic forces, thereby asserting the dl@sgist
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notion of economic determinism. This assertion of economic determinism has puzzled
some social theorists who draw on AlthusSdndeed the economic determinism of the
absent cause seems counterintuitive; how can an absent thing or idea be determined
through material forces? Resch helps resolve this apparent conflict ioglmegrus,

By the term mode of production Althusser and Balibar mean not only the forces

and relations of production but also their social conditions of existence and the

reproduction of these social conditions. Thus the concept of a mode of production
refers not simply to the economic instance ... but also to the level of the social
formation itself, insofar as other, non-economic instances are essential to the
reproduction of the forces and relations of productfon.

By focusing his historical analysis on “the reproduction of the modes of production,”

Althusser can assert economic determinism, while still assertingtmglexity of the

overall structure, including non-economic aspects of the structure.

Indeed, the concept of economic determinism in the last instance can help make
sense of how the historical conditions of playgoing (outlined above) and the social
formation of playgoing are connected. The concept of the playgoer (the absenivzmise)
constructed by the playwrights in such a way as to ensure that the theatersotdé
shut down; they attempted to create a non-reactive playgoer to control the unruly
audiences, whose activities could result in the closing of the theaters and the non-
reproduction of the modes of production. The absent cause of the social formation of
playgoing is in fact economically determined, “in the last instance.”

Althusser’s student Badiou seems to pick up on this idea of absent cause but
applies it not to the structures of society but to the evolution of knowledge in order to
form what he calls a progressive epistemology. Badiou’s link between the ontdlogy

history and epistemology is significant to this study because it links the @lassetto

both the production of new knowledge and the structure of the social formation. This is a
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link that | will be relying upon as | argue that by attempting to produce thegbotthe
playgoer through metadrama, early modern drama was also able to produceé¢he enti
structure of the social formation of playgoing (ontological history), which included a
theory of performance (epistemology).

Badiou imports Althusser’s concept of the absent cause (as well as Lacan’s
concept of the transcendental signifier) into an epistemological discussion anzetheor
that new knowledge and new disciplines are produced not by progressively ais#tin
answering questions, but by finding unanswerable questions. In other words, new
knowledge is produced not through the accumulation of knowledge, but through the
absence of knowleddé Badiou uses an example from the history of mathematics, the
creation of imaginary numbers, to explain this process. To vastly simply stosyhi
imaginary numbers were created to solve the problem of the impossibility tdfrinula
x2 +1=0. Once imaginary numbers were created, a whole new domain of mathematics
was made possible. This process was only possible through what Badiou calls “the void”
— alack or absence. Something had to be put in its place, “the vanishing term,” which
then enabled new discussions, ideas, solutions and even disciplines. As Badiou declares,
“The void is casual® Badiou broadens this example to suggest that this is always how
all new knowledge is producéd.

If we combine Althusser’s structural causality and Badiou’s progressive
epistemology through the concept of the absent cause and apply it to early modern
dramatic culture, we can begin to see how the construction of playgoing took pldee, whi
also avoiding the homologies often relied upon by performance criticism and new

historicism® Simply put, this process works as follows (see the diagram at the end of
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the chapter for a representation of this process): early moderns expérgenc

phenomenon, playgoing, for which they did not have an adequate concept.

To fill this absence or void, early modern playwrights created an imagioacggt of
playgoers. The concept they produced was that of the non-reactive playgoer. -The non
reactive playgoer as a material thing never really existed — bgcallats unruly

audiences existed throughout the period — but once this concept was asserted sits effect
can be noticed throughout the social formation of playgoing because the etestsaar

make up the social formation. At the same time, this concept of the non-reactive playgoe
produced new ideas about performance; it allowed or even forced the playwoights
construct a coherent theory of performance. Furthermore, both these proteskes

last instance,” are economically determined since the concept of the nowereac

playgoer was created in order to save the playhouses from being shut down andrso was a
effort to reproduce the modes of production — the playhouses themselves. Of course none
of this is that simple. The purpose of this study is to trace the complexity pfabess

more carefully by analyzing texts which demonstrate the effects of tted fvmation.

Beyond producing what | believe is an accurate representation of how the concept
of playgoing was constructed in early modern drama, the process above also should help
this study avoid the use of homologies, which, as shown above, are produced through a
reliance on expressive causality. | won’t be employing homologies or sxf@es
causality because | will not be suggesting that each text and level of tHd@oaaion
is an expression or reflection of the concept of the non-reactive playgoer and the
economic imperative that produces that concept. Rather, | will be arguirtbehat

concept of the non-reactive playgoer has certain effects on the socialidorarad the
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theory of early modern drama (and in fact both are constitutive of those effeats). E
level of the social formation and each aspect of the theory remain independent, or in
Althusserian language, each level or aspect remains “relatively autosdrba whole

of the social formation is only recognizable once the entire structuresisegkaat which
point the relative autonomy is overcome. So for instance, | will be arguing belotuehat
effects of the non-reactive playgoer can be seen in early modern censorstigggraut
early modern censorship practices are not, in and of themselves, expressiensooft
reactive playgoer. The effects are only recognizable by inserting theptafdhe non-
reactive playgoer and tracing its effect within censorship practiced.ag we will see
throughout this study, these effects are often surprising and not intuitively cahtwecte

the construction of playgoing.

IV: Early Modern Drama as Event: The Blind Spots of Structural Causality

At this point one may object that the above process is reflexive or circular: in
order to determine the structure of the social formation and the theory of playgoing the
absent cause must be located, but the absent cause can only be found through an analysis
of the structure. This circularity is explored by Badiou when he attempts to adeount
structural change within Althusser’s theory of structural casualty. Ma@y of change
is necessary (and considered unfinished in Althusser’s work) becausellaftexocial
formation is not createelx nihilg but is formed out of a previous social formatfon.
Indeed, the social formation of early modern playgoing, as many theater histosize

shown (but without using these terms) was formed out of the social formation of
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medieval dram&? To account for historical change or periodization, Badiou explores the
concepts of the event and the situation. For Badiou the event is that which is produced
through change; the event is relatively equivalent to a new social fornf@tprearly
modern playgoing); the situation is the conditions in which that event takes place (e.g
unruly audiences and their political and economic consequences). Feltharmedescri
Badiou’s theory of event and situation as follows:
The first characteristic of the event is that it is local and does not takesplass
an entire situation, but occurs at a particular point in the situation: the eventual
site. The second characteristic is its absolute contingency: nothinglpeeste
occurrence of an event; the existence of an eventual site is a necessary but non
sufficient condition. Here Badiou places the error of deterministic theafries
change; they confuse the existence of an eventual site with the existence
change. The third characteristic of the event is that it is undecidable witether
belongs to the situation or not. ... This [leads to] the fourth characteristic of the
event, its reflexivity. In order to identify an event and decide its belorgg
investigating its elements — one must thus have already have identifieciisbec
it is one of its elements.
Badiou develops a complex truth procedure to determine how accurate the connection is
between a particular event and situation, but what is of particular interess th@w
Badiou identifies the consequences of the historical models he and Althussere¥vocat
These consequences represent an abandonment of some of the ambition of Althusser and
Jameson and jettison some of the orthodox Marxism of both thinkers. By doing so,
Badiou’s analysis will define some of this study’s shortcomings. That is, venn e
modern playgoing is treated as a relatively static event and not as a fluidbdiachr
process, certain aspects of playgoing cannot be accounted for.
For instance, the project is necessarily reflexive or circulargdsB's third and

fourth characteristics assert) and somewhat arbitrary (as his secoackehstic asserts).

Thus, there is no logical guarantee that my description of how early modern playgoing
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was constructed is correct — that the situation had anything to do with the everall |

do is demonstrate that the effects of the non-reactive playgoer are pnethenteixts and
material condition of playgoing, which suggests that the non-reactive playgmtuadly

an absent cause of the structure of playgoing. Badiou puts it this way, “verifgevia
excedentary choice of a proper name [of the absent cause or void], the unpresentable
alone as existent; on its basis the Ideas will subsequently cause allibtinicgms of
presentation to proceef” Feltham phrases the circularity of the process in less
idiosyncratic language: “In order to know what kind of multiple the event is, one yalread
needs to know what it is, then the identity of the event is suspended from the acquisition
of a knowledge that one evidently does not yet posses. However, when one does come to
possess this knowledge, one will have already posses$éd it.”

Furthermore, according to Badiou’s second and third characteristics, there is
nothing necessary about the connection between the event and situation. That is, an
unruly audience does not guarantee the social formation of early modern draanallAft
and as previously pointed out, unruly audiences exist throughout history, and these unruly
audiences did not produce similar social formations. This means that no univesas les
can be gleaned from this study. Its conclusions only apply to the event of earljnmode
drama.

This leads to another consequence, an abandonment of an orthodox Marxist (and
Hegelian) theory of history. For the traditional Marxist, history can be&edehrough
the interpretive lens of the material dialectic as one long narrativas# struggle. But
according to Badiou’s analysis of the event and situation, there is no singleveaor

what Lyotard calls a “master narrative,” only a serious of localized eVeTiss leads
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Badiou to state “There is no History, only histori&s This is in direct conflict with
Jameson’s, more traditionally Marxist, assertion at the beginnimgePolitical
Unconscious
only a genuine philosophy of history is capable of respecting the specificity and
radical difference of the social and cultural past while disclosing the stlida
its polemics and passions, its forms, structures, experiences, and struggles, wi
those of the present d&3.
For Jameson, the “philosophy of history” is, in large part, Althusser’s strucausdlity,
which he adapts in order to maintain an orthodox Marxist notion of history. Of course
Althusser did not want to give up on a grand narrative theory of history either.d)ndee
The Political Unconsciousan be read as Jameson’s attempt to save Althusser from
producing exactly the type of conclusions that Badiou, probably unwillingly, canies t
But Badiou’s insights points out the shortcomings of analyzing a social
construction in the Althusserian tradition. This study, while perhaps avoiding
homologies, cannot produce grand narratives of history, or plug the early modern
narrative into this larger history. Early modern drama, drama from th&57ids to
1642, will be treated as one synchronic event that may have nothing to do with other
synchronic events. Indeed, treating this period as one event and not as a diachronic
narrative is somewhat problematic. There are aspects of drama thatcctraongghout
the era. For instance, there are probably some differences between Jahithegsies
of performance and those of Shakespeare, or between Shakespeare’s theories and John
Ford’s. And there are historical situations throughout the period that may hangedha

the social formation of drama: for instance, the construction of the second Blieckfr

Theater in the late 1590s or the publication of Jonson’s folio in 1616. Indeed, by finding a



46

different absent cause within those other situations, a whole different somatitor
would emerge (Badiou’s second characteristic).

Despite the possible circularity and arbitrariness of the above procestutlyis
will attempt to argue that the absent cause of the concept of the non-reagtaepla
within the situation of the unruly playgoer produces a structure of the social itomroat
playgoing and that this particular process is recognizable within numeroysnealdrn
texts. The truth procedure for the accuracy of this description can onlyledte
readers’ acceptance of my readings of these texts. That is, this promksgibfing the
absent cause of the social formation in order to describe the social formationlyile
circular if my readings of individual texts, which are the effects of thisralause, are

unconvincing.

V: Describing the Social Formation of Playgoing: Transcoding with Speetsh A

Beyond supplying the absent cause in order to locate the structure of the social
formation of playgoing, it is also necessary to find a way to describe thdtfeociation
and demonstrate how the different levels of the structure are related. Janomdms she
analytical tool that can be used to describe the relationship between the leveddisH
this technique transcoding. Transcoding is Jameson’s take on the classiaat Mar
analytical technique of mediation. According to Jameson, mediation is a technique for
locating “connections among seemingly disparate phenomena of sociahifiatye ™"

Transcoding provides a linguistic basis for this process since transcodingesvol

the invention of a set of terms, the strategic choice of a particular code or
language, such that the same terminology can be used to analyze anderticulat
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two quite distinct types of objects or “texts,” or two very different struttavels

of reality. Mediations are thus a device of the analyst, whereby the fragoent

and autonomization, the compartmentalization and specialization of the various

regions of social life ... is at least locally overcome, on the occasion of a

particular analysig
Thus, by transcoding between the different levels of the social formation of pigygoi
the relationship between the levels can be described as can the entirbsoaidbn.
Furthermore, transcoding can be used to compare the relationship between the various
specialized languages found within the early modern metadramatic playsstaoce, if
we think that Webster’s use of the language of marriage |&werDuchess of Malénd
Jonson’s use of the language of reputatioBpiceneare the effects of the same absent
cause (the non-reactive playgoer), then a set of terms needs to be found that can
accurately describe what both plays are doing. The actual languages of/thepiain
distinctly different, but this difference is overcome through the transcodinggs.oa
short, where the absent cause is used to locate the structure and its effects, the
transcoding process is used to describe that structure. However, these twegzoce
(locating the absent cause and transcoding) should probably not be thought of has
completely separate activities. In order to locate the absent causeythgrsthas to be
described though transcoding, but in order to describe the structure, the absent cause mus
be found. This produces the kind of recursive analytical process that Badiou describes
and | reproduce above.

For reasons that will (only) become clear through the transcoding prgoesshs
act theory’s terms will provide this “particular code” which is able to Uaitéeast

locally” these plays, subjects and languages (or more simply texts). Splégcifi.L.

Austin’s distinction between constatives and performatives and Searle&ptahc
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institutional (as opposed to brute) reality will be employed in the transcodingprece
process that will start with a partial analysis of early modern cdnpgrsactices.

Before starting this process, the terms of speech act theory need tefllye bri
defined since | will be using them in a fairly specific (and maybe sing)lisay. In the
first lecture of Austin’How to do Things with Word#ustin makes the rather obvious,
but previously unarticulated, distinction between language that describesahdhgs
language which does things. The former he calls constatives; the lattéishe ca
performatives. While constatives simply describe preexistingyepétformatives are
able to create reality through their articulation. Performativeauttes are able to say
something at the same time that they are able to do something. Austin giegartipe
of betting and marrying. To say “I bet” is not to describe reality, but is whatitches
the act of betting, just as saying “I do” or “I now pronounce you man and wifdésrea
the reality of the marriag&. For Austin, the significance of the performative is that
performative utterances are neither true nor false and so cannot be subject éstsuth t

This rather simple distinction between performative and constative ugsraas
been significantly complicated both within Austin’s text and within the debate
surrounding that text. Most notably, this distinction has been challenged on philasophic
grounds in the now famous debate between Austin’s champion John Searle and Jacques
Derrida®* However, | am not interested in the philosophical validity of the distinction. |
am interested in their utilitarian value as transcoding terms. Indeed, tiakingight by
Austin minus the later complications will provide the key to my analysis of eertiern
playgoing because, as | will be arguing throughout the study, but partidalatiapters

two and three, early modern playwrights seem to have tried to construct stageocats
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as performative utterances. Obviously, playwrights did not have speech agtstheor
terminology; nevertheless, Austin’s terms seem to accurately describ@dawights
throughout the period thought and wrote about their own performances within
metadramatic texts. Because these metadramatic texts seem torigediitttis
distinction between performative and constative utterances, the terms providid a use
tool to transcode between the various levels of the social formation of playgoing.
This is not the first study that uses speech act theory to analygenealérn
drama; however, my use of the theory is distinctly different from mostnises.
When speech act theory is used to analyze early modern drama, it is usually used to
describe how language works within a playwill be using speech act terminology to
describe how performance works within the playhouse. This is perhaps a subtle but, |
believe, crucial distinction. | will be arguing that playwrights cargtd stage utterances
to work according to speech act theory’s distinction between constative ananative
utterances. | will, in a sense, be historicizing speech acts. The early noatiesrthat
use speech act theory tend to take a universal view of the theory and use it ag a way o
describing how language always works; however, as Stanley Fish has shown in his
critique of the use of speech act theory in early modern drama, this techniquenbally
works when the play is actually about speech Rdftherwise, the application of speech
act theory is relatively arbitrary. One can simply choose any text antthuaugh a
speech act analysis, so there is nothing specifically useful about itsatipplio early
modern drama since it doesn’t demonstrate anything about early modern diamalyit
shows how language always works. Early modern drama becomes a kind cedst ca

see if speech act theory is correct. In other words, Fish is suggesting ésatain|
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dramatic text is about speech acts, then using the theory to describe early maaern dr
produces a study that is actually about speech acts and not about early modern drama.
However, | will be arguing, in effect, that plays, or at least metadraplays, are
almost always about speech acts because they are constructing stageastter work
as speech acts. This is why speech act terminology can be used to transcede thetw
different texts and levels of the social formation. Furthermore, this constriiells us
something significant about early modern playgoing. Speech act theories termas ar
merely a means towards describing how playgoing was constructed; they anesnot
in and of themselves.

Indeed, beyond providing the transcoding terms, this insight — that playwrights
constructed stage utterances to act like performative utterances — adsprbésund
effect on the construction of the non-reactive playgoer. As | will argue motitdy
in the second chapter, this construction of performative stage utterances meet that
performance’s object was not the audience but reality itself. In other wartispedern
performance (as imagined within the play and constructed within the cultase)at
designed to impact or affect the audience. This construction makes perfedf sens
consider the audience’s political, legal and economic predicament outline ahaves, T
the theaters were always working under the threat of being shut down, in parsebeca
the audiences behaved in an unruly way and because the theater’s political opponents
linked the behavior of the audience with the content of the performance. Thus, by
positioning the audience as the non-object of the performance, the playwrighisbiee
to deny the anti-theatrical position. The connection between the actions of thecaudie

and the content of the performances, a link the antitheatrical writers dnsgsta, is
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theoretically severed. Furthermore, the audience itself was beinguobadtthrough

this process. They were being encouraged to not see themselves as the object of the
performance and so were being trained not to be affected by the performance h&gd if t
were unaffected they would be less likely to react to the performarfasu@e at the
same time this training process was underway, they were beingedffacthe

performance in so far as their reactions were being shaped by that perforinance
strange reversal, they were being affected by the performance to bewcaffexted by
performance.

This construction, if it worked, would have helped solve the playwrights’ legal
problems. The less unruly the audience’s behavior, the less likely it would be for the
playwrights to be punished for the actions of their audience. Indeed, even if the audience
did react to the performance, the playwrights would have constructed a theory of
performance which could give them deniability since, according to them, parfoes
do not work by affecting the audience, so the audience must have been acting
independently of the performance.

Indeed, this construction of stage utterances offers a rather elegant solutien to t
legal and political problems posed by unruly audiences. By constructing stagaaster
as performative, the playwrights could, in a sense, have their cake and eat it yoo. The
could contain the unruly audiences that posed political and legal problems while still
allowing themselves room to explore controversial or even subversive ideas. ugsder t
construction of playgoing, the content of the performance was immaterial, teing
playwrights the freedom to write about anything they wished, and it is cledhéiat

subject matter was often controversial. Although metadrama, in so faattsmpted to
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control the unruly audience, was, as | suggest above, a conservative attempt at
maintaining thestatus quethis construction also allowed the playwrights to explore
subversive and possibly radical ideas. The medium may have been conservative, but the
message did not have to be.

But even while this construction of stage utterances solves some of the practical
problems the playwrights faced, it also raised philosophical or theoretical psobifehe
object of stage performance was reality, what was the nature of thig; tbailt is, what
is the ontology of stage performances; if the stage utterances did notladfaatlience,
what was drama’s efficacy or what was its purpose? Was it, jushbkaudiences,
guarantined — locked in a self-referential world where its content did not mByter?
saving stage performance from political and legal repercussions, did the plagwrig
drain their own performances of any efficacy?

To answer these questions it is useful to import another speech act term coined by
another speech act theorist — John Searle’s institutional reality, a cdmateplps
explain the ontology of performative speech acts and so of early modern stageestera
In his early workSpeech Actsand in his later texfhe Social Creation of Realjt$$earle
maintains a strict distinction between forms of reality that are ¢otestiby language
and those that are ngtTo make this distinction he argues that some features of reality
can only be described through brute facts and others through institutional facts. He
describes this distinction as follows:

We need to distinguish betwebrute factssuch as the fact that the sun is ninety-

three million miles from the earth antstitutionalfacts such as the fact that

Clinton is president. Brute facts exist independently of any human institutions;

institutional facts can exist only within human institutions. Brute facts rethere

institution of language in order that we catethe facts, but the brute facts
themselvegxist quite independently of language or of any other institution. ...
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Institutional facts, on the other hand, require special human institutions for their
very existence. Language is one such institution; indeed, it is a whole set of such
institutions?®

Searle goes on to point out that institutional facts are largely governaddualge, and

most of this linguistic governing is done by performative utterances.

One of the most fascinating features of institutional facts is that a vgey [gic]

number, though by no means all of them, can be created by explicit performative

utterances ... Institutional facts can be created with the performativanateof

such sentences as “the meeting is adjourned,” “I give and bequeath my entire

fortune to my nephew,” “I appoint you chairman,” “War is hereby declared,” e

These utterances create the very state of affairs that thegepprand in each

case, the state of affairs is an institutional fact.

Even though institutional reality is not completely constitutive of performative
utterances, performative utterances always create institutealdl because they always
construct a reality that is dependent on langd&ye.

Searle’s bifurcation of reality can be usefully applied to early modern dcama
stage utterances in order to explain the efficacy of performance amadyha which
performative stage utterances work to produce a non-reactive playgetgdf
utterances were constructed as performative, then those utterancesy pitjeat was
institutional reality and not the audience, as it is within a humanist/rredtoradel of
performance. In other words, by constructing stage utterances as @dferand not as
rhetorical, playwrights were able to shift the object of performance awaythe
audience and towards institutional reality. And if the audience was not the object of
performance, then they would be less likely to react to a performance. Indeed, as
previously suggested, within a rhetorical model of performance, the purpose of the

performance is to produce action within the audience. Performative stagacdte

counter this model of performance by making the audience the non-object of
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performance. And since audiences already were reacting to perfosfaag@eviously
argued), this model attempted to convince the audience that they should not react since
they were not performance’s rhetorical object.

And far from draining the performances of efficacy, this constructionbaay
understood as heightening performance’s impact by redirecting itscgffiearly modern
stage utterances did not have to be filtered through the audience to gain efffieacy;
content directly affected institutional reality. For instance, as Wesee in chapter two,
when the concept of marriage is performed on stage, it does not have to be submitted to
the judgment of the audience because, as Austin shows, performative utteranogs are
subject to truth tests — they are neither true nor false, correct norictcoiney simply
are. The performance creates institutional reality, and the audiencg ks accept
that reality. By constructing stage utterances as performatiwayndgts were able, at
least theoretically, to produce a non-reactive audience and grant tiieinmasrces
ontological efficacy.

By arguing that playwrights constructed stage utterances as perf@mato not
mean to suggest that they created this construction out of thin air or in some way
anticipated Searle and Austin. Like most concepts, the performative utterarce has
history. Tracing this history is well beyond the scope of this project, but it is (aatul
relatively easy) to speculate on what it might be in order to demonstratesiuatiag
speech act terms to early modern drama needn’t be an anachronism. For,instance
performative stage utterances can be easily traced to Catholiousligies. Communion
and confession both assume the power of utterances to perform real actionar& bére

course important differences between performative stage utterancessmtiibeites:
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communion was (and is) supposed to affect, quite literally, brute reality (iael) bret
institutional reality; and confession, by its nature, does not have an audience eHowev
these sacraments provide historical examples of performative utteraaickeadh
currency in early modern London. Catholic thought did not completely disappear after
the Act of Supremacy and the Act of Unity in the late 1550'’s, nor did performative
utterances disappear from the protestant church — transubstantiationsteétl @as a
concept within protestant discourse. Magical speech provides another histomspleexa
of performative utterances. Again, magic tends to affect brute and not iosatueality,
but it too shows that early modern dramatic culture did not have to invent performative
utterances out of thin air. Indeed, Stuart Clark has shown that magic wasugram
part of the culture well into the Enlightenment period; prominent and influential
intellectuals, and not just the “superstitious masses” seemed to have takenenag
seriously throughout the early modern ¥faPerhaps most significantly, we can look to
theatrical shows of state for historical precedents of performativantes. New
historicist critics, without using speech act terms, have long pointed out theangeoaf
coronations, processions, and other shows of state in the creation of the institutional
reality of the monarchif? As argued above, these critics usually use this insight to
illustrate the anti-essentialism of drama. However, my take on how petifcgma
utterances were constructed suggests that drama did not attempt to undermine the
performative nature of these shows of state, but drew on their assumptions to tonstruc
stage utterances as performative — as accomplishing the same feataoftstate.

This shows, again, how my take on metadrama differs from the anti-essentialist

position described above. New historicists sometimes argue that metadréieregelsa
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an essentialist position, but | am arguing that early modern dramatisteulitée anit- or
pre-essentialism of their culture to claim that their performancesatégdo create
institutional reality. That is, since the culture tended to see institutikeghé
monarchy, as constitutive of performance, playwrights claimed that #gréarmances
were constructing those institutions or in other words, their stage utteragiees w
performative.

One more, though by no means a final, example: marriage ceremonies and other
legal performances also work because of a reliance on performativecgerarriage
ceremonies were understood, just as they are today, as verbal acts thatdpaoduce
institution. Indeed, in the next chapter | will demonstrate that Webster drewsiexpl
parallels between the way that marriages work and the way that stégenpaces work
in order to construct stage utterances as performance.

Apart from the final example, | can offer very little proof that anyhebe ideas
made their way into theatrical culture. Indeed, it would probably take a fulhlshgly
of the social history of the concept of speech acts to illustrate the above-€laistsdy
that to my knowledge has not yet been written. However, scholars of early maatea dr
have argued that some of these cultural phenomena did influence the theater. For
instance, David Hawkes has argued that magical thinking was very much a part of
dramatic culture and argues that performative language is something thatéisg&swo
discourses®® And numerous critics have argued that playwrights used the Catholic mass
as a model for their own performances either to replace Catholicism vatularsart
form or to show sympathy with Catholit¥.The goal of this project, however, is not to

trace the genealogy of performative utterances, but to locate it withih fesmation of
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playgoing and to describe its impact on that formation, while keeping in mind that ear
modern dramatic culture probably did not invent the concept even if it did usedst for i

OWn purposes.

VI: The Transcoding Process: Speech Acts and Censorship Practices

Before looking at the individual texts that, in large part, make up this social
formation of playgoing, | would first like to ground the construction of stage utterances
as performative in an extra-textual layer of the social formation — cmga@s practiced
by the Master of Revels. Richard Burt has effectively argued, withoud tisdse terms,
that the Master of Revels was very much a part of the social formation of plgygoi
that he was intimately involved in the operation of early modern drama and not itgerely
antagonist or blocking figur®? Indeed, since the Master of Revels was paid by the
playwrights to censor their plays, he was not immune to the economic imperatiee of th
playhouse | describe above; if the playhouses were closed, his income would béyseveral
reduced’®® Thus, the censor’s office fits nicely into the social formation. If the Mas$ter
Revels was a part of the social formation of playgoing, then the effects difstat a
cause of the non-reactive playgoer will be present in this level of the swomtion. By
describing that effect, | hope to offer proof that the social formation of plaggeally
did construct stage utterances as performative and further describe hovotiegacfit
within early modern drama — a description that will carry into the next chapteilbloée w

relied upon throughout the project.
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The manuscript air Thomas Morgrovides the best evidence of early modern
censorship in existence. Indeed, it represents one of only a handful of manusthipts wi
the Master of Revels’ signature and the only one with extensive notes detavirigen
play was censored. Because of the dearth of evidence, we can’t know if Tilney’'s
censorship method is representative of all censorship throughout the period, so I will not
be suggesting that all of early modern censorship operated according to the
performative/constative distinctidfi! But what | will suggest is that the censorshiSif
Thomas Morelemonstrates that Tilney understood stage utterances to be performative
and that the basic techniques of censorship fouirimhomas Morean plausibly be
indentified in other texts, which suggest that this view of stage utteranceson@as m
widely accepted than this one isolated incident.

At the start of the play, Tilney warns the author(s) that the insurrectioa scen
needs to be amendé¥.Tilney has written in the margins, “Leave out the insurrection
wholy and the Cause ther off and begin with Sir Thomas Moore att the mayaos sess
with a reportt afterwards off his good service don ... only by A short reportt and nott
otherwise att your own perille$® As previously observed, and as scholars of censorship
have noted, there was good reason for Tilney to be anxious about riots; riots were
common in sixteenth century England and not unknown to occur within the playhouse
itself.*° So it is not surprising that the riot scene drew the attention of the censor. What
does seem surprising is that he allowed it to make it into the play at all. Talgtaesigh
he doesn't let the scene be performed, he does allow it to be discussed on stage. This
technique of cutting scenes and having them replaced by a “reportt” doesmadb dee

isolated toSir Thomasviore although the manuscript of the play does provide the best
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direct evidence of such a technique. As Dorthy Auchter notes, Tilney “was known to
object to theenactmenbf controversial scenes on stage. He was generally willing to
permit controversial actions to occur off stage, with the events betogntedon stage

by secondary characters=* Clare reaches a conclusion similar to Auchter: “Tilney was
anxious to have the portrayal of seditious events abridged, or reported rather than
enacted.*? Why would Tilney believe that recounting dangerous content was acceptable
and enacting that same content was unacceptable?

This question can be answered by applying Austin’s distinction between
constatives and performatives and by transcoding between Tilney’s censoastigepr
and early modern playwrights’ attempt within metadrama to control the unrulynaadie
through the construction of performative stage utterances. As Clare nbteg,sT
strategy was to allow recounting of certain incidents, but to not allow them to bedenact
To enact a scene means to present or perform a series of actions (in thexabwple a
riot) in front of an audience. To recount means to refer through narration to a paer seri
of actions. Tilney’s distinction between recounting and enacting is very similae t
constative/performative distinction. Constatives are utterances tlcabeégsrior
actions, and performatives are utterances that create the action a®ttegcaibing it. In
other words, whereas performatives enact real actions, constatives retiomst atius,
when Tilney is demanding a recounting, he is demanding a constative speech act, an
utterance that is describing and referring to a prior action. His ankestyolver a
performance of a riot seems to be an anxiety over performative languagéhsinc
enactment of a scene would be a performative, in that it would describe theht at

same time that it is producing a riot.
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It is now perhaps clear why Tilney was so keen on having the production of a riot
moved off stage. If he had allowed the performance to be staged, the performed riot
would have produced the real actions of a riot. This is not to say that the audience would
have confused the fictional riot on stage for a real flesh and blood riot (more on this
distinction in the third chapter). As Searle reminds us, performative uttsrdoc#
create brute reality, but construct institutional reality. Thus, if the riot wradidbeen
performed, the riot would have been institutionally real. By institutionadlly renean
that it would have all of the institutional effects of a real riot with none of therrakor,
in Searle’s terms, brute effects. Riots, of course, have numerous effects egiond t
brute destruction of material; they express displeasure, voice dissent dy solidi
opposition. But perhaps a riot’'s most obvious and central object is the institution of the
state. Riots destabilize state institutions. Moving, and thereby quarantimengttoff
stage was enough to make the play acceptable because it no longer contained an
institutionally real riot, which had the power to destabilize the state. Tilsegise, a
constative recounting of a riot, would not have had the ability to produce these
institutionally real effects.

Tilney’s manuscript is the only direct evidence of a censor moving a riatagé s
in order to make the play acceptable; however, there is circumstantial evidainitest
practice was more wide spread that just this single occurrence, forragédands us,
“behind some of the ... dramatic texts of the period, there may lie a censored
document.** Indeed, the extant forms ©he Life and Depth of Jack Strand

Shakespeare8oriolanussuggest they too were censored or self-censored in accordance
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with Tilney’s anxiety over staged riots, which further suggests that thesglays also
understood stage utterances as performative.

Several critics have dealt with the seemingly harsh treatmer8ithBhomas
More receives as opposed to the supposedly lenient treatmedatkabtranand
Coriolanusreceived. The plays were written within ten years of one another and each
contains a “riot scene,” yet on8ir Thomas Moreseems to have been censored. Clare
uses this discrepancy to propose that “in the early Jacobean period there was some
relaxation of censorshig Taking a different approach, Dutton observes that the riots in
Sir Thomas Morenay reference or echo the anti-alien riots that occurred in London
throughout the 1590’s. The riots @oriolanus on the other hand, mirror the corn riots
that occurred in Midland in 1607. Dutton believes that Tilney was more concerned with
London proper than he was with any rural uprising; thus, he was only concern&irwith
Thomas Moré*> However, | am not convinced th@briolanuswas not censored.
Indeed, internal evidence seems to suggest that Shakespeare’s play wasl ertker
by Tilney, his successor Buc or Shakespeare himself) and was censorechmeheas/
that Tilney censore8ir Thomas Morethe performance of a riot was moved off st&§e.
The narrative o€Coriolanusdoes, in a broad sense, depict a riot; however this riot is
actually made up of the representation of a recounting of a riot, not a represeoitain
enactment. The riot occurs in the first scene and critics often referstttiteainitial riot
scene.” Indeed, the opening stage directions clearly set the stage fof'EEntet a
company of mutinous Citizens with staves, clubs, and other weapons.” However, what
follows is not the enactment of riot, but the makings of a riot, discourse conceating r

and a description of a separate riot. The “mutinous Citizens” described ingbe sta
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direction never actually mutiny — the adjective never becomes a verb. Menathius a
Coriolanus stop the mob before they actually start to riot. Beyond the “mutinous
Citizens” potential riot, there is another riot occurring, but it is occurringtaffe. The
Citizens describe this riot as they plan their own: “What shouts are theseth&€hside
o’'th’ city is risen. Why / stay we prating here? To th’ Capitol!” (1.1.39-40) Mightound
in the text ofCoriolanusis not an enactment of a riot, but the recounting of a'fiot.

As with most early modern dramatic texts, we do not have the original manuscript
of Coriolanusbarring the signature and comments of the Master of Revels, so we can’t
know if he told Shakespeare to, “Leave out the insurrection wholly” and replace it with a
“reportt afterwards,” as Tilney instructed Munday. And we can’t know iketleeer was
an enactment of a riot; it is entirely possible that Shakespeare only wrotedheating
of the riot that we get in the folio version of the play — the only early moderoredsut
either way, the fact that the folio edition contains a recounting and not an enactment
suggests that Tilney’s injunction against staging riots was observed by Slzakespe
That is, either Shakespeare was censored or he anticipated the censorshipeahis wrot
play in such a way that avoided the Master of Revels’ censor. In fact, Shakespsa
well positioned to understand how riots were censored. Shakespeare more than likely
worked on th&ir Thomas Morenanuscript about a decade before he w@meolanus
and so would have known better than to stage a'fiot.

In any case, it is not necessary to explain the Master of Revels’ acti@yams
to Coriolanusthrough a narrative of increasing leniency (Clare) or by pointing out the
differing content of the plays (Dutton). Each play contains the same technique of

censorship which relies on a distinction between enactment and recounting, which points
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towards an understanding of stage utterances as performative. Riots areeddnta
turning performative enactments into constative recounting.

The Life and Death of Jack Strdwlds to a similar pattern. There are no riots on
stage, merely discourse describing riots. For instance at the begintinggtbird act, the
Lord Mayor describes to the King the insurrection: “Burning up Bookes and maftters
records, / Defacing houses of hostilltie, / Séamesin Smithfield, theSavoyand such
like” (3.10.524-527)-'° However, these actions are never represented on stage. It is
usually assumed that the printed editiodatk Strawhas been cut by the censor; the
play’s unusually short length and structural inconsistency both point to the censor’s
intervention™® It is impossible to know for sure what was cut by the Revel's office, but |
would assume, as does Clare, that much of the rebellion has been cut. Indeed, Clare
suggests that the “original version would have included the acts of violence and
victimization described by Holinshéd: In Jack Strawlike Sir Thomadviore and
Coriolanus the riot is described but not performed. There is a recounting but not an
enacting.

This is not to say that all riots were recounted and not enacted. Some stagged riot
clearly did make their way past the censor for reasons that can only beasgbaplon.

For instance, The Jake Cade scen lienry Vlis also often compared wiir Thomas
More as an example of a representation of an early modern insurrection thattwas lef
uncensored. For instance, Clare suggest2thinry Viwas not censored because “the
Cade scenes represent more of a parody than a real reb&fidnsimilar argument

might be made to account for the riotsliius CaesarThe play itself is anti-mob, and
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so the scenes of rioting are placed within an acceptable context and so drained of thei
institutional effects.

Nevertheless, what the censorship practic&irof homas MorgCoriolanusand
Jack Strawsuggest is that the construction of stage utterances as performative made its
way into the censor’s office, that is, into the legal level of the social formation of
playgoing. Thus, we can trace the effect of the non-reactive playgoer thhaugh
construction of performative utterances onto this level of the social formatioou@kec
this in and of itself is not enough to prove that stage utterances were constructed as
performative; however, by transcoding between censorship practices and tHewatiser
of the social formation of playgoing, this construction will become clearerlithevi
entire structure of the social formation and its reliance on the absent causeai-the
reactive playgoer.

Of course, | do not mean to suggest that Tilney and the playwrights conspired
together to create this construction anymore than | would argue that theighagwas a
group conspired to produce this construction. They all produced the same construction
because they all existed within the social formation of playgoing. And it is dm®exdc
imperative of the social formation that produced this construction. As Althusser’s
metaphor of the agentless theater suggests, the construction of playging its
agentless. No one consciously produced it; it arose from the social formation of
playgoing. Again, this helps explain why playgoing is constructed similarly thouig
the period. The individual playwrights did not need to know what they were constructing
or how their construction built on another playwright’'s construction since, ultynate

they were not the ones doing the constructing.
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But of course, locating or denying agency is not that simple: just because the
playwrights were not the ultimate agent of this construction because thaicbastwas
economically determined “in the last instance,” does not mean that the platpwere
not in some ways conscious of the construction or even that they were not the willing
agent of that construction. It simply means that the individual playwrightsneere
ultimately responsible for the entire social formation of playgoing, nor did trexl/toe
grasp the entirety of it to produce their individual plays. This is because they did not
grasp the ultimate absent cause of the social formation even while they wierpgiang
in its effects. As Badiou suggests, “What makes the thing that | [play\vhigbe to
come to know [the effects of the absent cause] enter into the field of knowledge [the
social formation] remains itself unknown [the absent cause] to the knoWih@t as the
prologue to George Chapmam8l Fools (used as an epigraph for this chapter) observes,
“And none knows the hidden causes of those strange effects” (Pro. 2-3).

In the end, because the questions surrounding agency and intentionality are
fraught with difficulties that cannot be addressed by a single study Jangely avoid
discussions of agency and intentféhHowever, in the interest of brevity and syntactic
simplicity, | will usually refer to the playwrights or the plays theiwss as the
grammatical if not philosophical agent of this construction instead of constatihgst
that the social formation of playgoing produced this particular concept in orclemttol
the unruly audience and therefore insure its own survival. It is simpler to sayeha
playwrights and plays constructed playgoing. And in the end, the pages that follow are

dedicated to analyzing the object of the previous sentence not the subject, fhinat is
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study attempts to describe the construction of playgoing, not determine who did the

constructing.

________________________________________________________________________________________
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Chapter Two

Performance’s Response to Audience: The Relationship between Audiencaniector

and Reality
“The act is nothing without a witness.” — Ben Jam&artholomew Fait?®

My analysis of early modern censorship practices has suggested thatdtes &f
Revels understood and constructed stage utterances as performative. Becaimarthe pr
object of performative stage utterances is institutional reality and not thenaegdihis
construction of stage utterances positions the audience as the non-object of the
performance thereby constructing the audience as non-reactive. Gf, iuemalysis of
a handful of censored texts is not enough proof to demonstrate this claim. If stage
utterances really were constructed as performative, then the effélats obnstruction
should be noticeable in other levels of the social formation of playgoing. Perhaps most
noticeably this construction should be visible in the play texts themselves, thalcultur
level of the social formation.

The plays that clearly demonstrate the construction of stage utterances as
performative are those that go out of their way to create inset audiencesingets
audiences often have no narrative function. They seem to be created for purely
metadramatic reasons — at least in part, to construct playgoing. Furtheheseeplays
are easily compared to Tilney’s censorship practices because theydeeuiitizing
Tilney’s technique only in reverse: where Tilney’s suppression of riot scenks laor
moving the performance of a riot off stage and turning the performative riot into a
constative recounting of a riot, metadrama often works by changing athesst

recounting into a performative enactment by supplying or constructing amegidie
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These plays go out of their way to place a character in a position to watch other
characters’ actions thereby turning those actions i factoperformance — so
constructing an inset audience also constructs an inset performance. dhdoe#ss
construction is often the exact inverse of Tilney’s reason for forcingdheffistage;
where Tilney did not want the riot to be institutionally real, this type of metadveants
the performance to be institutionally real, at least within the fictivétyedlthe play. By
dramatizing how the performance becomes institutionally real, these ptays a
demonstrating how performance responds to the presence of an audience.

Speech act terms, then, can be used to transcode between the censorship practices
(the legal level of the social formation) and the texts (the cultural levieéafdcial
formation) since both can be shown to be depicting stage utterances as petormat
Furthermore, speech act theory’s terms can be used to transcode betweenubke vari
texts that make up the cultural level of the social formation thereby demangstrat
the culture of playgoing attempted to construct stage performances as pavierm

But this creation of inset audiences is doing more than just constructing stage
utterances as performative. Performance is existentially dependardience, so a
construction of performance is necessarily bound up with a construction of audience. By
reflecting on the nature of stage utterances within a performance, tagsa@ also
reflecting on the efficacy of performance and its relationship to audienaesting
stage utterances as performative, these plays make institutiorngl eeadi not the
audience, the object of the performance. Thus constructed audiences fornwillhat |
refer to as the triadic relationship of playgoing: the relationship amonghaedireality

and performance. This relationship can be described as follows: the presence of the
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hat performance then constriict®nadtreality.

However, the chain of effects ends there; the performance is not meant ty difect

the audience because performative utterances are not designed to produc iantledfe

audience. The audience is necessary, but only in so far as they are a neceskaon

for a performance. Audience, in a sens

not affect the audience. Consequently,

e, affects the performance; thenpederdoes

the audience is the non-object of the
performance; they are placed in a
position where they are asked not to
react.

This construction of playgoing

may come as a shock to some readers;;

the idea that performance was not mes
to affect the audience may seem

particularly counterintuitive. After all,

Triadic Relationship of Playgoing

Institutional
Reality

Performance
becomes
institutional
reality

Audience
confronts a
constructed
institutional
reality

Performance
does not
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audience

Performance Audience

<

Presence of
Audience
Creates a
Performance

drama, and more broadly art, has been understood, at least since Aristotle, as designed t

produce an effect within the audience. Aristotle’s concept of catharar$ydiecates the

object of performance within the audience and the playgoer’s consciousness. And more

broadly, the rhetorical tradition, which of course was influenced by Aristatie |@tates

the object of language in the audience.

Indeed, one of the major purposes and goals of

rhetoric is to convince the audience to act. For instance, Thomas Wilson'’s popular

rhetorical manualT he Art of Rhetoricdescribes the goal of deliberative (as opposed to

judicial or ceremonial) rhetoric:
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An oration deliberative is a mean whereby we do persuade or dissuade, entreat or
rebuke, exhort or deport, commend or comfort any man ... the whole compass of
this cause is either to advise our neighbor to that thing which we think most
needful for him, or else to call him back from that folly which hindereth much his
estimation-*°
And Wayne A. Rebhorn argues that the primary goal of most early modern rhet®ric wa
to get the audience to do what the rhetor wanted: “The treatises and handbooks
themselves see the student engaged in what is essentially a one-sidedhirgwhieh
he does the speaking and his audience, overwhelmed by his eloquence, agrees to do what
he wants them to 6’ But by constructing stage utterances as performative,
playwrights were moving away from this rhetorical and classical traditi@sggrting
that the purpose of their drama was not to get the audience to act, but was to dbwestruct
institutions that the audience lived within. In short, performative languags atffie
alternative to rhetorical language, an alternative that early modeywnights seemed to
have embraced.
Furthermore, the triadic relationship is a different model of performaauetfre
one described by the early modern trope of performance-as-mirror. Throtigbeatrly
modern period, writers used the metaphor of a mirror to describe the effect @antthas
audience. Art, according to writers such as Philip Sidney, Thomas Nashe and George
Puttenham, is able to affect the audience by holding a mirror up to the audience, so they
can see a representation of their vices, which would then lead them to &faim.
incredibly populaMirror of Magistratesuses this principle to show rulers how not to
rule. Indeed, one of the most famous metadramatic scenes in early modern drama

describes performance as functioning like a mirror. When Hamlet givesdduics

players, he tells them “the purpose of playing, whose end, both at the first and now, was
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and is to hold as ‘twere the mirror up to nature, to show virtue her own feature” (3.2.18-
21). And when Hamlet puts this theory to the test by stafirgMurder of Gonzagdhe
theory is shown to be correct — the play succeeds in affecting the audieratehyg:

“the conscience of the king” (2.2.582).

Because oHamlets popularity and because of the popularity of the performance-
as-mirror trope in early modern literature, critics tend toHaaaletas normative.

William B. Worthen goes as far to say th&mlet“nearly becomes the kind of
theoretical investigation of performance that the Renaissance théseviee failed to
produce.*?® Worthen seems to be suggestitemlets representation of performance is
the period’s understanding of performance. However, as this chapter will demenstrat
the metadrama dlamletis actually atypical. Metadrama, in so far as it constructs
playgoing, more often then not works against this model by staging the triadic
relationship.

Philip Massinger'sThe Roman Actofor one, seems to be disagreeing with
precisely the view of performance expressedamlet. Like Shakespeare’s playhe
Roman Actostages a test of the mirror theory of performance, but uHkkslet
Massinger dramatizes the failure of this theory and consequently the tdilure
performance to affect the audience. The actor Paris stages a pertospaaiically
designed to redeem a playgoer by holding a mirror up to his sins. Paris expresses
belief in the redemptive power of performance when he defends the theatetr agains
Caesar’s claims that the theater is immoral:

Do we teach,

By the success of wicked undertakings,

Others to tread in their forbidden steps?
We show no arts of Lydian pandarism
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Corinthian poisons, Persian flatteries,

But mulcted so in the conclusion that

Even those spectators that were so inclined

Go home changed men (1.3.99-168).
What follows is a list of various vices (adultery, greed, corruption) that Pelresres can
be cured through performance. As Charles Pastoor points out, Paris’s description of the
effect performance has on the audience relies on the theory that art should functon like
mirror and is similar to the view of performance expressed by Hafhlet.

This view of performance, however, is ultimately shown to be faulty, for when
Paris attempts to implement this theory, his performance fails to produce itieel des
result; it fails to redeem the audience. Paris tells Parthenius that he edmsciather,
Philargus, of avarice by staging a performance that will hold a mirror upg torhiHe
explains this process to Parthenius in terms reminiscent of his argumenséo Qe
Hamlet's advice to his players:

Your father, looking on a covetous man

Presented on the stage as in a mirror,

May see his own deformity and loathe it.

Now, could you but persuade the emperor

To see a comedy we have that'’s styled

TheCure of Avariceand to command

Your father to be a spectator of it,

He shall be so anatomised in the scene,

And see himself so personated, the baseness

Of a self-torturing miserable wretch

Truly described, that | much hope the object

Will work compunction in him (2.1.97-108).
Despite Paris’s claim, the play that he produces, as many critics havednbies not
work; after seeing the play Philargus remains unrepefitaatthough Philargus does
identify with his dramatic doppelganger, Philargus disowns him when he repents: “A

old fool to be gull'd thus! Had he died / As | resolve to do, not to be alter’d, / It had gone
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off twanging” (2.1.407-409). Philargus remains unaffected (not “altebg'the
performance; instead, in a reversal that frustrates everybody involvedsteswo
influence the content of the play.

The failure of Paris’s performance seems to be largely dismissediby.cri
Joanne Rochester suggests that while the performance fails, “Parisia thié power of
his theatre is established, regardless of the failure of the play” bedalsgu? at least
recognized himself in the mirror of the performahteAnd Edward L. Rocklin dismisses
Massinger’s whole play as an anomaly: “There is a sense in WhelRoman Actas
more pessimistic about the power of art to correct and inform its audience yhaithamn
play written between 1580 and 1643 Rocklin doesn’t provide examples to support
his claim, but even within Massinger’s canon this “pessimistic” view of perfacenes
not unique. Massinger repeats this view of performance six years |aiee @ity
Madam Again, performances (a musical performance and a dumb show) are staged to
reform a miser (Luke) and again the play fails to affect its intended objectré&mmaens
unrepentant and claims:

This move me to compassion, or raise

One sign of seeming pity in my face?

You are deciev’d. It rather renders me

More flinty, and obdurate (5.3.61-64Y,

This inset performance is more complicated than the performance WiteiRoman

Actor because Luke, unlike Philargus, does eventually reform; however, the play makes
clear it is not the fictional performances that affect Luke, but rieaékamples. After the
performances fail to affect him, Luke asks John (the individual directing the

performances) to show him “Some other object, if / your art can show it” (5.3.75-76).

Instead of staging another fictional performance, John tells him that hdowlEm
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“one thing real” (3.3.77). John then has Luke watch, not a fictional performance, but two
real characters (Anne and Mary) ask for forgiveness from their husbdmsisligplay of
repentance convinces Luke to reform. The play’s conclusion about the efficacy
performance seems clear — fictional stage performances cannotlafacidience, even
though real life examples can.

Rochester, in her analysis of this play, again seems to dismiss the impoftance
the failure of the inset performance. She believes that Luke is simplgamipetent
spectator.**® But perhaps Massinger is not depicting the spectator as incompetent, but
constructing performance as incompetent, or more precisely, as impotens, That i
Massinger is depicting performance as unable to affect the audiencsdaeadoes not
want performance to be affective. He doesn’t want the audience to see tlesnasethe
object of performance because he doesn’t want the audience to actively respond to his
play. He, like many early modern playwrights, did not want the audience to see
themselves as active participants in the performance, but wanted them to bactver
observers of drama. As will be shown, by dramatizing the triadic relationginpdre
audience, performance and reality, playwrights throughout the period (Marlowen,Jons
Brome, and sometimes even Shakespeare) seem to concur with the view of pedormanc
expressed iThe Roman ActcaindThe City Madam.In the final analysis, Massinger’'s
view of drama’s efficacy is normative akldmlets is the anomaly.

The wedding scene in John WebstditeeDuchess of Malfprovides perhaps the
best example of this triadic relationship because the scene depicts a wemtdingny as
a figure for a stage performance, and a wedding ceremony, as suggeséegrevious

chapter, is a perfect example of performative actions. Webster seemeubdf his way
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to describe the Duchess’s marriage as a stage performance by aeaundjence for
her marriage. The scene then becomes metadramatic in that it atteneptedterthe
basic conditions of the stage: an audience and a performance. By depicting thesscene
metadramatic, Webster equates wedding vows, a clear example of pgiferm
utterances, with stage utterances. Once stage utterances are depetéaramtive
utterances, the full construction of the triadic relationship can be dramatized and
explored. Indeedl'he Duchess of Malfirovides one of the fullest treatments of not only
the triadic relationship, but as we will see throughout this study, the whole sfdizd
formation of playgoing.

The marriage scene is clearly exploring performative utterance becausages
in general are one of the clearest examples of how speech acts functiod, tmdeef
Austin’s favorite examples of the performative speech act is the naoegmony (the
other is wagers) because all marriages utilize performative ntesathe words uttered
during a legitimate marriage always do the work of marrying the couplebjhereating
an institutional reality — a marriage. However, what counts as a laggtimarriage is not
universal. It varies from culture to culture. When Austin gives the example afreage
Vvow as a speech act, he is describing a marriage as it is defined by twesrielry
western society; he is not giving a universal or transhistorical exploratipeef!s acts.
The specificity of the example is apparent in his description: “It is alwagsssary that
the circumstances which the words are uttered should be in some way, or ways,
appropriate and it is very commonly necessary that either the speaker himself or other
persons shouldlso perform certairotheractions.*®’ In other words, the social, legal and

cultural context of the utterance has to be just right for the utterance to work orchper
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an action. To demonstrate this point, Austin gives a short list of such requirentdsts: “i
essential that | should not be already married with a wife living, sane and uedivand
so on.**®To this list could be added: the marriage is performed in front of withesses and
overseen by someone legally able to perform marriages (clergy, justieemddce, ship
captain).

In early modern England, however, the context that was necessary foragearri
to work was quite different than it was in Austin’s time and place. For instancen.J. a
Mary Sokol observe that “today it is almost unbelievable that a valid maodadg have
been created as informally as it was seen to be in John Websterihpl®uchess of
Malfi.”*** We find the Duchess’s marriage unbelievable because she is clearly employi
a particular type of marriage — a spousal, which is no longer considered legiiymate
most western societies. A spousal is a marriage that is performed bytparties
entering into a marriage contract without a clergy or other authorityefiglgrgy or state
official) present:*® Within the marriage scene, the Duchess overtly announces her intent
to perform this type of marriage: “I have heard lawyers say, a contrachandermper
verba de presents absolute marriage” (1.1.478-474)Not only does the Duchess’s
legal language signal the deployment of a spousal, it also demonstratesratanddey
of marriage as ultimately performed by and constitutive of langupge verba by
means of words. Austin’s understanding of marriage as constructed through péréormat
utterances is mirrored in the language of early modern marriagavtaeh the Duchess
employs), but the necessary circumstances faraerbamarriage to work do not reflect
Austin’s understanding of marriage. Significantly in early modern Englaadsdcial

position of the speaker had nothing to do with the performanceeaf\erba



77

marriage**? The marrying couple could perform the marriage themselves without
witnesses or state official§®

Given the rather broad range of social contexts that would support the
performative utterances of an early modern marriage, the Duchess’sanatia
witness, even though she doesn’t need one, seems conspicuous. That is, Cariola’s
presence at the wedding cannot be explained through legal requirements. Thatitbeing sa
many couples used a witness even though they didn’'t need one. Witnesses were used for
a fairly obvious reason: they could confirm that a wedding actually took place in the
event that the legitimacy of the marriage was challenged by interestes P4 For
instance, family members who opposed the marriage, a husband who regretted his
decision to marry after consummation or a jilted fiancé from a previously adang
marriage might have wanted to deny that the wedding ever took place. However, t
Duchess makes it explicitly clear that this is not the reason she wishels @awitness
the marriage. Before Antonio comes on stage, the Duchess tells Cariola thatdshieemee
to keep the marriage a secret: “Cariola, / To thy known secrecy | haveupveviore
than my life, my fame:” (1.1.349-351). Cariola then promises that she will indeed keep
the secret: “For I'll conceal this secret from the world” (1.1.352). StilllDthehess is not
content merely to inform Cariola of the secret; she must also be present wheardte
marriage is performed. She instructs Cariola to hide and listen to her discugkion w
Antonio, “place thyself behind the arras, / Where thou mayst overhear us” (1.1.358-359).
When the actual marriage ceremony is taking place, the Duchess does not vadatcar
only overhear the ceremony, she also must see it, and so she asks her to come forward to

watch the proceedings (1.1.475). In short, the Duchess demands that Cariola witness the
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marriage but at the same time demands that it remain a secret. BrilyaCaccurately
describes Cariola’s role as a “secret witness to the secret voiMddwever, Corrigan

never reflects on what it means to be a secret witness. Indeed, a “sewssins
oxymoronic. Witnesses do not keep secrets; they report on the event they witoessed t
inform other individuals, who are not present at the event. Huston Diehl’s reading of
Cariola’s presence at the marriage also reflects an understandiagi@f as a witness:
“[Cariola] witnesses the private marriage of the couple and can therefofe tie its
existence.** But the Duchess does not want Cariola to testify to its existence — she has
been sworn to secrecy. Cariola’s presence at the wedding is conspicuous in that she is
clearly present for a reason, but the reason is not explicitly supplied by tagvear

There is no practical or legal reason for her to witness the marriage.

There could, however, be an emotional reason for her presence. Cariola is the
Duchess’s friend and confidant, and so the she may be including Cariola in the wedding
simply because she wants a friend present. Indeed, before her marriagertio fone
gets the sense that she is an isolated figure, who cannot honestly communiches wit
brothers or her court. Thus, she relies on Cariola for support and friendship. And, of
course, the Duchess would have a hard time keeping a secret from her own waiting
woman and bed fellow, so Webster had to let Cariola in on the secret to avoid awkward
scenes latter in the play. One the other hand, Webster could have easitytiveifiéay
without giving the Duchess a waiting woman.

However, if we view Cariola’s presence at the wedding within the breadel
formation of playgoing and through a metadramatic interpretive lens, a dsanrfor

her presences (as opposed to an emotional, practical or legal reason) emerges.
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Specifically, if Cariola’s conspicuous presence at the Duchess’sagmis compared to
Tilney’s censorship abir Thomas Mordy transcoding between the two via speech act
terminology, Cariola’s purpose at the wedding can be better understood; she is not a
witness to the wedding, but an audience member of the performance of a marriage. In
fact, the Duchess (and Webster) seems to be drawing on the same understanding of
performance that Tilney is only the Duchess is utilizing performance atedtee

opposite effect of Tilney’'s censorship technique. Where Tilney hides the audiemce fr
the performance to negate the performance’s ability to become institutialigl tae
Duchess includes an audience in order to lend her marriage the power of peréormanc
Without an audience, the Duchess’s marriage would not be a performance and so would
not be able to produce an institutionally real marriage. So the Duchess constructs a
audience to turn her marriage into a performance.

That being said, the Duchess could have had a legal and therefore institutionally
real marriage without Cariola’s presence since spousals were ceddiggitimate even
without an audience, and so the Duchess could have created a real marriage without a
performance. Nevertheless, the legality of the marriage reinforces tity @fitihe
performance to become institutionally real. By dramatizing a marreegestbased on
performance and on legal principles, Webster is able to demonstrate how bosisgsoce
are able to construct an institution (a marriage) out of language. He seenexjtabeg
marriage ceremony to performance and showing them both to work through performative
language.

By creating a conspicuous audience, the Duchess is also creating a aoamspicu

performance. Again, there is no narrative reason why the Duchess’s mahmade be
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depicted as a performance. This depiction of her marriage as performakes sense,
however, if it is analyzed metadramatically. The Duchess’s marisatdgpicted as a
performance to reflect on playgoing, and so the scene dramatizes not only alfictiona
marriage but an inset performance with an inset audience that metadaiynedftects

on the nature of performance and on the audience’s role within the performance. Indeed,
critics often note Webster’'s penchant for metadrama, though this marreagehss not

to my knowledge been considered a piece of metadtdrBait when her marriage is
understood as metadramatic (because of the conspicuousness of the audience), then the
triadic relationship of playgoing is clearly visible within this scene: thehBsg places

Cariola at the wedding in order to construct a marriage; the audience thehagives
marriage the ability to create institutional reality (the marjiaglee marriage, however,

has no discernable effect on Cariola (it is not rhetorical); she is simglgnir® lend the
actions she watches the ability to produce institutional reality.

The ability of the audience to lend the actions they watch the quality of a
performance is also evident in Ferdinand’s response to the Duchess’s mautage
instead of giving the marriage the quality of a performance, he refuses to beearcaudi
to the marriage. When she attempts to introduce her brother to Antonio, sheasgiific
highlights Ferdinand’s position as observer. She does not ask, will you meet my
husband, but rather asks, “Will yseemy husband?” (3.2.86 emphasis miti&)She
wants Ferdinand to be an observer of the couple rather than an interlocutor or active
participant in the scene; in other words, she wants to construct another (noreyeact
audience. Now that her secret marriage is made public, the Duchess wantsadie racr

re-perform the marriage thereby creating the “echo” that she demandeth&church



81

during her first performance of marriage: “We are now man and wife, and ‘tisulhehc
/ That must but echo this” (1.1.492-493). Given Ferdinand’s disapproval of the marriage,
it is not surprising that he does exactly the opposite of what the Duchess askgibg den
her this second performance.

Indeed, where the Duchess simply wants Ferdinand to see her husband, and not
necessarily interact with him, Ferdinand talks with (or rather at) Antonicehugeas to
see him (3.2.87-109). At one point in this one way conversation, he explicitly states his
desire not to see his new brother-in-law: “I would not for ten millions / | had bdtexd t
(3.2.95-96). Ferdinand states that he does not wish to see Antonio because he is afraid
that if he does, he will do something which “would damn us both” (3.2.95). However,
embedded in Ferdinand’s refusal to see the couple is an understanding that viewing a
performance will in some way legitimize it by granting it the qualitg performance
and therefore providing an echo of the first performance and matfisfeus,
Ferdinand is self-consciously denying his role as an audience member lnygré&duse a
witness to the couple, and true to his word, exits before Antonio comes back on stage.
This desire to deny the Duchess an audience is also evident in Ferdinand’s response to
the Duchess’s question, “Will you see my husband?” He replies, “Yes, ifd chahge /
eyes with a basilisk” (3.2.86-87). He agrees to witness the two only if hisveyesble
to kill the couple rather than merely observe them. The image of the basilisk becomes a
kind of anti-audience, one that does not produce reality out of the actions it witnesses, but
destroys what it sees. Since this role as an anti-audience member issiepos

(audiences always grant the actions they watch the quality of a perforpfaaa@yand
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denies the two an audience. Indeed, throughout the rest of the play, Ferdinand will not be
present when the two are together on stage.

Another (simpler) example of a constructed or inset audience exists Wihin
Duchess of Malfthat corroborates or reinforces the triadic relationship between
audience, performance and institutional reality found in the Duchess’s nmetdidra
wedding. When the Duchess, Antonio and her children are banished, their banishment is
accomplished through a performance — a dumb show or an inset performance. And this
performance is viewed by an audience — two pilgrims. Like Cariola’s carsys
presence at the Duchess’s marriage, the pilgrims’ presence at the dumb sbotully
explained through the narrative. Indeed, they seem to stumble upon the dumb show, and
after they witness it, are never heard from again. Unlike Cariola, they eohupon the
performance they watch and their comments confirm the ability of the parioento
become institutional realit}’® For instance, the Second Pilgrim verifies that what they
just watched produced a change in institutional reality by simply stathngy &re
banished” (3.4.27). Although they do question where the authority to accomplish this
banishment comes from — “what power hath this state / of Ancona to determine of a free
prince?” and “But by what justice” (3.4.28-39; 34) — they do not question the
effectiveness of the dumb show, which accomplishes the banishment. Like the Duchess’s
marriage, this banishment is produced through a performance, and the performative
nature of the banishment is highlighted through a constructed audience, whoseepresen
is conspicuous. Furthermore, the pilgrims are not the object of the performance they
watch. The proceedings do not rhetorically affect them. Even though they express

sympathy for Antonio and the Duchess, they move on with a dismissive air: “Cosne, let
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hence. / Fortune makes this conclusion genefdl:things do help th'unhappy man to
fall” (3.4.42-44 emphasis his). And of course, they are not being banished; they are
simply commenting upon Antonio’s unlucky narrative and then moving along largely
unaffected by the performance.

Indeed, their knowledge of Antonio’s narrative further sets them up as afiogure
the playhouse audience who is watching the performance. It is not clear how thwey kno
so much about the couple’s affairs. Although there are a lot of rumors about Antonio and
the Duchess, this is the first time they (or at least the First Pilg@awg been to this
chapel: “I have not seen a goodlier shrine than this, / Yet | have visited n3aty-2).

They seem to be wandering pilgrims, but can accurately summarize and comninent on t
couple’s narrative. Their knowledge makes sense if we view their position within the
narrative metadramatically: they know about the couple because the playhouseeudie
they represent knows about the couple. Or to put it another way, their knowledge, like
their presence, is conspicuous but can be understood if we view them as a figure for the
playhouse audience.

By depicting inset performances as impacting institutional reality, e pl
positions the inset audience (the Pilgrims and Cariola) as non-reactive playidmsrs
are not rhetorically affected by the performance but become unaffaztedvers to
performative actions. Simultaneously, the stage audience that the inset audienc
represents is also positioned as the non-object of the playhouse performance and
constructed as non-reactive playgoers. In fact, as | will argue in the nex¢chiae
Duchess of Malfgoes out of its way to link the inset audience with the playhouse

audience in an attempt to influence the playhouse audience’s thoughts about their own
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role in the playhouse. That is, by watching representations of themselves, tineg&sdie
position within the playhouse is being constructed for them. To appropriate Hamlet’
description of performance as a mirror, the inset audiencBseoDuchess of Mal§how
the audience images of themselves to influence their thoughts about their ratethvathi
playhouse. But while Hamlet describes the mirror as reflecting naturéewaddience’s
morality, the metadramatic mirror withirhe Duchess of Malfeflects the playgoejua
playgoer. That is, Webster does not dramatize moral behavior to show playgoers how to
act within a moral universe and to affect their conscience, but depicts playgbiagior
to show playgoers how to behave within the playhouse and to affect their playhouse
behavior. This construction process, of course, creates a paradox: playwrights use
metadrama to position the audience as the non-object of the performance and so
paradoxically convince the audience through performance not to be convinced by
performance. In other word§he Duchess of Maléffects the audience to not affect the
audience.

This same basic technique of constructing audiences to create institigedigl r
that is deployed by the Duchdasslso present in MarloweBamburlaineandEdward I1.
Both title characters use this process to affect the transfer of authority emgreduce
the institutional reality of the monarchy. However, Tamburlaine and Edivaseé the
triadic relationship for different ends: Tamburlaine uses it to insure hisyioter
Cosroe, and Edward Il uses it to destabilize his enemies’ victory over himssifit®
their differences, in both plays the triadic relationship is asserted/cdestiartd then
used in order to manipulate the transfer of authority. And in both plays, Marlowe uses the

subject and language of the transfer of authority not just to reflect on the naturesof pow
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and how power is transferred, but to reflect on the relationship among performance,
audience and institutional realty* Similarly, The Duchess of Malfises the subject and
language of marriage to reflect on the triadic relationship. By using speteteimas to
transcode between Marlowe’s plays andBbluehess of Malfiand between both plays
and Tilney’s censorship practices, we can see how all of these textatiieutimg to

the same social formation of playgoing which seeks to construct stage uttasnces
performative.

In Tamburlainethe triadic relationship is deployed by Tamburlaine to effectively
depose Mycetes. When Tamburlaine encounters Mycetes alone on the battlefiedd, he ha
the opportunity to steal his crown; Mycetes gives the crown to Tamburlaine (without
knowing who he is) and is unable to get it back. However, Tamburlaine chooses not to
steal the crown. Instead, Tamburlaine seems to forgo theft in favor of perferntdac
tells Mycetes as much when he gives him back his crown: “Here, take it forea Wwhil
lend it thee, / Till | may see thee hemmed with armed men. / Then shalt thoe ped m
it from thy head” (2.4.38-40%? In her commentary of this scene, Kateryna Schray
argues that Tamburlaine is simply being dismissive here: “Ultigndébcetes is so
ineffectual that he is not even worth defeating on st&dfowever, Schray seems to be
missing the reason why Tamburlaine does not take the crown. Tamburlaine does not
defeat Mycetes because they are on a (playhouse) stage but becausdeireardnes
not have a (inset) stage. That is, he does not have an audience and therefore does not have
a performance, and without a performance, his actions will not have institutitecis ef
The taking of the crown will not produce an institutionally real deposition. For a

deposition to occur, Tamburlaine needs an audience a group of “armed men” who will
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“see [Tamburlaine] pull it from [Mycetes’] head.” Tamburlaine, who as MexjGarber
has shown, clearly understands the power of performative speech acts, has rednipulat
the situation so that the taking of the crown will have institutional fofce.

In fact, the next scene deploys the triadic relationship to effect thtetiost of
the monarchy. The triadic relationship is used in order to transfer authoribgtoeC
there is an audience, a performance (the crowning of Cosroe) and the creation of
institutional reality (Cosroe is the new monarch), which is confirmed by thatine; no
one questions that Cosroe is king. What does not occur is the actual deposition of
Mycetes. Although the playhouse audience gets to see the coronation of Cosroe take
place, the actual deposition of Mycetes never takes place on stage. The @ayhous
audience is left to assume that Tamburlaine has made good on his word and performed
the deposition in front of an inset audience. Of course, throughout the play, Tamburlaine
always does what he says he is going to do, so this assumption is well grounded.

Nevertheless, the absence of the deposition from the stage performance seems
significant and even conspicuous given Tilney’s censorship technique of moving
controversial scenes off stage to limit the institutional effect of pedonces, and
Marlowe’s grasp of the triadic relationship (he dramatized this relatiposheither side
of the absent deposition). It is possible that Marlowe or Tinley moved the scetegeff s
in order to keep the deposition from becoming institutionally real. To stage the aeposit
of Mycetes in front of the stage audience would have had the institutional effectsabf a
deposition, just as staging the riotSir Thomas Morevould have had the institutional
effects of a real riot. What those supposed institutionally real effects wouldbbameas

difficult to discern. Obviously, the real and long dead Mycetes was in no position to be
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deposed through a fictional performance, nor was Queen Elizabeth going to be dethrone
because of a fictional deposition. The effects that either Marlowe or Téaegd would
probably have been more subtle and vague than that. Enacting a deposition affects the
institution of the monarchy by destabilizing it. That the specific monarchl et

monarch is beside the point; the actual institution of the monarchy would have been
destabilized through the performance of a deposition.

That staged depositions destabilized the institution of the monarch can only be
conjectured; however, there is some evidence that suggests that depositiomscenes
censored, even if we don’t exactly know why. The possible censorship or selfstgmsor
of the deposition scene Tramburlainerecalls the more famous deposition scene in
Richard Il. Critics and editors generally assume that at some point the scene depicting
the deposition of Richard Il was omitted; however, scholars have not come to a
consensus on whether or not this omission constitutes censbrabigton describes the
impossibility of knowing for sure when and why the scene was cut: “The plethora of
possibilities — no censorship at all but revision, censorship for the press but not for the
stage (though later rescinded), censorship for both stage and press, thougbréddibew
rescinded — make rational discussion of the subject almost impossfidiespite
Dutton’s assertion, it seems likely, as Clare suggests, that the playnsaseckbefore
the original performance by Tilney in accordance with his policy of hotvalg
controversial scenes to be staged only recouriféthus,Richard Il suggests that
depositions were in fact censored. Indeed, if we Raeldard Ifs omission of the
deposition scene in light of the non-staging of the deposition of MyceTesnburlaine

the censorship of Richard 1l seems all the more likely. This is not to say that all
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depositions were pushed off stage, just as not all riots were pushed off stage. The
deposition of Richard Il eventually made its way (back?) into the performantettzer
plays from the period staged depositions (Bdvard Il discussed below). But the
censorship of depositions further suggests that the Master of Revels'uritieestood
stage utterances as affecting institutional reality and providesanre&y Marlowe does
not stage the deposition of Mycetes. Marlowe understood stage utterances as
performative and was anxious about the institutional force of a staged deposition.

The scene after the absent deposition scene also seems to suggest thetdeposit
would destabilize the monarchy because what follows the absent scene is a@gronati
which would seem to stabilize the monarchy rather than destabilizing it. Corenati
assure the nation’s subjects that someone is on the throne and that power is consolidated.
In fact, as new historicist critics like Greenblatt have suggested, thiezstizdm effect of
coronations is exactly why real coronations were staged in such a public andaheat
way*® If staged coronations are understood as stabilizing the monarchy, then staged
depositions can reasonably be supposed to destabilize it. In fact, the stagingpefsCos
coronation can be considered doubly stabilizing because Cosroe was alrggllyféine
the coronation. This coronation is simply affirming and enlarging that pteexis
condition. Hence, when Tamburlaine gives him the crown, his first words are ‘féad t
Cosroe, wear two imperial crowns” (2.5.1). By giving Cosnethercrown,

Tamburlaine is reaffirming the institution of the monarchy and Cosroe’sqosgitthin
that institution. Indeed, by not staging the deposition, the Marlowe creat@®arntin
the play were Myectes’/Cosroe’s kingdom does not have a king. The play moves

(somewhat conspicuously) directly from Mycetes being king to Cosroe being kieg. T



89

liminal and destabilizing space between those two kingships is glossed over by not
staging the deposition.

A fear of destabilizing the crown may have been the reason why the deposition
scene occurs off stage, but it's somewhat unclear who placed the scengeoffrstaher
words, there is no proof th@iamburlaineactually was censored. The manuscript (like
most early modern manuscripts) is lost and none of the extant versions of the play
contains a performed deposition. Indeed, no major scholar of early modern censorship
includes a discussion @amburlaine™® Thus, we are left to assume that Marlowe wrote
the play with the deposition scene occurring off stage either becausedtdeasorship
and so self-censored (as | argue Shakespeare Giariolanug or he did not want to
destabilize the monarchy. Neither of these possible reasons conforms to our
understanding of Marlowe as a troublemaker and agent of subversion. Of course, he
could have left out the deposition scene for purely aesthetic or practical rqzestwags
staging the deposition would ruin the pacing, or perhaps the actor who played Mycetes
had to play another part in the next scEfi¢lowever, if one accepts the triadic
relationship | am arguing for and accepts my argument for why Tamburlaineatoes
dethrone Mycetes when they are alone, than it seems unlikely that Marlowe weaild ha
shifted the deposition scene off stage for reasons unrelated to the triaticosslip
since he had just staged a scene that dramatizes that relationship. In atisetiveonon-
staging of the deposition seems purposeful and seems to suggest Marloweangras
construction of the triadic relationship.

In fact, Marlowe utilizes the triadic relationship again in his dramatizirigeof

transfer of power ifcdward Il. However, in this scene it is the deposed (Edward Il) and
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not the deposer (Tamburlaine) who manipulates the relationship, and consequently the
motive of the manipulating agent is inverted. Where Tamburlaine waits for an audience
in order to give his (off-stage) performance the ability to affect theutishal reality of

the monarchy, Edward denies his actions an audience in order to limit the institutional
effect his actions have, thereby destabilizing the transfer of authorntireFuore, while
Tamburlaine is only manipulating the role of the audience within the triadtoredhip,
Edward is also manipulating the role of the performer and of the nature of the
performance.

Edward’s acknowledgement of the triadic relationship is actually quiteioléae
deposition scene because he, unlike Mycetes (but more like Shakespeare’s Richard |
clearly understands that he has to give up his crown and expresses this understanding
complaining to Leicester. During his dialogue with Leicester, Edwaems to realize
that while he must give up the crown, he does have controhovene gives up the
crown. Through this description of how he will give up his the crown, Edward displays a
grasp of the triadic relationship and a cunning and complex manipulation of it.

Indeed, Edward seems to revel in his ability to control the performance of his own
deposition: he takes off the crown, puts it back on, starts to give it back, keeps it, and then
finally gives it to Leicestet®? As he is moving through these series of feints, he seems to
be contemplating aloud the best way to give up the crown. He sometimes thinksat best
give up the crown willingly, “Here, take my crown — the life of Edward too” (5.1.57).
Other times he seems to think that defiance will be a better strategy ahd #hetuld
force his enemies to take it from him, “I'll not resign, but whilst | live, be Ki(f51.86).

Ultimately, he seems to understand that he has no choice but to give up the crown; he
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admits, “what the heavens appoint | must obey” (5.1.56), but he can’t decide if he wants
to force them to take it from him, or if he should of his own agency give it up.

Edward is eventually moved past his indecision by an argument from Leicester,
who reminds him that if he doesn’t willingly give up the crown, his son will lose the
monarchy and his dynasty will end. Although Edward seems to accept Legceste
argument, he feints one more time, and it is this last move that is of particetesiras
it demonstrates an awareness on the part of Edward of the triadic relationship of
playgoing and the institutional force of performance.

Here, receive my crown.

Receive it? No, these innocent hands of mine

Shall not be guilty of so foul a crime.

He of you all that most desires my blood

And will be called the murderer of a king,

Take it. What, are you moved? Pity you me?

Then send for unrelenting Mortimer

And Isabel, whose eyes, being turned to steel,

Will sooner sparkle fire than shed a tear.

Yet stay, for rather than | will look on them,

Here, here! [He resigns the crown] (5.1.97-107).

The beginning of this speech follows the same pattern of thought that has been going on
throughout the scene. He moves from willfully giving up the crown to demanding that
they take it from him. This pattern starts to alter when he notes that his audiemmeid

to pity by his own inner turmoil and sarcastically tells them to go fetch Mertamd

Isabel. At this point, the pattern shifts. Edward’s language is no longer doocudes

own action, but on who will watch and take part in this action — who will take part in the
performance. At first he wants Mortimer and Isabel to watch him give ugrakaa, but

after contemplating that scenario, he quickly changes his mind. The reasaes&osta

not wanting them present is that he does not want to see them, “for rather tHdodkwil
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on them” (5.1.106). By denying them the position of observer, he is controlling who is a
part of the performance and so is denying the force of his own performance. In other
words, he is reversing Tamburlaine’s strategy. Whereas Tamburlaayedéehe taking

of the crown so that he could wait for an audience and a performance, Edward’s decision
to give up the crown is sped up because he realizes that he does not want an audience.
And of course, Edward is reversing Tamburlaine’s strategy because Edwadné has t
opposite goal of Tamburlaine; whereas Tamburlaine wants a smooth transition gf power
Edward does not.

However, Edward’s strategy is more complex than a mere inversion of
Tamburlaine’s strategy because Edward is not alone when he gives up his crown
Leicester, Winchester, Trussell and others are present at the deposition, ardrsmohe
or does not simply deny his actions an audience. What Edward seems to do is not only
control who is in the audience but who is in the performance and so controls what the
performance does — how it affects institutional reality. The individuateptavhen he
gives up the crown are not the individuals who will ultimately receive the crown.
Winchester has to report to Isabel, Mortimer and the prince that Edward heatedbdi
Although the prince will hold the crown, it is made clear throughout that Mortimer and
the Queen will receive the power of the crown through his role as Protector and her
position as Queen, or they will simply kill the prince and (somehow) inherit the crown.
Edward understands that his son is only a means through which Mortimer will exure
crown. For instance, when Winchester tries to assure Edward that the only reason he
wants the crown is so they can give it to Prince Edward, King Edward respondgjsNo, *

for Mortimer, not Edward’s head, / For he’s a lamb, encompassed by wolves, / Which in
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a moment will abridge his life” (5.1.40-42). Thus, Mortimer and the Queen are not only
audience members, they are also participants in the performance becgyas theas
Edward is concerned) will ultimately receive the crown. By denying ilertand the
Queen the position of observers of the performance, Edward not only limits the audience
but also denies them the position where they could receive the crown — inside the
performance.

Because those who will receive the crown are not part of the performance, the
transfer of authority does not work through performance and performativenaéstaut
is reliant on constative utterances. The crown and the power the crown symbolizes mus
go through a mediating messenger, in this case Winchester. But constatarecetelo
not become institutional reality. Furthermore, constative utteraneesegliable. The
recounting witness has to be trusted by those that hear the utterance. Thetdbgity
of the constative transfer of authority is reflected in Edward III's i@a¢d the news that
he will be king. He at first tells Isabel that he does not want to be king becassede
young (5.2.92). When Isabel insists, telling Edward that it is “His Highnesssynle”
(5.2.93), Edward responds by asking to see to his father: “Let nsedlum first, and
then I will” (5.2.94 my emphasis). On one level, this line shows that he simply does not
seem to trust his mother. He, like Othello, demands “ocular proof” because he does not
believe what others are telling him — he does not trust the recounting witness. On anothe
(more embedded) level, Edward is demanding a performance of abdicationl &tdeis
point, he would have the crown, the kind of “ocular proof” that would have satisfied

Othello. Thus, he does not merely demand material proof of the abdication, he wants to
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seehis father. If he gets to see his father, then his father can effectaesfdr authority
to him via a performance.

Because Edward II's deposition does not clearly transfer authority, Edhvard
needs to participate in another performance, the coronation, in order to become king.
And like the coronation in Tamburlaine, this coronation deploys the triadic relationship.
It clearly has an audience and the performance of the coronation is dramatizeuhdike
coronations, in a highly theatrical way; it involves a Champion’s challenge, ttsiaupe
a toast (5.4.70-79). However, Edward Il is not present at the performance and does not
take part in the transfer of authority. Thus, the coronation does not involve a transfer of
power between two generations through a performance, but simply anoints one king,
while the previous king is absent. And although the previous King has already given up
the crown, that deposition can only be accessed by Edward Ill through constative
utterance. In other words, there is no political performance that transfers| cdithe
crown to Edward lll. Instead, the play narrates two separate performaneeshich
performs the deposition and the other the coronation.

What these two separate performances produce is an unstable crown. Kent notes
the instability of the crown immediately after the coronation, “Either royhler or his
son is king” (5.5.103). This instability does not last long; shortly after the coronation,
Edward Il finds out that his father is murdered, which automatically (waggeniture,
not performance) makes him king. Indeed, between the deposition/coronation and the
discovery of murder, no real king emerges. The lack of a true king is partialhobyed
by the absence of the crown. After the deposition, the crown seems to completely

disappear from the proceedings. Presumably, Edward Il gives the crown to S#nche
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and although Winchester delivers the message that Edward has abdicated, he never
mentions the crown again, and the crown does not seem to be involved in the coronation
scene (though of course the lack of original stage directions makes ttusltitfiprove).

It is as if once Edward Il gives it up, the crown never finds another person to passess i

This instability does not occur iramburlaine there is a clear performance of the
transfer of authority and the crown’s position is never in doubt. In fa€gnmburlaine,
Marlowe manipulates the triadic relationship to make sure there is alvkatyg, dut in
Edward I, Marlowe uses the triadic relationship to dwell on the lack of a king. What this
difference signifies is difficult to say, and not of much significant to thidys-°* What is
significant to this study is Marlowe’s grasp of the triadic relatignahid his efforts to
dramatize and so construct it withiiamburlaineandEdward I1.

In The Duchess of MalfTamburlaing andEdward Il, performance was used to
create societal, public institutions — marriage and the monarchy. Hqvidaredonson’s
Epiceneshows that performance can also be used to produce a more private institution,
individual reputations. liEpicene Jonson has his character Truewit construct audiences
and manipulate the triadic relationship in order to affect the reputations of thelxpu
and La Foole.

Their reputations are produced through a complex trick that Truewit plays on the
two towards the end of the play. Truewit has convinced Daw and La Foole that they are
angry with one other (when in fact neither is angry but both are scared of the other’
wrath) and persuaded them that the only way to dissipate the anger is for onadatsubj
and humiliate the other. So Truewit sets \gg@newhere La Foole will kick Daw and

Daw will tweak La Foole’s nose. In other words, each must perform penance ioffront
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the other. The performance-like nature of this penance is highlighted in the highly
theatrical, metaphorical and probably anachronistic surrendering of the swaddtition
to being beaten, each character will give up his sword in a chivalric display of
emasculation and submission. What neither character knows is that Dauphine will be
assaulting both characters. In order to convince the two that they shouldn'switees
event (so that Dauphine can do the kicking and tweaking), Truewit has to convince them
to be blindfolded. To get them to assent to the blindfold, he makes a rather odd argument:
“That’s for your good, sir: because if he should grow / insolent upon this and publish it
hereafter to your dis-/grace (which | hope he will not do) you might swetealy sad
protest he never beat you, to your knowledge” (4.5.316-$19).

Truewit is essentially giving La Foole deniability but is doing so in ativay
explicitly links performance’s ability to produce institutionally real esdatthe
existence of an observing audience. La Foole seems to believe that by not seestig hims
get beaten, he can deny that the action took place. But of course, he will know that the
action took place because he will be able to feel the beating. However, by ngttkeei
beating, he will be denying the action the status of performance and so produce an
institutionally real event. The beating will be real (it will physigddappen), but it will
not be institutionally real (it will not affect his reputation). Thus, Truewnttcathfully
say that if La Foole does not see the action, Daw cannot “publish it hereafter to your
disgrace.” The action will not affect La Foole’s reputation because it ispef@mance
since it will not have an audience. Thus, he can satisfy Daw without his reputation being

affected.
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In the end, La Foole is being mocked for believing Truewit, but La Foole is
essentially relying on the same notion of audience and performance that ke dbes
when he refuses to view the Duchess and Antonio, or when Tilney forces the production
of a riot off stage to deny it an audience. That is, La Foole, at Truewit'stpishes
denying his actions an audience in order to negate its ability to becomeiorstityt
real; he is attempting to manipulate the triadic relationship.

Part of what makes this scene comic is that La Foole is unaware that héhis not
audience of the performance; he is actually the actor or performer withifoengance
he doesn’t know exists. La Foole is taking place in a performance that Truswit ha
engineered without La Foole’s knowledge. Thus, he cannot deny the event an audience
(as Ferdinand and Tilney are able to do) because he never was in a position to be an
audience member and doesn’t know who is in the audience. And of course, La Foole
should know that Truewit will be watching the whole event, thereby providing an
additional audience, making his attempt to deny the actions an audience futil@tln s
La Foole’s understanding of the deniability that Truewit is offering him is dlisoause
he only partially grasps his own role in the performance.

The total performance that La Foole (and Daw) do not grasp also deploys the
triadic relationship. In this performance, Dauphine is the actor since hetipdapart of
both La Foole and Daw. This performance also has a constructed audiencet fagew
positioned Clerimont, Epicene and others to watch Dauphine humiliate La Foole and
Daw. And like the constructed audienced e Duchess of Malfit is not immediately
clear why these individuals are present to watch the action. Dauphine ventuess ag

to why Truewit would want an audience to watch his actions — he accuses Toliewit
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vanity: “This is thy extreme vanity now; thou think’st thou / wert undone if evety je
thou mak’st were not published” (4.5.237-238JThe first part of Dauphine’s claim
seems wrong; Truewit is not indulging in a vanity by desiring an audiengatth his
performance. Truewit makes sure that Dauphine understands that his desire for an
audience is not related to his pride by giving the credit for the performance pbiba

by insisting, “Thou shalt see how unjust thou art presently. / Clerimont, say it was
Dauphine’s plot (4.5.239-240). The second half of Dauphine’s claim, however, seems
right; Truewit and Truewit’s project of humiliation would not be finished (“undone”)
until an audience was constructed to watch what he had created because he needs an
audience to give the actions the status of a performance and so become institutiona
reality. In this case, the institutional reality that is being cieist®aw and La Foole’s
reputation. He is turning them into cowards and fools through a performance, even
though they believe that they are performing for one another and impacting thei
relationship with one another.

However, this inset audience is slightly different from the inset audierke in
Duchess of Malfi, Tamburlaine, Edwardaihd Massinger’s plays because the inset
audience seems to have been affected by the performance they wanted. Aisat is, t
performance seems rhetorical instead of, or perhaps in addition to, its béorgpéve.

The audience (excluding Clerimont and Epicene) were under the impressioashat D
and La Foole were fashionable wits, and not the gulls that they become as a rasult of t
performance. Haughty, a member of the inset audience, remarks on the value @ftthe ins

performance: “how our judgments were imposed on by / these adulterate Kr{igiet4-
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2). In this performance and within this triadic relationship, the audience doesocsbem
at least partially, the object of the performance.

Nevertheless, the knowledge they receive is based on the institutional reality
(Daw and La Foole’s reputation) that is created by the performance. Thuare¢heot
the individuals who are directly being affected by the performance.tindacan locate
anti-essentialist thought, as described in the first chapter, in this swkrs eonnection
to the triadic relationship. If we view, with the anti-essentialists, Dala Foole’s
character as constitutive of performance, then this performance is ctingtthem as
gulls, and overwriting their previous performances as fashionable wits.afédlyen the
object of the performance. The audience simply has to confront this new realigy tha
being constructed for them through the performance. They are interadiing wi
institutional reality, not the performance. Furthermore, Daw and La Faela’sation
are only part of what gets produced through the performance; in a way, the main
beneficiary or object of the performance is Dauphine (another actor in thenpeanta),
who gets credit for the performance and whose reputation is made through it. After the
performance, Haughty and the other audience members praise his looks an@s$evern
and Truewit asserts, “See how they eye thee, man! They are / taken, | \warednt
(4.6.42-43). In other words, his reputation with these women has been made through the
performance that he took part in.

Still, the fact remains that the audience of this performance (Haughty and
company) do act on the basis of the performance. They cast aside DawFowld_a
from their “college” and take in Dauphine. So this version of the triadic relatpis

not as strict as the version expressetiia Duchess of Malbr Marlowe’s plays.
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Nevertheless, the basic structure of this relationship is expressed and cedstitiah
this inset performance.

Moreover, this inset performance is able to show the breadth of possible results
produced by the triadic relationship. Indeed, each of the characters in the Ysur pla
discussed in this chapter utilizes performance and the triadic relatioostupiéve
different results: the Duchess produces a marriage, Tamburlaine tsgrefesr, Edward
destabilizes power, and Truewit creates reputation. What remains tglatwstant in
all of these plays is the basic relationship between audience, performance a
institutional reality. The audience is not the direct object of the performantis
necessary to give the performance the ability to directly affectunetial reality.

Although these four plays hopefully provide enough evidence to demonstrate how
widespread the construction of the triadic relationship was, this basiomslap is
produced in many of the plays throughout the period. For instance, one can read the
deposition scene of ShakespeaRishard Ilas an example of the deposed manipulating
the triadic relationship. There are also scenes similar to Truewsksrrother plays

such as the anonymoilise Second Maids Trage(see 5.1) and in MiddletonA Mad
World My Master(see 5.2). In the interest of space, | will not analyze all of these plays.
However, | will be relying on the triadic relationship throughout the rest of tioy,sto
most of the plays | discuss will also participate in the construction of thieoreaip at

the same time they are participating in the larger construction of earlymadggoing.
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Chapter Three

Mirrors in the Playhouse: The Praxis of Constructing Playgoing
“Sit, and sit civilly, till the play be done” Rieind Brome The Antipode's®

In the previous chapter, | suggested that by dramatizing and then reflectine
relationship among audience, performance and reality, the plays arerasswoicting that
relationship in the playhouse. Indeed, throughout this study I will be arguing that
metadrama almost always constructs playgoing at the same timerdilgcits on
playgoing. That is, by discussing playgoing in front of playgoers, the playsemrgéhg
to influence the audience’s understanding of playgoing. This construction/reflection
process, of course, creates a paradox: playwrights use metadrama to pos#iatighee
as the non-object of the performance and so paradoxically convince the aubrengh
performance not to be convinced by performance. In other words, metadransathéec
audience not to affect the audience. In the scenes discussed thus far, this garadoxic
process has remained implicit; however, early modern plays often make thissproce
explicit by showing the audience their position within the performance — the nect-obj
of the performance — and by showing them how to act, that is not act, within that
construction.

Hamlet uses the metaphor of a mirror to describe how performances ihgact t
audience: “The pur/pose of playing ... was and is to hold as ‘twere the mirror up to
nature, to show virtue her / own feature” (3.2.18-21). This metaphor can be fruitfully
used to help describe the practical process of audience construction. Hame\vas
briefly mentioned in the last chapter, Hamlet describes the mirror astirgfl@ature and

the audience’s morality; the metadrama discussed in this chapter rpégcisnance
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itself and the role of audience within that performance. The mirror then is held tgp not
the playgoer to show the playgoer his or her own reflection as a moral individual, but to
reflect the playgoequaplaygoer. That is, these plays do not dramatize moral behavior to
show playgoers how to act within a moral universe, but depict playgoing behavior to

show playgoers how to behave within the playhouse.

I: The Mirror of Performance: Doubling the Triadic Relationship

Early modern drama often shows the audience what their position is within the
performance by doubling the performance the audience is watching; plays e pistet
performance as a mirror image of the playhouse performance, which the inset
performance is occurring within. The doubling of performance in these plalgerfurt
illustrates the triadic relationship detailed in the previous chapter and glidighis the
purpose of this relationship — to construct playgoing as a non-reactive expdaetiee
playhouse audience. By doubling the performance, the playwrights are abldfte tell
audience what the play is doing, so their experience of playgoing is being shaped by t
performance they are watching. Thus, the doubling of a performance is not just the
representation of the concept of playgoing, but the praxis of that concept.

The doubling of the performance occurd e Duchess of Malfvhen characters
within the play reflect on the impact the Duchess’s marriage has on the figality of
the dramatic narrative. Because the Duchess’s marriage is depictedast
performance, which then metadramatically reflects on playhouse perfanemnc

marriage becomes a figure for playhouse performances, including the pexderaf&he
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Duchess of Malfi As her performance of a marriage is constructed as performative, the
performance oThe Duchess of Malis also constructed as performative (as are all other
stage performances), so when characters reflect on the Duchesg&gedhey are also
reflecting onThe Duchess of Malfln short, the inset performance is a double of the
stage performance d@he Duchess of MalfiVebster’s play demonstrates this doubling
process particularly well because so much of the narrative is concerhatievilllout of

the Duchess’s marriage. The marriage takes place within the first actumhdof the rest

of the play traces the effects of that marriage. In a general sense ythid@Buchess of
Malfi is “about” the Duchess’s marriage, so when the characters within the play discuss
the institutional impact of the Duchess’s marriage on the fictive redlitye play, they

are also discussing the impact the play they inhabit is supposed to have on the
institutional reality outside the playhouse.

For instance, when the Duchess tells Bosola that she married Antonio, he
immediately starts to describe to her the impact he thinks her marrihhawe on the
larger culture.

Fortunate lady!

For you have made your private nuptial bed

The humble and fair seminary of peace:

No question but many an unbenefic’d scholar

Shall pray for you for this deed, and rejoice

That some preferment in the world can yet

Arise from merit. The virgins of your land

That have no dowries, shall hope your example

Will raise them to rich husbands: should you want

Soldiers, ‘twould make the very Turks and Moors

Turn Christians, and serve you for this act.

Last, the negated poets of your time,

In honor of this trophy of a man,

Rais’d by that curious engine, your white hand,

Shall thank you, in your grave for't; and make that
More reverend than all the cabinets
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Of living princes. For Antonio,

His fame shall likewise flow from many a pen,

When heralds shall want coats to sell to men (3.2.279-297).
The rhetorical situation that Bosola is speaking within complicates thishspedanakes
it difficult to read as a straightforward description and analysis of tltbd&3s’'s
marriage. After all, Bosola is spying on the Duchess, and so his role elbdartcer”
means that he must praise her decision to marry (or any of her decisions), sac#mat he
gain her confidence and extract informattéhSo when read rhetorically and within the
narrative of the play, this speech is Bosola’'s way of flattering his manketkr, this
speech can also be read metadramatically, as a comment on the effitecipothess’s
marriage both within and outside the playhouse. Read this way, Bosola is telling not only
the Duchess but also the playhouse audience how the marriage will affect the broader
culture. That is, he is interpreting her marriage as doing more than simglpgiea
single marriage; he sees it as fundamentally changing the institutionraedgear

Specifically, he asserts that the taboo of marrying outside of one’s class wi
dissolve because of her mixed class marrtdgele tells the Duchess, “Virgins of your
land / that have no dowries shall hope your example / will raise them to rich husbands.”
That is, her marriage will become an example for other marriages, anddet#uat
example, the institution of marriage itself will change. In fact, he seegs ¢ven
further than asserting that the nature of marriage and claims that thdiorstf class
distinctions (status through birth) will be transformed in favor of a systemritf me
because of her marriage. He suggests, “many an unbeneficed scholar stjalce /r
that some preferment in the world can yet / arise from m&ritHe is expanding the

scope of the institutional reality that the Duchess’s marriage impagtdoiBg so,
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Bosola is reflecting on the ability @he Duchess of Malfo produce a wider institutional
reality (an early modern reality) than exists within her narrathe fictive reality of the
play). Although the wider institutional reality that Bosola cites stket place within the
fictive reality of the play, this broader view of how the performance of heragarwill
affect the fictive institution of marriage mirrors the way that the staderpgance The
Duchess of Maljiwill affect the real institution of marriage. The Duchess’s magriag
doubled: her stage performance and her inset performance mirror one another. The
audience looks into this mirror and witnesses a representation of their owreegperf
watching the play, thus shaping their understanding of their role within thatexxqgeeri
And the role that is being constructed within this doubled performance is that of the non-
reactive playgoer, where institutional reality, and not themselves, anbjtut.

Indeed, critics have argued that Webster’s play probably impacted estgrm
institutional reality in the same way that Bosola asserts the Duclmessiage is
impacting the fictive institutional reality of the play. For instance, M&ath Rose
argues, “the heroics of [the Duchess’s] marriage is associated witbuhgeois
recognition of merit in determining status, rather than the aristocrbsicae on
birth.”*’® This is not to say that this is the only way of reading the Duchess’s neaitiag
can also be seen as an unwelcome and dangerous challenge to the institutioiagé mar
and status. In fact, Rose explores the tension between these two interpretatiens of t
play. Likewise, Bosola’s speech can also be read somewhat ironically: he is not
straightforwardly praising the Duchess’s decision to marry, but estags the dangerous
challenge the Duchess’s marriage poses to “the aristocraticceslanbirth” and is

subtly reminding the Duchess of the danger this challenge poses to her and lyer famil
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Indeed, Sara Jayne Steen has convincingly argued that this would have bedwg the ea
modern response to the Duchess’s marriage: a split between support for arfick$ear
revolutionary implication$’* Regardless of whether early modern culture would have
supported or feared the implications of the play they watched, these conflicting
interpretations do not negate the institutional impact of the performance. The
performance of the play becomes institutional reality and so direfdigteithe institution

of marriage and class. Whether one supports or fears that impact is beside the point. The
important point for this study is that Webster highlights these institutiorstefby

describing the effects of the inset performance of the Duchess’s marriage.

This may seem like an impossibly ambitious model of performance: one flctiona
performance of a subversive or dangerous marriage changes or has the potential to
change the entire real institution of marriage. However, it is not entirelgsonable,
especially within a speech act model of institutions and language. AslFashing on
Austin and Searle, points out, this is simply how speech acts work and perhaps how
institutions function. In his essay @woriolanus Fish argues that Coriolanus uses speech
acts, specifically declaratives, to create his own state, where thefl&esne do not
apply to him. Fish concludes by suggesting the play dramatizes the radicalgbatenti
speech acts. | quote at length because Fish aptly describes what happens wigan the |
of speech acts is carried to its logical conclusion and because Fish'samdlyences
and shares affinities with my own analysisTble Duchess of Malfi

The moral of this [Coriolanus’ attempt to create his own state through language]

is chastening, even disturbing: institutions are no more than the (temporary)

effects of speech act agreements ... This becomes obvious if one reflects a bit on
the ontological status of declaratives ...: if declarative utterances, whehahe

their intended force, alter states of affairs, what brings about the stataiis iaf
which a declarative utterance is endowed with its intended force? The answer is,
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another declarative utterance, and it is an answer one would have to give no
matter how far back the inquiry was pushed. The conclusion is inescapable:
declarative (and other) utterances do not merely mirror or reflect thetbtate;
are the state ...

It might be objected that to reason in this way is to imply that one can
constitute a state simply by declaring it to exist. That of course ¢lexéat
happens: a single man plants a flag on a barren shore and claims everything his
eye can see in the name of a distant monarch or for himself; another man, hunted
by the police and soldiers, seeks refuge in a cave, where, alone or in the company
of one or two fellows, he proclaims the birth of a revolutionary governient.

In other words, as | suggested in the first chapter, if institutions are cowstatispeech
acts, then speech acts have the ability to alter institutions. This is as traeebstit is
of marriages, at least according to the logic of speech act theory aratgas,|the logic
of the early modern construction of playgoing. The Duchess is claiming telhitre
ability to create a marriage that transgresses class and gender kesjvdaich then
effects the institution of marriage, and Bosola is reminding her, perhaps ieedatweat,
of these effects. And by framing the Duchess’s marriage as a double ofythe/plzster
is also claiming for himself and his play (and perhaps all plays) thisyabilt
representation of a transgressive marriage is changing the institutionrisige® One
can argue the extent of these effects: how influential can one sentirsacriage be or
how powerful of an effect can one play make? Just as one can question how
revolutionary an effect a government can have if it is made up of one individéedt,In
as | will argue in the Coddhe Duchess of Maléxplores these very questions. But if
stage utterances did behave like performative utterances, then, to uséahighage,
“the conclusion is inescapable.” Performances affect the institutions dlyadeicribe.
But of course, as | have already suggested but want to make clear, thi@tloes

mean that these effects actually took place within the reality of eadgm society. Just

because the playwright®nstructedheir stage utterances as performative does not mean
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that they actuallpehavedas performatives — affecting institutions. In fact, the present
study argues against this speech act model of institutions. As | argued msttohdpter,
the institution of the playhouse is constitutive of its economic and political siu&r

in other words, the playhouse was created, not through speech acts, but through the
material forces of early modern society. But obviously this does not meantlat ea
modern playwrights recognized or accepted my (or Althusser’s) versiostivfitions.
They seem to have put forth a model similar to Fish’s. And by constructingdldisl,m
that is claiming that their stage utterances were performativgsynats could,
simultaneously, claim for themselves an ambitious and powerful model of perfeémanc
and place the audience within a position where they were not directly affected by
performances. Bosola’s speech, if we read it metadramatically, sedémsnaking these
claims.

That being said, Bosola does seem to understand the Duchess’s
wedding/performance as influencing flesh and blood individuals and not just thectbst
institution of marriage. But the individuals who are influenced by her perfolsr(#mne
Virgins, Scholars and Soldiers) are not those present at her performanagthey her
audience. Indeed, her original audience, Cariola, is poised to benefit from the Daichess’
marriage in much the same way Bosola describes the benefits of the mah@agea
unmarried woman. But Bosola does not cite her as the beneficiary of the Daichess
marriage, nor does the narrative of the play since Cariola maintains tivaitl stot get
married (3.2.23). Instead, those who are affected by her marriage arevtimsnerely
hear of her marriage. They are influenced not by her performance, butibgtthgional

reality that the performance creates. Performance is being constwittien this play in
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a way that does not affect the audience, and because this performance is being doubled,
the stage audience, like Cariola, finds themselves within a position whereilihayt e
affected by the performance Bhe Duchess of Malfi

Bosola’s metaphor of a “seminary” or seed bed further explores the iosiaiut
effect of the Duchess’s marriage: “For you have made your private nugtiallie
humble and fair seminary of peace” (3.3.281-282). The term “seminary” in the
seventeenth century referred to a piece of land that was used to grow plantr¢hat
later transplanted, or in a more general sense, “a place of origin and ealbpderd; a
place or thing in which something (e.g. an art or science, a virtue or vice) ispEelr
cultivated, or from which it is propagated abundantly.The seeds in a seminary do not
stay where they are, but are moved to other locations to finish growing. Lékelas
Duchess’s marriage does not stay confined to the “private nuptial bed,” but can be
transplanted to other locations, where the Virgins, Scholars and Soldiers wiit rene
her performance. This iteration is possible because the marriage/perferinstinc
impacts the institution of marriage, and once that institution is changed, the full
consequences of the performance can be accessed by anyone inteitittimg w
institution. In short, the Duchess’s performance of marriage does not affentbGenre
audience of the performance), but the institution of marriage (the institutiohil tleat
the performance addresses). And this is the procelBseoDuchess of Malé efficacy; it
impacts the institution of marriage.

When the Duchess reflects on the impact of her marriage, she expresses an
ambivalence about its implication — an ambivalence that perhaps mirror$evige@nd

perhaps many playwrights’) ambivalence about the influence of stagenpanice. The
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Duchess expresses this ambivalence when she responds to Bosola’s speech which, as
argued above, describes the institutional impact of her marriage. She tells, BAsdl
taste comfort in this friendly speech, / So would I find concealment” (3.3.299-300). She
seems to like that the performance of her marriage (both inside the play andhaside
playhouse) will become institutional reality and therefore impact thiuithshs of
marriage and status, but she also fears it and so opts for secrecy — for “centéalm
other words, she finds comfort in the idea that her marriage will impaitttizsal
reality therefore become public, but she also wants to deny others knowlddge of
marriage. Of course, it is clear why she would want to keep her marrssgpeed. Her
brothers have forbidden her to marry and threatened to harm her if she did, but at this
point in the narrative, her brothers already know that she is married (Ferdinanddiscove
the marriage earlier in the scene). What she seems to fear is the revolyimteatial of
her marriage because of its ability to become institutionally real.

This tension between wanting to keep her marriage a secret and allowing it to
affect institutional reality is also expressed through the Duchess’s tioigfleescriptions
of her own marriage. When the Duchess is alone with Antonio and Cariola (the only
characters present at her marriage), she tells Antonio, in responseeiguestifor sex, “I
hope in time ‘twill grow into a custom / that noblemen shall come with cap and knee, /
To purchase a night’s lodging of their wives” (3.2.4-6). Here she seems to be suggesti
even if itis in jest, that she does want her marriage to impact the instituticarredge.
She wants the gender relations in her marriage to become the “custom.” Howrearer,
she is speaking to her brother, she denies this desire: “I have not gone about, in this [her

marriage to Antonio], to create / Any new world, or custom” (3.2.110-111).
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As | will argue in the coda, this tension between an acknowledgment of the
public nature of performance and a desire to keep the performance a seorstamirr
tension within the playhouse over the potential impact of its own performHnces.
However, for now, it is enough to notice the way tHa¢ Duchess of MalGalls attention
to the institutional impact of the Duchess’s marriage and how that impaotsrtine
impact of the performance ®he Duchess of Malfi

In Webster’s play, the object of performance (the institution of marriage) is
doubled; the play holds up a mirror to the institution of marriage to show how the play is
actually impacting that institution. Bpicene the audience’s role within the triadic
relationship is actually the aspect of playgoing that is doubled; the play hold®aupi
to the audience to show the audience what their role is within the performance. Jonson
accomplishes this doubling by essentially telling the audience that theiin tbke
performance oEpiceneis the same as that of the inset audiences wihioene In the
final scene of the play, the stage audience is actually used within the pe&derasan
inset audience, thereby forcing the stage audience to equate the inset auiiience w
themselves because, at the end of the play, they are, quite literally, théhsgm@/hen
the stage audience and the inset audience are collapsed into one audience, this audience
takes part in the triadic relationship the play is dramatizing. The perfoemsithen
doubled when the stage audience finds itself within the triadic relationship. The
relationship is now within the play and within the playhouse.

This doubling process begins with the formation of the triadic relationship in the
last scene of the play. Morose signs the contract that completes the maintipdostoiy

— Dauphine’s attempts to get Morose’s wealth. However, signing the contnatt is
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enough; he also needs an audience to witness the signing. The signing of thé contrac
recreates the basic conditions of the stage; it is metadramatic. Moroserseats about
his signing seem to both suggest metadrama and an effort to double the performance. He
tells those who are watching (his audience), “Here, | deliver it theg aeed. / If there
be a word in it lacking or writ with false ortho/ graphy, | protest beforevit hot take
the advantage” (5.4.195-197). Editors often assume that the dash here is a substitute for
the word “God,” a word that could not be spoken on st&jdowever, another
possibility exists: at other moments in the play a dash indicates a gestwieera
Morose demands that his interlocutor make a gesture instead of verballgpgeplis
guestion. The gesture that he would make after “I protest before” would seem to be a
gesture towards those who are watching him sign the contract. He is askangrésent
to watch or witness his signing of the contract, thereby constructing an audiéis
then forms the triadic relationship: the constructed audience watches s gstgning
the document); the audience’s presence turns the action into a performance; the
performance then has the ability to impact institutional reality, in thislegsl reality’’”

The doubling process occurs within this scene because at the same time that the
dash in the text signifies a gesture to the onstage characters, the dash agniflso s
gesture to the playhouse audience, which then transforms the entire playhousesaudienc
into a witness to his performance. He is not just asking the characters on stageto be hi
audience, he is also asking the playhouse audience to be his witness. Thus, the audience
is put into the exact position of the inset audience, and the triadic relationshipesi for
onstage between the inset audience, inset performance and fictive rehlitgteveen the

stage audience (who is the inset audience), the stage performance andsiaak the
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inset audience and the stage audience take on the same role within Morose’s
performance, the inset audience becomes a mirror of the stage audiengdptiniag
the stage audience of their role within the performance.

This interpretation of the dash is supported by Truewit’s last speech which
explicitly addresses the playhouse audience in the same way that Mormsecbe
addressing the onstage audience through his gesture. In these last lingdayf, the
Truewit directly addresses the audience by declaring, “Spectatoos, like this
comedy, rise cheerfully, and / now Morose is gone in, clap your hands. It mast be t
noise will cure him, at least please him” (5.4.248-250). Truewit here is making amh appea
to the audience for applause as well as integrating that applause into the plot of the pla
by urging the audience to annoy Morose, who can not tolerate loud noises like
applause’® What is interesting about this scene is that Truewit is not really breaking
character; he is not addressing the audience as an actor — TrueWiT rsistvit and
Morose is still Morose. Instead, Truewit seems to be constructing an audehce f
fictional performance out of the real audience watchipgene He is turning the stage
audience into an inset audience.

The epilogue to Richard Bromel$ie Antipodeglso uses this metatheatrical
technique to call attention to the role of audience within a performance,\ttereiing
the triadic relationship out of the playhouse performance and the playhouse audience.
The epilogue is spoken by the Doctor and Peregrine, who both, like Truewit, do not break
character, and also like Truewit, address the playhouse audience. The Doctess &uldr
the audience is particularly significant because it explicitly pulls the aceliato the

plot of the play and into the triadic relationship.
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Whether my cure be perfect yet or no,

It lies not in my doctorship to know.

Your approbation may more raise the man,

Than all the College of Physicians can;

And more health from your fair hands may be won,

Than by the strokings of the seventh son (5.7.34-39).

Again, like Truewit, the Doctor is giving the audience’s applause curativergow
However, Truewit is clearly being ironic when he tells the audience that#megure
Morose since the audience’s applause will not alleviate Morose’s suffaringill
aggravate it. The Doctor, on the other hand, is being more forthright in that he is
attempting to cure his patient Peregrine. In other wordspiceneit is clear how the
audience’s applause will affect the performaficeill annoy Morose); however, the
curative power of the audience’s applaus&€he Antipodess a bit of a mystery. Indeed,
the Doctor’s speech seems to only make sense once the triadic relationstapeid |
within the plot ofThe Antipodesind once the Doctor’s speech to the audience is
interpreted as an attempt to double this relationship.

Most of the plot ofThe Antipodegvolves the Doctor’s attempt to cure
Peregrine’s addiction to travel narratives, an addiction that has made himnimplaés
so obsessed with travel that he neglects to sleep with his wife. To cure ferdgyi
Doctor has his friend Letoy stage a play that dramatizes Peregripd® tine Antipodes.
Originally, this dramatized trip was supposed to cure Peregrine of his wandedusis
addiction to travel narratives by satisfying his desire for travel. Howetemn
Peregrine takes control of the plot by claiming the throne of Antipodal London, the
players of the inset performance improvise and cast Peregrine’s wifg, Bmthe queen

of Antipodal London and convince Peregrine that he must marry and sleep with Diana to

fully take control of the realm. He does and is cured. The play that the Doctortagd Le
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stage becomes, in essence, one extended bed trick. The play tricks Paregsleeping
with his own wife.

The bed trick is depicted within the play as an inset performance, anpanics
that forms a triadic relationship. Throughout the inset play (the Doctor’s bledanc
audience is in attendance. Indeed, like Cariola ibihhehess of Malfithis audience is
not only superfluous but seemingly counterproductive. Having an audience watching
should reveal to Peregrine that he is being tricked; a physically presest@dhould
reveal that he is in a performance and not actually in the Antipodes. One would think that
the ploy would work much better if all the characters of Brome’s play playedatbes
in Letoy’s inset play, thereby creating a kind of virtual reality, wheegrine could
both indulge his travel fantasy and sleep with his wife (the virtual queen of the
Antipodes). Indeed, it is difficult to understand why Peregrine does not notice the
audience since the audience talks among themselves and comments on what they are
seeing throughout the performance. At one point in the inset performance, Pereggine do
seem to be made aware of the inset audience (how could he not?) when he asks the
Doctor, “And what are those?” To which the Doctor replies, “All Antipodeans.” (2.8.69-
70). The play then moves on with Peregrine supposedly satisfied that the audience
watching him is in fact an Antipodean audience, but he never questions why others are
observing his every move. In other words, having an audience present to watch
Peregrine’s performance creates a large plot problem that never sdaafsiity
resolved; it is a conspicuously constructed audience. However, to structure the plot
without an audience would negate the ontological value of the fictive play — itg &bil

become institutionally real. The audience allows the performance to tireatestitution
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of Antipodal London with all of its antipodal institutions: for example, marriage,
professions, monarchy. The institution of the monarchy is particularly impsrtene it

is within this institution that Peregrine sleeps with his wife. Becausiashtution

demands that he sleep with the previous queen, he does and is cured of impotence. The
cure works because somebody is watching the performance, just as the Duchess’s
marriage works because Cariola is watching it, and Truewit’s trickk laecause his

friends are watching them.

The Doctor’s call for applause within the epilogue can now be understood as an
attempt to place the playhouse audience in the same position as the inset audience
watching Letoy’s inset play, thereby pulling the playhouse audience intoatie
relationship and doubling the performance. The audience’s presence within thgs tria
relationship is able to cure Peregrine for the same reason that the insetauslie
necessary to cure Peregrine, because their presence allows the peddoraeate an
institutional reality that enables the bed trick. Indeed, the Doctor’s langutige the
epilogue suggests the audience’s role in this process. The Doctor states, “Your
approbationmay more raise the man, / Than all the College of Physicians can” (5.7.36-
37, my emphasis). On one hand, approbation refers to the audience’s ability to give
approval, so the Doctor is simply making a blatant appeal for applause. On the other
hand, approbation can also refer to the action of proving or declaring somethiHg true.
The “something” in this case is the performance that they just withessed. fiéus, t
Doctor is asking the audience to applaud the play thereby making it true. By angounc
their presence through applause and by being integrated into the plot, the asdoerice i

into a position where they take on the role of a constructed audience of the fictional
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performance, which gives that performance the ability to be perfaenathich in turn
makes the performance institutionally real. The applause approbates trenpade.

Since the performance is approbated, Peregrine must work within the realiamstfut

the monarchy which demands that he sleep with his wife, thus curing him of his
impotence. The performance is then doubled since the stage audience and the inset
audience are performing the same function. The audience is watchingraimage of

itself, and the function that is being created within this mirror is essgrdialbn-reactive
one. Each audience (the inset audience and its double, the stage audience) isezbnstruc
as unaffected observers of performative actions.

Not only is the audience’s role within the triadic relationship doubled withe
Antipodes but the role of performance within this relationship is also doulbleel.
Antipodesdoubles the role of performance by dramatizing a fictional performance
becoming institutionally real. The inset performance (Letoy’s pkysed as a bed trick
to get Peregrine to sleep with his wife, but according to early modern mdavagender
certain circumstances marriages were not legally (institutionaal)until they were
consummated® In fact, the specifics of Peregrine’s marriage suggest that his gerria
was not fully legitimate until after he slept with Martha because RHeeeggems to have
been forced into his marriage (1.2.47-49). And enforced marriages were often not
considered fully legitimate until after consummatihindeed, while the marriage is
being consummated, Letoy refers to Peregrine and Martha as a “naednpaiir’ even
though they were married three years before the consummation (4.8.42). Letog may b
referring to their fictional marriage as “new,” but within the contexhefglay and early

modern marriage law, there is no distinction between the fictional marriagelohthe
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and queen of the Antipodes that was produced through Letoy’s play and the marriage of
Peregrine and Martha. That is, their marriage is only institutionallyaftsl

consummation and the fictional marriage is what consummates the marhagethie
fictional marriage is, in a sense, the institutionally real marriage. M¢hér marriage

Letoy is calling new, the fictional one or the real one, he is right.

Thus, the inset performance withiihe Antipodess able to demonstrate how the
triadic relationship works within the playhouse. The fictional performance o¥a pla
produces institutional reality. Of course within the playhouse, sex is not requuirtdsf
process to work, but the basic conditions of the stage are repeated within the inset
performance: the fictional performance is able to produce an instituti@h&y.reBy
recreating this process, the performance is doubled and the triadic réligtisns
constructed and the audience’s position within this relationship is made clear to the
audience. The audience sees that it is not the object of the performance and otlgseque

they should not be affected by the performance or react to it.

II: The Mirror of Playgoers: Satirizing Unruly Playgoers

A more aggressive way that playwrights worked to control the audience was by
satirizing fictional and unruly playgoers. Occasionally, playwrights wdtddhatize and
then mock fictional inset playgoers in an attempt to convince the actual playhouse
playgoers to stop actively responding to the performance. In other words, iglatgwr
held up a mirror to the audience to show them their own unruly activity. And while

mirroring the role of performance seems to have been the playwright’pattem
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influence audience'tioughtsabout their role within the playhouse, mirroring playgoers
seems to have been the playwright’s attempt to influence audieat®sswithin the
playhouse. That is, satirizing active playgoers is an explicit attempapwpghts to
influence the material actions of the audience — the way they actually behaved.

This attempt at audience to control the unruly audience takes a number of forms.
Thomas Dekker’s “How a Gallant Should Behave Himself in a Play” is iglsti@ward,
albeit non-dramatic, example of how playwrights satirized their audi¢negtect their
behavior within the playhouse. In this work, Decker describes the distracting and
interruptive behavior of playgoers in order to satirize and stigmatize thingaexc
Jonson’s character Fitzdottrell Tine Devil is an Asbkewise parodies gallants’ behavior
within the playhouse. Similar accounts of playwrights mocking their audiencesémve b
chronicled by theater historians such as Cook and ‘&ueritics generally use these
accounts of unruly playgoers as evidence for how early modern audienceyactuall
behaved without fully taking into account that satire also attempts to stop that behavior
and replace it with ideal (in this case non-reactive) behavior, but this ef&snsgo be,
at least in part, what the satire was meant to accomplish.

In the interest of brevity and to avoid repetition, | will not investigate easé of
audience satire; instead, | will focus on one particular type of satire wtndhges
complex (and surprising) effects within the social formation of playgoing tiha
constructing non-responsive playgoers. That is, just as playwrights’ desiezéctipd
audience as the non-object of performance worked in conjunction with their desire to
construct stage utterances as performative, their desire to stop unrulyobatnéwe

playhouse occasionally led them to construct or perhaps reify other aspects of the
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playgoing experience, namely the naturalism of the stage and the differetveesnoe
male and female playgoers. When playwrights satirized their audience taicotissr
non-reactive playgoer, they also contributed to the non-naturalism of the earlsnmode
stage — a stage that made little effort to create a believableidemtteality through
illusionistic stage devices (for instance, realistic costumes, autheoking props or
sound effects). This construction also contributed to the assumption that female
playgoers were more likely to respond to performances as if they were real and
consequently were less adept at playgoing.

The first effect of the construction of playgoing (the non-naturalism oftége)s
occurred because early modern audience reaction was in part predicated oniktev real
the performance appeared. Performances that were deemed realstdterethought
to be more likely to produce an audience reaction. Thus, satirizing audience behavior i
connected to playwrights’ discussion within metadrama, about questions relating to the
naturalism of the playhouse. By discussing audience behavior, playwrights also
discussed how realistic they wanted their stage to look. In fact, playwigindency to
limit the naturalism of the stage is often also an attempt to limit audieactan. The
second effect of the construction of playgoing (the gendering of audience &sisons
connected to the first effect because in the early modern era, women tearpastrayed
as more likely to be affected by performances because they were morédikehfuse
reality with fiction. Likewise, the satire of fictional audience bebawas also often
gendered. The active playgoer who was satirized within metadramaterasafoman.
Thus, when playwrights mocked audiences who reacted to performances in order to

construct a non-reactive playgoer, they were also forced to construoradlie
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performance that dealt with the naturalism of the stage and gender diéesmong

playgoers.

[ll: Cultural Assumptions about the Link between Naturalism, Gender and Audience

Response

It seems that playwrights did not invent the link between naturalism and audience
reaction nor the belief that female playgoers were more likely to beteadfby
illusionistic drama; rather they were probably responding to a prior cuitssaimption,
an assumption that can be found in recorded responses to early modern drama and
antitheatrical documents. Before tracing their responses, it is faftl us locate and
describe this assumption.

For instance, the link between naturalism and audience reaction can be found in
several first hand descriptions of audience behavior. Of the handful of eye-witness
accounts of early modern performances, a few of them record playgoerssicondf
fictional performances for real actions and suggest that this confusitm (i&aruly)
action. An anonymous elegy for Richard Burbage narrates playgoers’ reaction t
Burbage’s performances.

Oft have | seen him leap into a grave

Suiting the person, (which he us’'d to have)

Of a mad lover, with so true an eye

That there | would have sworn he meant to die

Oft have | seen him play his part in jest,

So lively, that spectators, and the rest

Of his crews, whilst he did but seem to bleed
Amazed, thought he had been dead ind&%d.
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The elegist seems to be proposing that Burbage’s verisimilitudinous acsrgpwa
convincing that it led the audience to engage the performance as reaffddtisfe
performance could be seen as elegiac hyperbole and as a conventional way @f praisin
acting, but other early modern accounts of audience behavior suggest that audiences di
in fact interrupt performances because they thought they were real. Edmund @&y
the story of a butcher who was so overcome by a battle scene that he “got upagethe sta
and with his good baton took the true Trojan’s part so stoutly, that he routed the Greeks,
and railed upon them loudly for a company of cowardly slaves to assault on em with so
much odds.*®* Thomas Palmer in a dedicatory verse to Beaumont and Fletcher recalls a
similar playhouse experience.

How didst thou sway the theatre ! make us feele

The players wounds were true, and their swords, steele!

Nay, stranger yet, how often did | know

When the spectators ran to save the biéw?
These anecdotes suggest that naturalism occasionally led playgoers & confu
performance with reality, and this confusion led them to react to the actiorgen Atel
even if these events never actually occurred (that is, they were simpbntiamal forms
of flattery), they still suggest a conceptual link between naturalism amehaedeaction.
Early moderns seemed to have believed that the more realistic a perfartharmmere
likely it was to produce a reaction from the audience.

And there is certain commonsense to this connection: the more realistic a
representation is, the more likely the brain is to temporarily forget iaishing a
representation and so is more likely to respond and react. Think of audiences’ responses

to 3-D as opposed to conventional movies. Moreover, the newness of professional drama

may have contributed to the audience’s tendency to react to naturalisticrizeries.
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Early modern audiences, not used to watching flesh and blood actors, were not fully
comfortable with the phenomenon. They were not yet condition to always be able to tel
the difference between stage representation and reality and so weréolitexhporarily
forget the difference. One can imagine that early moderns responded tonpedes
similarly to the way that the first audiences of film were said to respondd@éyw

circulated story (which like the anecdotes discussed above, may in fact be holuse)

that one of the very first audiences of one of the first films, the Lurbiétbers’

L'Arrivée d'un train a La Ciotatleaped out of the way of the approaching train. They
allegedly forgot they were watching a representation of a train andmmdes as if a

real train was about to run them ov&t.

This type of reaction is exactly what, as | have argued, playwrightstkyarg to
avoid because it represented a potential threat to the theaters. Creatialistiatstage
performances that could unleash these types of audience responses would not only
interrupt the performance (making it difficult to produce a play), but could also lead to
more politically dangerous audience behavior — insurrection and riot. If playgees
unable to help themselves from taking the side of the Trojans against the Gree#is, woul
they be unable to help themselves from aiding Jack Cade against Henry XgjBodk
against Richard Il or Jack Straw against the aristocracy? In shaoralisah led to a type
of audience reaction that playwrights would have been uncomfortable with.

Not surprisingly, antitheatrical writers were also uncomfortable natturalism
on the stage because of its potential effect on playgoers. Critics have long noted tha
antitheatrical writers were anxious about drama'’s reliance on pretgngeetending to

be something they were not, actors offended Puritan religious principles andlidestabi
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gender and class hierarcht&&§However, these critics have not noticed the way in which
antitheatrical writers linked pretense and naturalism with performantieacy and
audience reaction. The antitheatrical writers, like the authors of thdaasaescribed
above, seemed to believe that the more real a performance appears, the motéslileely
affect the audience.

For instance, Stephen Gosson points out that it is necessary “in stage @layes f
boy to put one [sic] the attyre, the gesture, the passions of a woman; foreapaeson
to take upon him the title of a Prince, with counterfeit port, and traine, is by oetward
signes to shewe them selves otherwise then they are, and so within the compasse of
lye.”*® Although Gosson is making a general argument about all acting, he is also
specifically attacking naturalistic drama — verisimilitudinousregcand illusionistic stage
devises. Gosson is particularly worried about actors trying to look like thedodlsi
they are representing by mimicking the “port, and traine” of otff8tsater in the
argument Gosson seems to connect the naturalism of the stage with its@hbffiégt the
actions of the audience: “these outward spectacles effeminate, and sofeaurtis of
men, vice is learned with beholding, sense is tickled, desire pricked, and those
impressions of mind are secretly conveyed over to the gazers, which the players do
counterfeit on the stagé® Gosson is not explicitly connecting realism on the stage with
actions of the audience, but there is the suggestion that when the audience is éhnsport
by the illusion of the stage, the “outward spectacle,” they are more likely téelotedf
by the performance, to have their “desire pricked.”

William Gager, who tries to defend drama, makes the connection between the

illusion of naturalism and drama’s efficacy more explicit. He arguesattsatemic drama
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is moral while professionally produced drama is immoral precisely beceadenic
drama does not make an attempt at naturalism. In Gager’s reply to John Raiholds, w
argues that drama is immoral because men act like women, Gager points out that his
student-actors do such a bad job that no one would confuse the men for women and that
this bad acting negates the immorality of academic performanceselajength
because Gager’s argument clearly connects realistic acting withimance’s effect on
the audience:
As for the danger to the spectators in heeringe and seeinge thinges lyvely
expressed, and to the actors in the earnest meditation and studye to represent
them; | grant that bad effectes doe fall owte in thos Playes, agayngtitite
suche arguments are iustly to be amplyfyde; but there is no such mydchieefe
feared to enswe of owres. wherin for owre penninge, we are base and meane as
you see; and specialy for womanly behavior, we weare so careless, that when one
of owre actors should have mad€angelike a woman, he made a legg like a
man. in summ; owre spectators could not gretely charge owre acto@wyith
such diligence in medytation and care to imprynt any passions; and so neyther of
them coulde receyve any hurt thery.
Gager, a successful and prolific academic dramatist, admits thatylyrdifelike
dramatic productions are a danger to the audience but points out that his adors are
unconvincing that there is no danger to the audience. His unrealistic actors do not try to
“imprynt any passions” in the audience, and so they are not “hurt” by the uicealis
performances. Compare this portrayal of acting to the elegits’ portitg@labove: for
the elegist, Burbage’s performances were so convincing that the audiencesaftted to
his performance as real; for Gager, his actors’ performances weremso/imoing that
no audience member would react to the performances as real. In early modand Fatg
least according to the antitheatrical writers, what we might consideadieng was moral

and allowed and good acting was immoral and dangerous because it could impact the

audience. In fact, it has been suggested that boy companies were popular with the
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educated class because these audiences were anxious about the powremadtitus
drama. Educated and literate playgoers accepted the antitheatrical arthanhent
illusionistic drama was dangerous and believed that boy-actors, like stetlanst-avere
less likely to trick them into believing that they were watching real evénts.

To limit the impact of the performance on the audience, playwrights comstruct
an experience of playgoing that highlighted the line between performance aodligti
foregrounding the non-illusionistic aspects of the early modern stage. In\aiis,
they attempted to craft their plays to be more like Gager’s than Burb&igysvrights
also attempted to limit the effect that their drama could have on the audiesatrizing
those playgoers who actually did respond to performances as if they alefEhis satire
was produced by creating and then mocking fictional playgoers or inset asdidnce
did respond to the performance. By satirizing those playgoers, the playwrights were
simultaneously able to discourage audiences from responding to the periamdnc
encourage them to view the performance as purely fictional. The efficacy ofnpenics
and the representational nature of the stage, then, can be traced to the camsirtioi
non-reactive playgoer. In other words, the non-naturalism and non-illusionistic aature
the stage are at least partially the result or effect of the construdtthe non-reactive
playgoer.

Critics have long noted the non-illusionistic nature of the early modern stage.
However, many scholars tend to view this non-naturalism as a hindrance thed tee
be overcome by the playwrights, actors and audiences. Critics such as Miclpae, Sha
Jeremy Lopez and Anthony B. Dawson have relied on the concept of dual consciousness,

which can be traced to Samuel Johnson and Coleridge, to explain how playwrights and
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audiences confronted non-naturalistic early modern production technigiiés theory
suggests that early modern audiences were always aware that whatrineyateding
was a stage representation, but at the same time audiences were eactmunraggine
that what they were watching was real. For evidence of this theory, one neettsrnnly
of the chorus in Shakespearelenry V, which asks the audience to forgive the
unrealistic London stage and imagine that they are watching battleshzged
throughout England and France. The Chorus asks,

Can this cock-pit hold

The vastly fields of France? Or may we cram

Within this wooden O the very casques

That did affright the air at Agincourt?

O pardon: since a crooked figure may

Attest in little place a million,

And let us, ciphers to this great account,

On your imaginary forces work.

Suppose within the girdle of these walls

Are now confined two mightily monarchies (12-20).

Shakespeare’s chorus, however, provides us with a fairly atypical example eaHgw
modern plays asked their audience to respond to drama. More often than not, early
modern playwrights actively dissuade audiences from willfully suspetidgngdisbelief
and cultivating a dual consciousness.

Indeed, Gurr notes that early modern playwrights routinely shatteretusieril
of the stage through metadrama. For Gurr, metadrama “reflects in thes\Wiitewledge
that their audiences were fully aware of their environs, and that the fictisagovee
seen as overt mimicry whose pretence at creating illusions had to be obVidistt
states, as | suggest above, that this shattering of illusion was a reactamitart

objections to playing [which] largely stemmed from the evident dishonedty @iayers,

who pretended to be what they were rfdt.And Huston Diehl argues that the non-
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illusionistic stage can be traced to an ethos of Protestant iconoclasm walsitiostile
towards realistic imagery® However, in light of the evidence from eyewitness accounts
and antitheatrical documents that link naturalism to audience response, plagwright
attempts to highlight the artificiality of the stage were probaiohed at more than
countering Puritan objections and satisfying Protestant ideology; theyalserdesigned

to stifle audience reaction. Indeed, as | will argue below, plays soméiikéise
naturalism of the stage to audience reaction, and conversely their satireeoicaudi
reaction is also often linked to a rejection of naturalism.

The second effect of the construction of playgoing through metadramati; sati
the gendering of audience reaction, can also be traced to antitheatrical @istours
Antitheatrical writers seemed to have believed that women were more sdusdept
performance than men; as Gurr and Karoline Szatek point out, “A great deal throughout
the period was written by men about how plays could so easily corrupt worfigo.”
take just one example, an early antitheatrical writer, John Northbrookesdkaeglays
teach “unlawfull appetites and desires? with their bawdie and filthiegsagimd
counterfeit doings®® But he singles out women as particularly susceptible to the
corrupting force of performance: “women (especiallye) shoulde absent thesmem
such playes” because “the nature of women is muche infected with thi$%ice.”
Playwrights seemed to pick up on this hierarchical view of gender and tend t@n¢pres
women as particularly susceptible to performance, especiallyotlissic or naturalistic
performances. So women are portrayed as more likely to confuse fictiomlity; rthis
confusion then becomes the reason for women’s unruly responses to performance and the

reason why female playgoers are satiriZed.
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Focusing their satire on female playgoers does not necessarily mean that
playwrights were only worried about female playgoers’ reaction or that tine was
only intended to work on women. Indeed, it’s likely the satire was not only directed at
female audience members; it would also resonate with the men. Anxious men would not
want to appear feminine and so would avoid responding to performance in a feminine
manner. Indeed, scholars have long noted that early modern men were worried about
behaving like women. And although this fear is not exactly culturally bound (men
throughout history and in different cultures tend to stigmatize feminine behakior
widely accepted one-sex model of biological gender within the early modern era
produced a cultural fear that if men acted like women, they could physicadynee
women?®? Thus, men almost obsessively organized their identity and behavior in
opposition to female identity and behavior. So by gendering audience response,
playwrights could, at the same time, satirize female responses to dramdtengt &
dissuade women from acting on the impulses created through performance aatizgigm
that same behavior for men. But by focusing their satire on women, playwsigres
constructing, reifying and reinforcing the cultural assumption that wonees mvore
likely than men to confuse fiction for reality and more susceptible than malgoplayto
the effects of performance. Thus, satirizing playgoers in order to rein irutivaly

behavior had the effect of gendering audience reaction.
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IV: Dramatic Representations of Female Playgoers and Naturalism

Both the belief that women were more likely to respond to performance and the
belief that confusing reality with fiction led to audience response are preghe inset
performance and the preparation for that inset performance Withfidsummer Night's
Dream The mechanicals’ description of their future performance demonstrates that
limiting female playgoers’ reaction was the reason why performegistwant to
highlight the artificiality of the stage. While preparing for theifpenance, the
mechanicals go out of their way to make sure that the audience will have no chodce but t
view the performance as purely fictional — to respond to the performance suitle
consciousness. They do so because they are worried that the women in the audience will
be unable to tell the difference between performance and reality, and this @onviki
lead to audience reaction.

After hearing Bottom describe how accurately he would portray a lion, Quince
tells his company what would happen if Bottom did produce a naturalistic roar: “An you
should do it too terribly you would fright the / Duchess and the ladies that they would
shriek, and that were / enough to hang us all” (1.2.61-63). Similarly, when theyatart t
rehearsal, Bottom expresses his fear that when Pyramus draws “a switrditeself,”
the female audience members will be offended because “the ladies cadedtizdu
type of violence (3.1.9, 10). To avoid this type of audience reaction, which theyebeli
could result in punishment, Bottom proposes a piece of metadrama that will assuage the
women'’s fear that Pyramus might actually kill himself.

| have a device to make all well. Write me
a prologue, and let the prologue seem to say we will do no
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harm with our swords, and that Pyramus is not killed indeed,;

and for the more better assurance, tell them that I, Pyramus,

am not Pyramus, but Bottom the weaver. This will put them

out of fear (3.1.15-20).
In order to combat the women'’s inability to tell the difference between pericenand
reality, Bottom resolves to bring the fictionality of the performance tolikelate
surface of the production, so the women in the audience will have no choice but to
respond to the performance as purely fictional, that is, respond to it with a single
consciousness. Throughout the rest of the scene, Bottom continues to think of more
schemes that highlight the fictional nature of the stage. For instances Balngspeak
through the lion’s mouth and announce himself as an actor (3.1.32-40). This is done to
limit the effect the performance will have on the audience. As William Walshees,
the mechanicals’ “anxiety about the power of their art drives them to highBght
artificiality, to de-fang it®® There is, withilPA Midsummer Night's Dreana, connection
between naturalism and performance’s effect on the audience and an assumaption t
women are more likely to be tricked by the illusion of naturalistic perforesafind,
significantly, the mechanicals’ desire to limit female playgoeyattion through non-
naturalistic stage devices seems driven by a fear of punishment; it'sviaéosvards
self-preservation that leads them to “de-fang” their performance.

Of course, Shakespeare, as Walshe goes on to argue, is making fun of the
mechanicals for their crude dramaturgy. Performance, according to Shakesheatd
not seek to “de-fang” itself perhaps because this worry that (femalehaeasieannot tell

the difference between reality and performance is overblown or ridiculougdingben

the mechanicals put on their production in front of Theseus’s court, the audience seems to
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mock their blatant efforts at non-naturalism (5.1.168-345). And Snug’s warning to the
female playgoers comes across as unwarranted and patronizing:

You, ladies, you whose gentle hearts do fear

The smallest monstrous mouse that creeps on floor,

May now perchance both quake and tremble here

When lion rough in wildest rage doth roar (5.1.214-217).
By mocking non-naturalism and the premises that underlie the need for non-maturalis
Shakespeare might be suggesting that playwrights should feel free eoraaatlistic
stage performances.

In fact, this view of performance is similar to the theory of performaxgeessed
in Shakespeare’s chorushtenry V. In the chorus, Shakespeare seems to want his
audience to use their imaginations and forget they are watching a playrinooirttzease
the efficacy of the production on the audience. And Midsummer Night's Dream
Theseus suggests something similar while watching the MechanicalstpooddThe
best in this kind [actors] are but shadows, and the worst / are no worse if inoeginat
amend them” (5.1.208-209). And Hippolyta responds, “It must be your imagination, then,
and not theirs” (5.1.210). Like the ChorusHenry V, Theseus and Hippolyta suggest
that the shortcomings of the stage, including its non-naturalism, can be overocoug thr
the audience’s imagination. Thus, non-naturalism seems not to be prized as technigue that
can limit audience reaction, but an obstacle to be overcome. However, Shakespeare, a
least in these two plays, seems to be the odftevlost early modern drama, as Gurr
points out, seeks to undermine the realism of the $fag@ne might say, early modern
playwrights often crafted their works like the mechanicals crafted thauption.

In fact, the inset performances in Philip Massing&éhs Roman Actasuggest

that playwrights did not want playgoers to respond to illusionistic performakoes.
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instance, the fear that the female audience members might mistake peréofaranc
reality, which is mocked iA Midsummer Night's Dreanis taken seriously ifthe
Roman Actar Indeed, there is a clear parallel between the mechanicals’ “absurd” fear
that the women in the audience will think that Pyramus will actually kill hinsed!
Domitia’s reaction, infThe Roman Actoto Paris acting the part of a suicide within the
second inset play bphis and AnaxareteNVhen Paris, while playing the part of Iphis,
prepares to kill himself because Anaxarete refuses his advances, Dotartiagts the
performance by exclaiming, “Not for the world! / Restrain him, as youyoue lives!”
(3.2.281-282). Her interruption seems to catch everybody by surprise. Her husband
Caesar is particularly confused and chides her for her outburst:

Why are you

Transported thus, Domitia? ‘Tis a play;

Or grant it serious, it at no part merits

This passion in you” (3.2.282-285).
Caesar’s diction is instructive. He believes that Domitia has been “tréaspor excited
beyond the point of self-control, and it is this lack of self-control that causes lygai
it [the performance] serious” — to take it as real. Her belief that tlyagptaal is not
portrayed in a romantic or Coleridgian light. She is not applauded for her love of the
theater or for her ability to willfully suspend her unbelief. Instead, stwided for
lacking the willpower to clearly perceive the difference betweentyeald fiction. In
response to the admonishment, Domitia apologizes for losing control: “Let me, sir, /
Entreat your pardon. What | saw presented / Carried me beyond myself” (3.2.287-289).
Furthermore, Paris is not flattered at the confused outburst. Instead, heasqamzgled

as her husband; he remarks, “I ne’er purpos’d, madam, / To do the deed in earnest,

though | bow / To your care and tenderness of me” (3.2.285-287).
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The word “earnest” in Paris’ response has a particular resonance witlgin ear
modern drama. One of the oldest definitions of earnest is “seriousness as oppaded to je
or play” and comes from the old English word for “in real#$f” For instance, the
words “earnest” and “jest” are set against one anotheicimard 111 when Buckingham
realizes that he will actually receive what he pretended to ask for: “Tdrattkiseer
which | dallied with / Hath turned my feigned prayer on my head, / and given intearnes
what | begged in jest” (5.1.20-22). And in the fourth acflod Roman ActoiCaesar
responds to a character’s attempt to change his sword with a stage swaitthigy “$n
jest or earnest this [sword] parts never from me” (4.2.232). Caesar’s pointeghieat
within a performance or outside of performance (the fictive realityideithe inset play
that Caesar is playing a part in), he will keep the same swordictiard I, “feigned”
action is linked with jest, and ilhe Roman Actgistage performance is linked with jest,
and both are set in opposition to ear&stCaesar’s and Buckingham'’s diction
demonstrate that earnest here signifies reality as opposed to fiction,esal’'€a
comment produces a special emphasis on the difference between realitygand sta
performance. Thus, when Paris says that he did not intend “to do the deed in earnest,” he
is making a fairly explicit reference to the bright line between reaidystage
performance; a line that Domitia seems to have transgressed by susendiigpelief
and becoming too immersed in the performance.

The way that he reminds her that he is not “in earnest” is also significant. He
breaks character to tell her that he is just acting. Like the mechahieassforced to
deconstruct his own performance in order to (in Walshe’s words) “stress [hisgalitg r

as enactor?®® And like the mechanicals, he does it in deference to a woman. However, in
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this scene, Paris, who behaves like the mechanicals, is not portrayed as absuid; Domi
is the one being mocked. Furthermore, Caesar’s apprehension of perforsnance i
privileged; he never forgets that the play is not “in earnest.” And of courseaiGhees

not interrupt the performance or get carried away by it. The effect of tferpance on
Caesar is minimal because he doesn't view the performance as real.

Domitia is again chastised for responding to performance as real whesssiis a
her love for Paris. She tells Paris that because he has played parts “nobleFaitbéul,
and gamesome,” he “must be really, in some degree, / The thing thou dost present”
(4.2.32-34; 38-39). Here she is not being tricked into believing the reality of the play, but
she is still confusing reality with fiction — mixing up the actor with the p&r&nd
again, Paris feels like he must set her straight:

The argument

Is the same, great Augusta, that I, acting

A fool, a coward, a traitor or cold cynic,

Or any other weak and vicious person,

Of force | must be such. O gracious madam,

How glorious soever, or deformed,

| do appear in the scene, my part being ended

And all my borrowed ornaments put off,

| am no more nor less than what | was

Before | entered (4.2. 43-52).

However, Domitia’s response suggests that she is not actually confused.,ifor that
confused, it is a willful confusion:

Come, you would put on

A willful ignorance, and not understand

What ‘tis we point at. Must we in plain language

Against the decent modesty of our sex,

Say that we love thee (4.2.52-56).

Pastoor contends that Domitia thinks Paris is being¥dyowever, it seems clear that

Domitia doesn’t think Paris is being coy, but rather that Domitia is signalingrie that



136

she is done being coy with him and so is shedding “the decent modesty of our sex.” In
other words, Paris simply doesn’t seem to understand that Domitia is flirtimdpiwvit
However, in light of Domitia’s reaction to his initial performance, Pansiiety and his
misinterpretation of her flirtations are understandable (just as the mealsaanxiety
about a female audience’s reaction to their performance, while ridiculed in Bbaless
is also understandable); the patriarchy seems to assume that women nibyraistiadke
performance for reality, or character for actor, and Paris (and tHeamieals) seem to be
working within this assumption. By mocking women’s supposed propensity towards this
confusion, the play is holding a mirror up to audience behavior in an effort to teach them
what not to do. In Hamlet’s words, which somewhat coincidentally are also gdntie
audience can “scorn her own image” when they look into the mirror image of thesselve
that the play is producing (3.2.24}.

A more sustained representation and mockery of female reaction to performance
occurs in Beaumont'§he Knight of the Burning Pestlén this highly metadramatic
play, Beaumont scripts two playgoers into the performance; he has two actoreplay t
part of unruly playgoers, Nell and George. Throughout the play these characters
continually interrupt the performance and, significantly, confuse the penfceniar
reality. Although several critics have attempted to defend the citizen doyplguing
for their good natured vitality and agency, critics almost universally adkdge that, at
its center, the play attempts to satirize the citizens’ beh&Wior instance, Laurie E.
Osborne, who argues for Nell's agency and exploration of female authahin e
patriarchy, still suggests, “[George and Nell] are undoubtedly satirizéé icontext of

Beaumont's play?"® However, what is being satirized is not just their boorish citizen
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behavior, but their behavior as playgoers. This play is clearly holding up a rairror t
unruly playgoing in order to show the audience how not to act.

Specifically, the play is satirizing playgoers who confuse the perfomrfanc
reality and who respond to the performance as real. As Alexander Leggatt observes
“they [Nell and George] frequently get so involved in the illusion that they fdnggtare
watching a play®* Although Leggatt’s point is well taken, it is unclear if George is
actually a part of this satire. That is, George seems to be humoring his afeoes
clearly get seduced by the illusion of the drama, while he seems to understamibthat
he is watching is fictional. Thus, the satire is directed at Nell, not Georgact]mfost
of the couple’s actions start with Nell; she is the play’s agent, and condglnenis the
play’s primary object of ridicule. Osborne calculates that “three-quafé¢ng
suggestions originate with Neff*® Indeed, when the couple seems to get completely
lost in the performance, Nell speaks first and George follows his wifels fieaas
Osborne argues, the way that Nell influences the action of the play is to “demand or
suggest to her husband that such and such an action take place; he then tells the actors to
do it.”**® For instance, when Jasper pretends to threaten Luce, Nell gets so worried that
she urges George to call in the authorities: “Away, George, away'thaseatch at
Ludgate, and bring / a mittimus from the justice for this desperate vi([@ih’92-93)%’
George simply responds by saying, “| warrant thee, sweetheart, we’lhirave
hampered” (3.1.97). It seems clear that George is simply following hisswife’
instructions, but it is unclear whether George is really offering toleathtithorities or

merely indulging his wife. Although much depends on how the actor chooses to play
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George, the next scene suggests an accommodating George rather thagea&eor
enraptured by the performance that he forgets he is watching a play.

When Rafe and the Tapster fight over the bill, Nell asks her husband, “George, |
pray thee, tell me, must Rafe pay twelve shillings / now?” (3.162-163). George responds
by assuring her “No, Nell, no; nothing but the old knight is merry with Rafe” (3.164).
George seems to be telling his wife that the whole thing is in jest; Rab¢ seriously
being asked to give the Host money because the interaction between the two iéynot rea
happening. Indeed, and again depending on how the actor wants to play his part, George
seems to be patronizing Nell by telling her, as one would tell a child, “dorfywane
of this is real.” Nell seems to take George at his word until the Host threaterRafe.

At that point, she is no longer sure that the Host (who she calls The Knight of this Bell
just joking and being merry. “Look, George, did not | tell thee as much; the Knidig of t

/ Bell is inearnest (3.174-175, emphasis mine). Nell's use of the word “earnest”
suggests that she has no longer believes in the fictionality of the perforrhiece

Domitia, she no longer knows what is in “jest” and what is in “earnest.” And<iféels

no longer convinced of the fiction of the scene, she convinces George to also treat the
performance as real and tells him to give the Host money (3.176-179). Althoughnthe ma
hands over the money, it seems it is the woman who has completely lost track of
reality 2*®

Although George does not seem to be the primary object of ridicule within
Beaumont'’s play, the satire, as | suggest above, still works through him. He is being
mocked for following his wife’s lead and for not correcting his wife’s mssahe way

that Caesar and Paris correct Domitia’s mistakes. Thus, the play is heldiingr up to
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male playgoers as well as female playgoers, showing men that they should met beha
like women and should not follow women’s examples within the playhouse.

At the same time that these characters’ reaction to performanceireddb
limit audience reaction within the playhouse, their reaction works to highlight the
artificiality of the stage, which also works to limit audience reactitvat 1S, audience
satire and the non-naturalism of the stage are linked because inset audeautEns
constitute a metatheatrical stage device which reminds the audiendethatd
watching a fictional performance. By staging playgoing, the playvaigte highlighting
the playhouse audience’s role as playgoers watching a performance. Like the
mechanicals’ metadramatic devices, Domitia’s, Nell’s (and Georgegs}ions can be
interpreted as an attempt to keep the audience from becoming too engrossed in the
performance. Thus, playgoers’ satirized reactions control the unruly audieceethey
stigmatize audience reaction for the playhouse audience and contribute to a non-

naturalistic stage, which works to limit audience response.



140

Chapter Four

Unstable Texts, Active Readers; Stable Performances, Non-Reactjgoes
“Are you acquainted with the difference” — ShakespeThe Merchant of Veni¢€

In the last chapter, | argued that Morose’s gesture at the end of JdBpmese
constructs playgoing by turning the playhouse audience into a stage audience and
positioning them within the play as non-reactive observers of performativasact
Besides constructing stage utterances as performative and showing the ahéience t
position within the playhouse, this scene also constructs performance’s relatitmnshi
texts. Like the Duchess’s performance/wedding, Morose’s performagaeafsiseems
unnecessary. He does not need an audience or a performance to make Dauphine the legal
heir to his wealth. He could have signed the contract in isolation, and that contratt woul
have been enough to create the legal reality that makes Dauphine his heir. Jost like
Duchess’yer verbawedding, a contract is already performative on its own; it doesn’t
need a performance to make the action performative. Why then does he insist on a
performance and an audience? One answer is that Jonson, like Webster, wants to be
metadramatic here; he uses this performative action (the signingofraat) as a figure
for a playhouse performance, thus constructing stage utterances as perfcantitive
forming the triadic relationship between performance, audience and restgitygsied in
the previous chapters. However, Morose supplies another reason for why he needs an
audience and a performance to accompany his signing of the contract, and his answer
suggests that he understands performance to operate fundamentally diffesentiyxts.
When he signs the document, he tells Dauphine,

Come, nephew, give me the pen. | will subscribe to
anything, and seal to what thou wilt, for my deliverance.
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Thou art my restorer. Here, | deliver it thee as my deed.

If there be a word in it lacking or writ with false ortho-

graphy, | protest before — | will not take the advantage (5.4.193-197).

Morose asserts that the contract is simply not enough to ensure that Dauphlee will
made his heir, because he could later invalidate the contract if it contairsgiheid
words. The text in and of itself cannot guarantee the transfer of wealth, so Morose
overlays the signing of the contract with a performance — an oath. This oathteasdm
what the text could not, unequivocally make Dauphine Morose’s heir.

Within the scene, there is a sense that the text Morose signs is unstable. Its
content is unpredictable, and it cannot guarantee that the meaning the author intended
will remain unchanged. The oath, on the other hand, is stable. The content of the oath will
not change; in fact, the oath stabilizes the text. It makes the text do whatsupposed
to do (create an heir) but could not do because of its instability. The instabiligy of t
contract and the stability of the oath within this scene may seem completely
counterintuitive from a twenty-first century perspective. We tend to think alwrit
contracts as ironclad and oral agreements as weak. One might be ableutoodein oral
agreement or an oath, but once that agreement is put on paper, it becomes legally binding
In fact, within early modern contract law, written contracts, though contesteadyie
probably viewed as more binding and stable than oral agreefifite scene then
doesn’t seem to be necessarily referencing a cultural anxiety overatentraeven
privileging an oral contract over a written contract; rather, what threessssems to be
suggesting is a more general insight into the instability of texts and biléystz

performance — an insight that is repeated within several early moderfPlays



142

The instability of early modern texts will not come as a surprise to readers
familiar with early modern reading strategies. As will be shown, scholaarly modern
print and reading culture have suggested that the material statéspptraxting practices,
pedagogical theory and reading habits resulted in a remarkably unstapi®edern
text. By unstable, | mean texts were open to a wide variety of interpretisbiibes
because the reader was often and this openness to interpretation meaxistdat teot
carry with them inherent, unchanging or authoritative meanings.

However, the second half of the above claim — playwrights constructed
performances as stable — may be more surprising. The idea thatranperde could

contain inherent, unchanging and authoritative content may seem counterintugienor

impossible since we tend to think of a stage performances as more ephemeratshan tex

and so more likely to change. And as David Scott Kastan observes,

Print is a more conservative medium [than performance]. | mean that litexatlly
morally or politically; itconservesn a way that performance can not. Whatever
else print does, it provides a durable image of the text, one that avoids the
necessary evanescence of performance; indeed its ability to consemarige

part, what has made continued performance possible. The text lasts on the page in
a way it cannot in the theater, its endurance at once the sign and the foundation of

its greater resistance to appropriation. The printed text remains befagesur
demanding to be respect&d.

However, within the early modern era, Kastan’s initial insight into therdiffee between

print and performance (an insight he later complicates) seems to havebwasead:

performance, not texts, resisted appropriation and demanded to be respected asethey w

Performance’s stability, unlike texts’ instability, was not produced throudagogical
theory, but was constructed within the playhouse by playwrights and the largac#ihea
culture. In fact, as | will argue, the playgoing companies seemed to hastevobed

performance as stable in opposition to texts.
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Playwrights may have wanted to produce this construction because the igstabilit
of texts assumed and produced active reading habits that, if appropriated byrglaygoe
would have worked against the playwrights’ interests. Early modern texts were
understood as unstable not only because of “false orthography” as Morose siggests
because many readers were often trained to take an active role iretienaoéthe
meaning of texts. Given that many readers were trained to activelyesteyas} it is
reasonable to assume that these readers would actively engage peréstiiaat is,
playgoers, at least the educated and literate ones, would take the activg stéategies
inherited from print culture and apply it to playgoing. Playwrights, however, did not
seem to want their performances interpreted in the same way as textsterreied, so
they constructed aspects of their performances in opposition tét&x¢hat the
playwrights seemed to have been worried about is not interpretation as such, but the
praxis of interpretation — the action that results from interpretation. INbewliscussed
more thoroughly below, early modern readers were often trained torréacit@rpret
texts and then use that interpretation as the basis for action. In order tadregtenon-
reactive audience, the playwrights needed to interrupt the interpretative afbihe
audience as a way of limiting their response to performance. To do so, they constructed
their performances as stable in opposition to unstable texts by dramatizinfjetrende
between texts and performance. That is, texts are often used within eariy i@dea
as a foil to performance, as they ar&picene

The texts that are used to describe this contrasting relationship varyaiguig,
books, letters, contracts, bonds, warrants are all used to explore the instalehty af t

relation to the stability of performance. But of course, all of these textsoardentically
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unstable. A handwritten contract, which Morose’s contract almost certaagywould
not have gone through the same destabilizing process of printed book because,las we wi
see, the printing and publishing process itself destabilized texts. Handwriitewéze
unstable for different but sometimes overlapping reasons: for instance, ndardtaed
spelling and punctuation as well as idiosyncratic legal shorthand. Nevssthelele
keeping in mind the differences between written texts or manuscripts and printed or
published texts, this chapter will treat them more or less the same bexsalgd)
suggest below, a major cause of early modern textual destabilization wagreadi
practices, which all texts were subject to. And in any case, early modera deemed to
have used individual types of texts as a figure or synecdoche for texts ralgboth
written and published). In other words, texts were used not only to explore thécggecif
of the kind of text being portrayed, but to explore the general instability ofiteatder
to contrast this instability with performance. And by contrasting unstatitewath
performance, playwrights could construct a stable performance that ltméed
audience’s interpretative agency and interrupted the praxis of inteiqmetat

One may object to the above claims, arguing that it is impossible to stable
performances that bypass or limit the interpretive agency of the audiecaesk
audiences always interpret performances. In order to make a performafmphblg, the
audience must first interpret what they see, and this interpretation wilgagite
destabilize the performance. In post-structuralist terms, every egasdinother
decoding, so performing entails interpretation. However, | am not arguing that
playwrights were successful in stabilizing their performances, anymemd #im arguing

that playwrights actually succeeded in controlling their audiencéseRawill argue
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playwrights created a concept or theory of playgoing that produced the idea oéa stabl
performance in order to influence playgoers’ understanding of performancéythere
constructing the playgoing experience for their audiences. Their ideasp&sfaumance
may run contrary to our understanding of communication in general and perfermanc
particular, but it is, in part, this historical difference that | am trying scilee.

And although the stability of performance may seem unworkable to modern
literary, performance or communication theorists, this concept is, in fatgadb and
consistent with the construction of stage utterances as performative and sogeoduce
relatively coherent early modern theory of performance. Since stagenoéensere
constructed as performative, performance was designed to impact imséitugality and
not the audience; the audience’s presence was needed to turn the actions into a
performance, but their interpretation or active participation in the perfogveas not
needed. In other words, performative stage utterances do not take the audiémsies as
object, but this also means that the audience does not take the performance astthe objec
of its interpretive gaze. The triadic relationship discussed in the previoushiaptecs
creates a playgoing experience, in which both the audience and the performance are
interacting with institutional reality and not each other. In short, perforenatterances
bypass the audience and directly generate institutional reality withedestabilizing
effect of audience interpretation. This means that performative staggnats, at least
theoretically, create stable playhouse performances.

Furthermore, constructing a stable performance can be understood as part of the
larger trend of audience construction that this study has been tracing., That is

construction of stable performances is one effect of the construction of the ntivereac
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playgoer. By constructing performances as stable and as differenthfeamstability of
print, playwrights were showing the audience that the way they interpret,n@ad a
consume texts does not work within the theater. In other words, readers’ agivmesess
to texts should not be recreated in the theater by playgoers. How the plagwright
understood performance’s relationship to print is an effect of their overaltpodje
audience construction. In fact as will be shown, the effects of the norvespletygoer
are not only traceable within the plays, but can be found within the economic structure
and marketing strategies of the playhouse. Just as the plays organized tpeaonce
performance in opposition to the concept of print, the playhouse organized itself in
opposition to the printing house by differentiating itself from the economic steuand
marketing strategies of the printing house. And this organization through differlsoce
worked to stabilize performance and, ultimately, construct a non-reactigoig

experience.

I: Early Modern Reading Strategies: Active Readers and ReadershActi

Before investigating these representations of texts and performaisdesit
necessary to historicize reading and texts because it may be temptimg, fiventy-first
century perspective, to say that all texts are necessarily unstables,Tihan “after
theory” environment, as Terry Eagleton has termed our contemporary critispépive,
texts are often understood to lack inherent, authoritative or unchanging mesauinige
reading process is often understood as part of thé’fektowever, the instability of the

post-structuralist text and the instability of the early modern textsdiigeent roots,
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purposes and effects. And because playwrights seemed to have been anxious about the
effects that unstable texts had on the reader and the potential effects areunstabl
performance could have on the playgoer, the early modern understanding of the
instability of texts is crucial towards understanding how playwrights comstiuc
playgoing’s relationship to reading.

In fact, many early moderns would have understood texts as unstable and open to
multiple interpretations, not because early modern readers anticipated pcistralist
literary theory, but because most early modern English readers were dduuige a
protestant/humanist educational rubric that tended to privilege individuanetiaions
of texts, and this version of the reading process necessarily destabiizedineleed,
scholars of reading have long noted the early modern reader’s inclinationscactive
interpretation. Lisa Jardinee and Anthony Grafton assert that a consensusrhas be
reached about early modern reading practices. “All historians of early mowalasre
now acknowledge that early modern readers did not passively receive but ratiedy act
reinterpreted their texts, and so do W&.In other words, early modern readers read like
today’s reader-response theorists understand reading to work: readety ectoreate
meaning through interpretation instead of attempting to locate and extrachiagnea
inherent in the text. But as Victoria Kahn reminds us, writing in the mid-9€aclér
response criticism could only be seen as new and fashionable when the assumptions of a
humanist rhetorical tradition had been forgott&.And Kevin Sharpe and Steven N.
Zwicker have shown how this “humanist rhetorical tradition,” which contributed to the
instability of early modern texts, was connected to strains of protesthnéf@rmation

ideology:
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Protestant self-identity, we might say, was formed through a progression of

readings and rereading of the texts of Scripture, sermon and self.

Such stress on individual readers and personal reading carried important
hermeneutic implications. The obligation of the godly reader and exegete was
ever to unfold the personal meaning of Scripture, to apply the sacred texts to the
self. The logic, indeed the historical outcome, of such a self-centered
hermeneutic, as the enemies of Protestantism had warned, was an asfertion
each believer as determinant of mearffig.

In short, groups of literate early moderns, who were taught according to thidiedak
and spiritual philosophy, were trained to view texts as unstable and to destakitze
through active interpretation.

This active method of reading was not only produced through the reader’s
education but was embedded in the materiality of the text — in the editing anaigpointi
texts. Steven Orgel reminds us that the lack of standardized spelling and pomdtuat
the early modern era produced a text that was necessarily and inherentheuistgel
gives this example: “There is no way of modernizing the notorious crux is Shalkespear
Sonnet 129, ‘A blisse in proofe and proud and very wo,” not because there is no way of
knowing whether the crucial letter in ‘proud’ is a u or a v but because for a Bamags
reader it can only be botf?® The u and the v exist in the same place at the same time;
the undecidability of the letter, word and concept create a vacillatingilitgtavithin the
sentence, through which no single authoritative or unchanging meaning can be produced
This inherent instability of early modern texts adds another level to Moraseé&tya
about the validity of his contract Epicene Not only could the contract be nullified
through “false orthography,” but (if Orgel is right) there is no “true orthograwithin
early modern textual culture. The very act of writing (or printing) coetite kind of

instability that could make the contract useless since the written texa badtain

unchanging (that is stable) language which would make Dauphine Morose’s helre and t
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instability of early modern texts meant that texts could not contain unchangingtconte
The text became changing when it was printed.

Furthermore, the instability of early modern spelling and punctuations not only
creates an unstable text, but also constructs a reader who is able to reaoduissy
with these instabilities. Thus, the instability of texts is the result dingastrategies and
produces those reading strategies. Texts were understood to be unstable @angp re
and so those texts demanded an active reading strategy that could establish oneaning
recognize the multiple meanings of the text. At the same time, thosgissg@ded by
humanist and Protestant training) that helped make sense of the unstablsdexts al
destabilized them by producing multiple meanings. In short, careful and inéausey
habits in conjunction with (what we would now consider) sloppy writing and printing
habits produced a remarkably unstable text. The early modern writer GGafoelynan
nicely captures the various ways that an early modern text could be desthlAliter
noticing the “corrupt” state of the printed version of his bddie Fall of Man he
remarks “that [the corruption] should first begin in the author, then in the pen, then in the
presse, and now | feare nothing so much as the evill and corrupt exposition of the Reader
for thus there is a generall corruptici®”

For the purposes of this study, what is most significant about these early modern
reading habits is how the active reading process produced action. Jardinee amdsGraft
study of early modern reading practices demonstrates that readingu{péstischolarly
reading) “was always goal-orientateéd“Through their analysis of Gabriel Harvey's and
others’ reading habits, they establish that “Renaissance readers (arat@sjpot

persistently envisage action as thecomeof reading — not simply reading as active, but
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reading as trigger for actio® Jardinee and Grafton focus on scholarly and aristocratic
readers, but Heidi Brayman Hackel has found that “goal-orientated” reachtepsts
were common throughout the early modern literate population. By studying earlynmode
commonplace books and marginalia, she finds that “from these records emasgedice
individual readers engaging texts, personalizing their ban&king them usefuand, on
occasion, rendering them nearly unrecognizabfelideed, the popularity of
commonplace books, a practice encouraged by humanist educators, suggestsythat ma
early modern readers used interpretation as the basis for action. Haaksl thiag
commonplace books were not only used to record maxims and examples of rhetorical
flourishes, they were used to organize the “reader’s knowledge, judgment, and
understanding?®® Similarly, Steven N. Zwicker describes the active reading habits of the
early modern era in terms of imitation:
The detailed portraits we possess of Renaissance humanists argue notre@mply
active and applied agency of the intellect, but an overarching model of
exemplarity that guided the reading of courtiers, aristocrats and conmejsaeal
of their professional servants and protégés. Exemplary reading — the sardful
of texts for patterns of virtue, the imbibing of classical wisdom, and the
exportation of models of conduct and expression — was reinforced by a culture of
imitation which spread far beyond the study or the diplomatic and courtly
conferencé®
The instability of texts then does not only mean that the audience could affect the
meaning of the texts through their interpretation, but that they were dffectbose
texts because of their interpretation. In other words, early modern textsfigeetedaby
and affected readers, so active readers often produced readers’ actions.
This notion of the active reader then is in direct opposition to the way that | have

been arguing plays constructed their audiences — as non-reactive obsiervers

performative actions. That is, while texts were often constructed to prodimesac
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playwrights attempted to construct performance not to produce actions. This esnflict
often overlooked; instead, critics tend to focus on the way that text and performance
overlap and complement one another. For instance, Marta Strazincky confassetiis,
From the earliest appearance of printed plays in England, the relationshiprbetwee
text and performance is constructed more often in terms of interchange,
complementarity, and congruence than of opposition or competition, and
readership thereby straddlesththe theatrical and the reading pubfcs.
In Shakespeare studies, critics such as Patrick Cheney and Lucas Erne ¢eed vath
Straznicky’s general principle that early modern reading stedegid playgoing are
overlapping activities; they argue that Shakespeare would have been just@satien
on the page as he would have been on the stage and in fact wrote for both mediums
simultaneously*® While | don't disagree that some aspects of print culture and
playhouse culture were in congruence, | want to focus on aspects of print and
performance that worked in opposition to each other. | therefore am following Robert
Weimann and Douglas Bruster who “address stage/page relations through the issue of
difference — that is, from how in the theatre the specific form and force lohsaatium
defines, and is defined by, the oth&t’”
In fact, by dramatizing the instability of texts, playwrights did notrstebe
particularly worried about unstable texts; texts were simply used asrastorg medium
to performance. From a historical/political perspective (as descrilibd first chapter),
playwrights’ indifferent attitude towards the instability of texts makeses&ecause the
broader early modern culture did not seem to be as concerned about reading plays as they
were with viewing plays. Kastan has convincingly argued that while playga@eg w

considered a dangerous activity by government and religious authoritdisgrpkay

texts probably was not. Kastan notes that after the closing of the theatér2| play
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texts were still allowed to be printed, and “in spite of the fact that allusionsy® pla
became a significant part of the rhetoric of Civil War propaganda, the gosetrnm
seemed unconcerned about play publicatfhlh short, unstable play texts were not
considered dangerous. Consequently, early modern dramatic culture does not seem to
have been anxious about the texts it produced because it was under no political or cultural
pressure to change the way that audiences consumed their play texts. Ornrthanathe
playgoers who viewed their drama actively and then used that drama as arbadism
threatened the playwright’s professional position. Thus, while playwrightseset®
have made a concerted effort to stabilize performances, they gerenaltsiced the
instability of texts. Consequently, the fictional construction of reading ondge &
generally not different from the way that early moderns seemed to haveodhe
dramatic construction of reading is really a reification of early modeading strategies
and not an active reimagining of the concept and activity.

The construction of texts and reading then is unlike the construction of
performance and playgoing since the latter effort constructs playgoing initoppts
the way that early modern playgoing actually functioned, and the former reinéortes
reifies the way early moderns read. But by combining the reification of uaseadtd
with the construction of stable performances, playwrights furthered the wdrstrof
the non-reactive playgoer by exploring the contrasting relationship betheemnd
mediums; because active reading habits were antithetical to playwdglts for a non-
reactive playgoer, playwrights constructed aspects of performance astihesanto

texts.
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II: Constructing Readers and Playgoer3ime AntipodeandEastward Ho

In the previous chapter, | argued thae Antipodegoes out of its way to
construct playgoing by equating the inset audiences within the play with the playhouse
audience watching the play. But the play does not only dramatize performance and
playgoing; it also stages texts and reading. While the play does not dramatizeah
reading as it dramatizes the act of playgoing (after all readimgtia very compelling
dramatic activity), it does thoroughtijscusgexts and reading. And as Douglas Brooks
observes, these discussions of texts are set in opposition to the play’s discussion of
performance; the play pits “book against play, reading against playing, theagagest
the stage ®*° For Brooks, this oppositional structure thematizes a battle over cultural
authority, which he argues took place directly before the closing of the theater
However, the cultural conflict between text and performance or page gedsteot
important for this study; what is important is the way the structure of theplesgructs
performance in opposition to texts. Specifically, by dramatizing theaeffiof texts and
contrasting it with the efficacy of performance, this play illustrdtas unstable texts
produce actions within the audience and stable performances do not. This contrast
indicates that the efficacy of texts works through their instabiligxtstfunction by
soliciting their readers’ active interpretation, which then inspires behaviodt — a
performance functions through its stability working with or without the aud®active
interpretation.

For instance, when the Doctor is attempting to find the root of Peregrine’s

addiction to travel, his father Joyless responds by describing the youngri®&esegr
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reading habits. Hughball asks “What has he in his younger years been mostédddic
to? What study or what practice” (1.1.126-128). Joyless responds:

You have now, sir, found the question which, | think,
Will lead you to the ground of his distemper.

In tender years he always lov'd to read

Reports of travels and of voyages;

And when young boys like him would tire themselves

With sports and pastimes, and restore their spirits

Again by meat and sleep, he would whole days

And nights (sometimes by stealth) be on such book

As might convey his fancy round the world.

When he grew up towards twenty,

His mind was all on fire to be abroad;

Nothing but travel still was all his aim (1.2.31-32,34-40,41-42).
According to his father, Peregrine seems to be reading as scholars of i@adiices
think that many early moderns read. He reads actively, so much so that hig taken
the place of other activities like “sports and pastimes.” In fact, his textsoofe, travel
narratives, provide an ideal genre through which the play can explore the instdbilit
texts and active reading habits because early modern travel narrativesteehave been
an exceptionally unstable type of text. David Mclinnis, in his study of the geneef tr
narratives, early modern reading habits &hd Antipodessuggests the “episodic nature
of travel narratives invites readers to supply their own bridging detailstais a
narrative.?*° Partially because travel narratives demanded active reading habits and
partially because Peregrine reads actively, the texts move Peregaicteon; his reading
is, in Jardine’s and Grafton’s words, “goal-orientated.” His reading of trearedtives
leads him to desire travel. Again, early modern travel narratives seenulaalgiprone

to producing this effect in the reading subject. Mclnnis argues, “whilst sonse text

actively encouraged vicarious pleasure at the expense of real travel yavieltlrtg
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[McInnis’ term for travelling within the imagination] need not be the ulteveatd of
reading, nor ...was it intended to be for Peregrfifélhdeed, Peregrine does not read to
escape from reality; his reading is the first step towards an engageith reality

through travel. However, he is not allowed to travel because his parents refuseno let
(no reason is given as to why his parents object to his traveling). The readiegspro
(active reading produces actions) is interrupted, and this interruption is ausaischis
sickness — his intense preoccupation with trat%eHence, the Doctor cures Peregrine by
tricking him into thinking he has traveled, so he can finish, or think he has finished, the
reading process.

While Peregrine’s illness was partially caused through the insyadiiltexts, the
Doctor cures Peregrine through a stable performance, which does not work through
audience interpretation and is not meant to affect the audience. In other words, unlike the
texts Peregrine reads, the Doctor’s play is not destabilized through the active
interpretations of the playgoers. In fact, the audience’s interpretation ofrtbenpnce
is beside the point since its purpose is to trick Peregrine into sleeping with hisfewn w
by creating the institutions of the Antipodes. The performance is not for theeeidie
benefit but for the performer’s. This is not to say that the audience does not attempt t
interact with or interpret the performance; it is just that their comnaerts
interpretations are inconsequential. Throughout Letoy’s play, the audientasg§]oy
Letoy, and Diana) provide a running commentary about the performance (much like the
Citizens’ commentary iifhe Knight of the Burning Pestld-or instance, Joyless judges
the play’s quality, “Tis very good; the play begins to please me” (3.4.9yldadters a

didactic interpretation, “The moral is, the lawyers here prove beggars, / And beglyars
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thrive by going to law” (3.1.76-77), and Diana periodically summarizes and comments
upon the actions she sees on stage. However, their active engagement with the
performance does not influence the meaning of the performance, affect tpecptagr

help to further the purpose of the performance — to get Peregrine to sleep witfle his w
The institutional reality that the performance creates remains stégaladtess of the
audience’s interpretations. Indeed, the reason, it seems, that Brome provides the
audience’s dialogue is to narrate the separate bed-trick plot: seteguction of Diana,
which is designed to cure her husband of his jealousy. In other words, the action taking
place in the audience has its own purpose (curing Joyless of his jealousy) and object
(Diana), which is separate from the purpose (curing Peregrine) and objestircting

the Antipodes) of the performance. Furthermore, while Peregrine desirageictiter
reading travel narratives, the playgoers do not desire travel aftengievdramatization

of the Antipodes. The playgoers do not affect the performance nor does the performance
affect the playgoers.

By contrasting Peregrine’s reading strategies with the inset @es/gexperience,
Brome can show his audience that early modern reading habits are not applitadle
playhouse. And one can understand why Brome, and other playwrights, would not want
those strategies practiced in the playhouse: if playgoers responded to pedeimthe
same way that Peregrine responded to texts, the playwrights could, and did, gefahto |
and political troubleThe Antipodess not a particularly subversive or politically
dangerous play, but other early modern plays that stage armed rebédiog §) or
females taking male or non-traditional rol&&¢ Roaring Girl The Duchess of Majfor

the murder of a kingRichard 1) or the disruption of class boundari@fh¢ Shoemaker’s
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Holiday) could be accused of inspiring those activities in their audiences if playgoers
were encouraged to respond to the performances by using the performadnecbasist

for action or by imitating the performance. Worse yet, the playgoers aotuldlly

respond to those performances, and the playwrights would then be held accountable for
the actions of their audiences. In response to this anxiety about the actions of their
audiences, playwrights such as Brome discouraged their audiences from actively
interpreting their performances in order to limit the actions of playgoers.

George Chapman, Ben Jonson and John Marskassvard Hooffers a more
thorough and complex reflection on the stability of performance and the instability
texts and clearly demonstrates how unstable texts can influence reatien’s; dbe play
contrasts the instability of texts with the stability of performanceghvtioes not
influence the actions of the audience. By the ertdastward Hp much of the play’s
action is already complete: Sir Petronel is exposed as a fraud, Beapiggashed for her
greed, Quicksilver learns the error of his ways, and Golding is clearly showrttte be
most successful and moral individual of the group. All that is left to fulfill the
conventions of a comedy is for all to be forgiven; in the words of Touchstone, “to / make
our harmony full” (5.5.184-185}® However, this harmonious ending is delayed for an
entire act, while Touchstone attempts to fend off those who would have him forgive
Quicksilver and Petronel. This delay allows the characters to reflectiopltgbt while
they wait to give or receive forgiveness. These reflections, somewpasmgly,
involve a reflection on texts and performance and the efficacy and stabibibgof

mediums?**
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For instance, at the beginning of act five, Gertrude reflects on how texts
contributed to her downfall, and this reflection suggests both the efficacy oatekts
how this efficacy is related to text’s instability. While contemplatingsiteation, she
remarks to her waiting women Sindefy, whom she calls Sin, “Ah, Sin! hast thou eder rea
I the chronicle of any / lady and her waiting-woman driven to that ex / tyehat we
are, Sin?” (5.1.1-3). At this point in the narrative, Gertrude has been abandoned by her
husband and family and seems to be looking for a textual precedent for her position.
Gertrude is attempting to read (or remember reading) texts in order twfimfdrt and
personal guidance. In other words, her reading is “goal orientated.” In &ttude’s
and Sindefy’s discussion of texts is part of a longer conversation in which they are
attempting to figure out what they should do to get out of their miserable situation.

Later in this conversation, she again looks to texts for an answer; she asks, Sindefy
“Would the Knight o’ the Sun, or Pal / merin of England, have used their ladies so, Sin? /
Or Sir Lancelot, or Sir Tristram?” (5.1.32-34). Although Gertrude seems todvangf

to the historical past, “the knighthood of old time” (5.1.38), she is presumably getting
these stories through texiirror of Princely Deeds and Knighthood, Palmerin of
Englandand the various accounts of the knights of the round table. She is, again, looking
to texts to provide a solution to her problem.

Unfortunately, the texts she relies upon and the reading strategy she uses ofte
leads her to make poor decisions. For instance, the play makes clear that tine chiva
romances that she is attempting to imitate are no longer applicable to hiorsitia
Theodora A. Janowksi argues, the play criticizes the notion that noble birth entails noble

actions or even wealff> Rather, the play demonstrates that in proto-capitalist London,
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landed gentry, like Sir Petronel and Quicksilver, are often financially depéon the
merchant class and are often less moral and trustworthy than the mercbgpatet
dependent on. So Gertrude’s belief that Petronel is necessarily good ang seaitis to
be produced through the texts she read and not through a reading of her socw@h situati
She, like Don Quixote, believes that she should attempt to imitate chivalric ranance
and so uses them as the basis for action, in this case, marrying Péfraitabugh she
reads actively, in the sense that she acts based on her reading, she doeslgot active
interpret the text to account fully for its instability. A contemporaitycamight say that

she failed to read historically; that is, she failed to recognize theib@ét@conomic, and
cultural differences between the chivalric tales and her own proto-cdpiealisy. But

this is the consequence of unstable texts. Because they do not carry inles@ngm

they need to be interpreted in order to produce meaning, but they can also be misread,
and because early modern reading strategies were goal-orientateadmig can

produce mis-decisions. In the case of Gertrude, her misreading led heryd’etaonel.

The effect of unstable texts on the reader is further explored through Touchstone’s
narrative, but while Gertrude is shown to be too reliant on texts and too affected by them
Touchstone refuses to rely on texts because he fears their instability affitfoy e
produced through that instability. Specifically, Touchstone is worried that dextot
provide an authoritative message that remains unchanged after readingsolinereof
the play, in part, hinges on Touchstone forgiving Quicksilver. And Quicksilver agempt
to win forgiveness through a text; he writes a letter to Touchstone askimgdwehess.
However, Touchstone refuses to read the letter because he maintains,

Son Golding, | will not be tempted. | find mine
own easy nature, and know not what a well-
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penned subtle letter may work upon it; There may
be tricks, packing, do you see? (5.2.4-7).

On a basic level, this scene demonstrates the truism that texts need aoreadler The

letter cannot convince Touchstone if he refuses to read it. (The need fovarreader

will be contrasted with non-necessity of an active playgoer later indlye @n a more
complex level, this scene demonstrates the profound instability of texts. Touchgtone
not read the letter because he knows, or thinks he knows, that the letter will contain
“tricks” or false information about Quicksilver’'s reformed character. €tter then will

not contain an authoritative description of Quicksilver. Furthermore, once thadetter

read and interpreted by Touchstone, its message changes. Touchstone believes that his
“easy nature” will not be able to see the letter for the trick he thinks it isilHaterpret

it in accordance with his forgiving nature, and this interpretation will prodietéea that

says Quicksilver is legitimately sorry for his crimes. The letter thewither

authoritative nor unchanging, which makes it essentially useless agiptaasof
Touchstone’s character. Like Morose’s contradEjmceng it cannot do what it was

intended to do, give an account of Quicksilver’s repentance. Despite the letter’s
instability (or rather because of its instability), Quicksilver beketat the letter will

still produce an effect on the reader. Because Touchstone believes heewiliehthe

letter according to his easy nature, he will be lead to forgive Quicksilveteltae

demands that it be read actively (in part because of its “tricks”), but oncéténedeead
actively, it will produce actions in the reader. And because Touchstone does not wish to
forgive Quicksilver, he refuses to read the letter. In short, Touchstone does not read the
letter because it is both unstable and affective — it cannot guarantee ttiedilQer is

repentant, but it will lead Touchstone to forgive him.
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There is a sense then that the letter is so unstable that its content is
inconsequential. No matter what it says, Touchstone will interpret it as'tticat will
lead him to forgive Quicksilver. In fact, Wolf, Golding and the playhouse audience know
that Touchstone’s belief about the content of the letter is wrong. Quicksihaualg
telling the truth; he has reformed and does feel sorry for his crimes. Although Toechs
is wrong about the content of the letter, he seems not to be wrong about his own
interpretation of that letter. If he reads it, he will find tricks in it, notlee they are in
the text (the audience knows they are not), but because they exist withirdie rea
Touchstone believes there are tricks in the letter and so will find them because the
unstable text is constative of, not its content, but Touchstone’s interpretation of it.
Reading takes place within the reading subject, not within the read object. Aml in t
case, the reading takes place prior to the subject (Touchstone) physteatigting with
the object (the letter). Hence, Touchstone refuses to read the letter becausmse, he
has already read and interpreted it and foreseen the consequences of hisatiberpre
forgiving Quicksilver.

Indeed, the refusal to read a physical text becomes a kind of hyperbolic figure for
the instability of texts. Texts are so unstable witastward Hathat they can be read
without even looking at them. Because texts really only exist within the actioadige
the physical text is insignificant. The play’s depiction of Gertrude'dingghabits
explore this extreme version of unstable texts. She, like Touchstone, readseatisent
The texts she is looking for to find comfort and a plan of action do not exist. As she
points out to Sindefy, there are no texts that describe her situation (5.1.1-2). Nessrthel

she continues to read those absent texts and relies on them for comfort: “Whyigpood fa
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Sin, | could dine with a lamen / table story now” (5.1.6-7). Gertrud is imagining a text
and then interpreting it as being able to help them out of their situation or at teadepr
guidance and comfort. Texts are being constructed wiasgtward Hoas so unstable
that their meaning only really exists within the reader and so can b ralaskntia.

This depiction of unstable texts is contrasted with the representation of
performance, which is dramatized within the play as an authoritative andhgnulpa
description or expression of character. And although performance is portraledtingt
narrative as affective, the effect it produces within the audience wodigythits
stability and not its instability.

Because Touchstone refuses to read the letter, those who are trying to convince
him to forgive Quicksilver (Wolf, the jailer and Golding, his son-in-law) switrctics
and try to convince him through performance. After it is clear that Touchstdmeotil
accept Quicksilver’s textual account, Wolf suggests that Touchstone see $etfhiow
sorry and reformed Quicksilver has become: “were your worship an eyeeswiof it,
you would say so” (5.2.45-46). Since Touchstone refuses to be a reader, Wolf wants him
to be an audience to a performance, an “eyewitness.” Indeed, Wolf himself &dtiavve
Quicksilver is repentant because he was an audience to one of Quicksilver’'s
performances. He believes Quicksilver after he seems him sings psalms-%2).Bat
more significantly, Wolf believes in Quicksilver's redemption becauseédnegell / you
almost all the stories of tH&ook of Martyrs/ and speak you all tigick-Man’s Salve
without / book” (5.2.61-64). On the one hand, Wolf believes in Quicksilver’'s redemption
because Quicksilver has memorized and internalized the content of theseitexts. H

reading strategy again suggests the instability and efficacytsf @uicksilver has
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actively read these texts and imitated them. But Wolf’'s language also ergshasi
Quicksilver’s ability to perform these texts. Indeed, his phrasing providegyadirect
reference to stage performance. Quicksilver can perform these tettisutubook,” a
possible reference to stage performances; performers read lines thedsedeon a book,
the play text, but without the physical text in front of them. They read without book. And
Wolf seems to believe that Quicksilver’s (stage) performance producesharitative
account of Quicksilver’s character. Texts may have led Quicksilver to refatnm
order to express his reformed character, he needs a performance. This peddiran
creates another text, the letter, but as Touchstone’s refusal to read thiusttates, the
text will not be an authoritative account of Quicksilver’s character becaiise of
instability.

However, Wolf's report of Quicksilver’s performance of redemption stilduom
convince Touchstone. As we saw in chapters one and two, a constative recounting of a
performance does not have the same efficacy as a performative enadftenent
performance. One of the reasons why Touchstone is not convinced through Quisksilve
performance is he was not present at the performance; he must accept theavord of
recounting witness — Wolf. Wolf's account of Quicksilver’s performancamgasi to
Quicksilver’s letter that Touchstone refuses to read: it is a record offcamance.

Because Touchstone is not convinced by Wolf's recounting of Quicksilver’s
performance, Golding manufactures a situation in which Touchstone wilrstaifid

the enactment of the performance. In other words, Golding constructs an audience f
Quicksilver. This strategy recalls other early modern scenes suohasdhding inThe

Duchess of Malfithe coronation iTfamburlaing and closely resembles Truewit’s trick
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in Epicene Golding creates a situation that allows Touchstone to directly access
Quicksilver’'s performance and the performative utterances that carfssueformed
character. Thus, a performance is created that will, in Golding’s words, ‘tairmg
[Touchstone] to be a spectator of their [Quicksilver's and Petronel’s] / es8eri
(5.3.117-118). While Touchstone is watching, Quicksilver is asked by another prisoner to
perform a song that he has written, which expresses his repentance. Quickspoads

to this request by stating,

Sir, with all my heart; and, as | told Master

Toby, | shall be glad to have any man a witness of

it. And the more openly | profess it, | hope it will

appear the heartier, and the more unfeigned (5.5.33-36).

As soon as Touchstone sees the song performed, he forgives Quicksilver and says to
himself, “This cannot be feigned” (5.5.76). Touchstone seems not to be actively
interpreting the performance, but simply accepts as true what he saw pdrfoimlike

his reaction to the text, he is not skeptical about his ability to actively read the
performance. He simply believes it to be true.

In fact, what makes Quicksilver’s redemption believable seems to be the presenc
of an audience. Quicksilver suggests that the more people present at his aeréitne
“more unfeigned” it will appear. Thus, he is happy to perform it as often as goissibl
front of as many people as possible. This statement appears counterintuitivg, &tavi
audience present, one would think, should make his performance seem feigned since he
would be acting for the benefit of an audience; he would be pretending he is something
he is not, that is, reformed. However, this does not seem to be the case; Quiakdilver a

his audience understand his performance as performative and stable. Byipgrfosm

repentance, he is constructing an institutional reality that cannot bengjealler
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interpreted as other than it is. In a sense, his performance cannot be feignse beca
performance of repentance constitutes his repentance, and the people whb see tha
performance will have to accept that reafity.

Indeed, Touchstone understands the performance as working, not through his
active participation, but by overcoming his resistance and by circumvergiagthie
interpretation. When Touchstone thanks Golding for tricking him into becoming an
audience member to Quicksilver's performance, he describes the way that the
performance worked: “Listen. | am ravished with Repentanceand could stand here a
whole prenticeship to hear him.” The sexual metaphor of “ravished” suggest that he was
not an active participant in the performance. He was figuratively raped by the
performancé?® He was placed in the audience against his will and was convinced of
Quicksilver’s repentance against his will. This is in direct opposition to thehahyexts
are understood to work iBastward Hoand within early modern print culture. In the
early modern theory described above, texts work by soliciting the readires ac
interpretation, which can then move the reader to act. The audience of a peréotinesnc
is being constructed within the play as acting in opposition to readers offib&ts
audience is depicted as accepting the content of the performance and that content is
produced through the performance and not through the interpretation of the performance.

Although Touchstone’s sexual metaphor suggests that he was not an active
participant in the performance, it does seem to suggest that he was the object of the
performance and that the performance led him to act, that is, forgive Quackgideed,
Wolf, another audience to Quicksilver’s performance, also acted after seeing the

performance; he tried to convince Touchstone of Quicksilver’'s redemption. Thus, it
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seems that withikastward Ho performance is being constructed as producing effects in
the audience and producing actions in the audience, and this view of performance is in
opposition to the construction of playgoing that | have been arguing for. However, this
contradiction between the construction of playgoingastward Hoand the broader
construction of playgoing that | have been tracing is somewhat resolved by the odd
position of Touchstone within Quicksilver’s performance. That is, Quicksilver does not
know that Touchstone is in the audience. He is not performing for Touchstone. As
Quicksilver states, the reason that he perfdRegentances because he will “be glad to
have any man a witness of / it” (5.5.34-35). In other words, he doesn’t care who is in the
audience. He doesn’t care who is in the audience because the audience i$yribereal
object of his performance. There is a sense in which he is perfoRepgntancen order
to repent because his repentance is constitutive of his performance. He isnigecomi
repentant by performinBepentanceThus, when looked at from Touchstone’s
perspective (the audience), the performance is working upon the audience, but when
looked at from Quicksilver’s perspective (the performer), the audience is raitjdwe of
the performance; the intended object of the performance is Quicksilver's owntehara
Despite this complication, Quicksilver’'s perspective on his own performance
helps establish the difference between performance and text. BecaoksiI@ari
performs not to convince others of his change of heart but to become repentant within
institutional reality, the authority of the performance cannot effectivelghallenged or
interpreted in any other way than the expression of repentance. On the other hand, his
letter is a record of his performative repentance and as such is not perfolmaative

constative. Thus, Touchstone can interpret that letter to judge how accuratelietiesb
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it corresponds to the truth of the situation by employing his own interpretive methods of
discovering “tricks” and bringing to the text his own “easy nature.” Thisprééve

ability is not available to him when he watches the performance. He simptly aesept

the performative utterances as an unchanging, authoritative account of doaethst
character because the performance is where his character is beingatedsthe

meaning of the performance is inherent within the performance, not in the itdgqgore

of it. In other words, while Touchstone is worried that Quicksilver’s lettédmwtlbe an
authoritative and unchanging recounting of reality, Touchstone believes Quecksil

performance because his performance is reality.

lll: Constructing Stable Plays and Unstable Play Texts by Dramgtizgal Texts

The AntipodesndEastward Hosuggest that texts in general (letters and books)
were understood as unstable, and playwrights represented them in their plays to help
construct performance as stable. So texts provided a foil for playwrightswerd a
contrasting medium through which they could construct stable performances and non-
reactive playgoers. However, playwrights would have also been professionatgtietde
in texts for their own sake. After all, playwrights produced play texts hasgve
playhouse performances and so would have been interested in texts not just as a
contrasting medium, but as onetlbéir mediums. Indeed, Quicksilver's redemption
narrative seems to dramatize texts not only to contrast them with performanaispltot
reflect on play texts and the performance’s relationship to texts. That is, (uaicksise

of texts and performances mirrors playwrights’ use of these two mediumepdigance
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starts by reading textBook of MartyrsandSick-Man’s Salvehe then turns these texts
into two separate performances; he next recites or performs teéwakout book,” and
finally creates a new performané®pentancelhose performances are then turned into
another text, his letter to Touchstone. This process mirrors the process through which
plays and play texts are produced: a play starts with a text, a script and tiee sour
material that make up that text (chronicles, romances, poems, classgglttextext is
then turned into a performance by an individual reading that text with “without book”
within the playhouse, and then the performance is sometimes turned back into a text by
another individual publishing a play text. By showing how Quicksilver starts with an
unstable text that produces a stable performance and ends with another unstable text
Eastward Hoseems to be suggesting that play texts, like most text, should be considered
unstable even though the performance, which produced the unstable text (play text) and
was a product of an unstable text (play script), is stable.

Apart from the reference to play textsiEastward Ho the relationship
playwrights had with the instability of their play texts can also be readwiftbi
dramatizations of legal texts because of the ontological significanceabtéats. Legal
texts (contracts, bonds, laws) are performative because they create atanati{legal)
reality, and so they share with play texts a similar conceptual and on#blsgace —
they are a textual representation of performative actfSslegal document is a record
of a performance — for instance, the writing of a law or the signing of a contaad at
the same time, it is, in and of itself, performative: as long as it exiptedtices or has
the potential to produce the institutional reality that it records. Likewis@yatgtt is the

record of the performative utterances that make up a performance, andexpéya
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has the potential to produce more performances and more performative utefénise

legal texts offer playwrights an opportunity to reflect upon the texts that their ow
performative drama generates — play texts. This is not to say playsatae fand

dramatize legal texts are always self-consciously reflecting grigotés. Rather, the
representations of legal texts provide a trace of how playwrights understéainagive
documents to work and how performative documents should be read. And an analysis of
these legal texts reveals that while they are depicted as performatjyvareheot

depicted, within early modern drama, as stable. Because they are not imnhene to t
destabilizing reading practices of early modern print culture, they toepieted as

almost inherently unstable.

The example fronkpicene discussed at the start of this chapter, provides a clear
example of a text that can be both performative and unstable, while the performance of
that text is stable. Morose’s insistence that his contract involve a perftgraaggests
the contract (by itself) is not stable. He needs to include a performanceirto
stabilize the contract, so it cannot be later interpreted and nullified. Theatositra
unstable, but the performance of the signing of that contract is stable.

The depiction of unstable legal texts is not uniquegizene Throughout early
modern drama, legal texts, particularly contracts, are similarly eelpast unstable. For
instance, in JonsonBartholomew Faiy Quarlous employs a pickpocket to steal a
marriage license that was written for Cokes and Grace so that he carGraey
(3.5.239-265). He claims, “Tis but scraping out Cokes his name, and ‘tis done” (4.3.102).
Documents are so unstable in this play that they are all but useless. They carry no

inherent meaning and can be changed at will by whoever happens to posses them. Indeed,
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the character Troubleall, a fool who absentmindedly runs in and out of scenes asking for
warrants and will not even urinate or change his shirt unless he has a warrairo tel

he can, is a comic fool, whose presence suggests that texts are so unstadle,ahdéyut
useless (4.1.52-57). That is, only a fool like Troubleall would take legal documents
seriously, as a stable arbiter of information. And in Middletdfichaelmas Term

property is transferred between con-artists through falsified contrattdoguments so

often that Quomodo (one of the con-artists who is conned and gets conned through
documents) equates scriveners who create legal documents with prostitliteslares
neither to be trustworthy: “keep his hand from a quean and / a scrivener” (4.1.102-
103)2*° The implication seems to be that both professions pretend to be something they
are not.

However, not all plays express a frustration with unstable legal texts. dvbddl
Rowley and Heywood'3he Old Lawshows the usefulness of unstable legal texts by
positing a dystopian world where documents are actually stable. In the fidindadf
Epire, a law condemns elderly citizens to death. The play explores the intynamali
tyranny of the law, but also dramatizes the stability of the law; no one canJiay @
interpret the law in such a way that would nullify’it. Unlike Morose’s contract in
Epicene this law is airtight. The play narrates the negative consequences of iitystabi
and even conflates the tyranny of the law with its stability because thiéystdlihe
texts is the vehicle of the law’s tyranfi?.To this list of plays that explore the instability
of legal texts could be added Webstédite Devil's Law-CaseMiddleton’sA Game at

Chessand Massinger'é&s New Way to Pay Old Debt
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Beyond further demonstrating the instability of texts in general and kdalin
particular, these plays may offer interesting insights into the vexetbnslaip
playwrights had with their own play texts, a relationship that has been explored by
several critic$>® That is, the somewhat negative portrayal of legal texts hints at
playwrights’ anxiety over how their play texts would be re-appropriated, intedpxate
destabilized once they were put into print and subject to the destabilizing foezabyof
modern print culture. However, these plays have little to say about the stailititigir
performances in relationship to the instability of texts. And since the staijilit
performance is a facet of the construction of playgoing, which is the fochis of t
argument, a full discussion of these plays is beyond the scope of this study.

However, there are (at least) two notable examples of plays that do distuss
the instability of legal texts and the stability of performarkg@cene discussed above,
and, somewhat surprisingly, Shakespeafés Merchant of Venicéds we have seen in
plays such aslamlet Henry VandA Midsummer’s Night DreapShakespeare seems not
to have participated in the construction of the non-reactive playgoer but activethy soug
to engage his audience; however, he tisisplay to thoroughly contrast the instability
of print with the stability of performance, thereby constructing the nartivegplaygoer.
Like The Old Lawthe play depicts the instability of legal performative texts as positive.

Shylock’s bond is initially portrayed as so stable that it seems iemhtabain,
like texts inThe Old Law, but its stability is ultimately undermined by Portia’s
imaginative interpretation. Before Portia undermines the contract, she paotrthat the
contract cannot be changed. “There is no power in Venice / Can alter a decree

established” (4.1.213-214). And later she asserts, “For the intent and purpose of/the law
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Hath full relation to the penalty / Which here appeareth due upon the bond” (4.1.242-
244). In other words, if any text (legal or otherwise) were stable, the bond would be it
However, Portia is able to overcome this apparent stability through a casegef the
text, her famous interpretive quibble. She points out that within the text, “the words
expressly are ‘a pound of flesh™ (4.1.302). And so, she is able to trap Shylock by
destabilizing the text through active interpretation.

This scene has been thoroughly discussed by both legal and literary scholars; in
fact, R.S. White believes that the fourth acThéMerchant of Venicés “the most
famous trial scene in imaginative literatufé*These critics generally tend to see the
interpretability of the bond as central to Portia’s success. However, theissiien of
interpretability is generally framed around the issue not of unstabgelteikof equity:
the early modern legal practice of loosely interpreting a law to achieveejusitead of
strictly following the letter of the la&’> No critic has, to my knowledge, seen the bond
as a reflection on texts themselves and interpreted the instability lodrideas an
assertion of the instability of text3

But the treatment of other texts within the play seems to explore ftithdreme
of the instability of texts. Throughout the play, non-legal texts echo the role the bond
plays in the fourth act, and these texts, like the bond, are portrayed as unstable and are
contrasted with the stability of performance. For instance, Portia (didgagdgalthasar)
is introduced to the Duke’s court through Bellario’s letter. This letter Bytraounces
itself as unstable and so destabilizes its own content, even as it hints at thy ctdbe
performance that the text is meant to produce. After stating that “his |gelas’

(4.1.158) should not be counted against Balthasar, the letter provides this caveat: “I leave
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him to your gracious acceptance, / whose trial shall better publish his comimehdat
(4.1.160-161). This final sentence of the letter seems to be simply sayinglthas&@&s
performance at the trial will attest to his ability. In other words, titerles saying, “don’t
take my word for it.” This caveat destabilizes the entire letter bedacis@ns that the
trial can “better publish [Balthasar's] commendation” than the letter arglssmgesting
that the letter will not be a stable and authoritative guarantee of Balshetsaracter;

only his performance at court will do that. One could even say that this letter is not a
meaningful construction of Balthasar’s character but is merely a prompsfo
performance at court, which will ultimately be the true construction of hiacies. The
performance that the letter enables is what produces the stable reaktyatheane
present will have to confront; the letter itself contains no such guarantee. Theticmnec
to play texts here is fairly clear: the letter, like play texts, is urestabk it offers the
chance at a performance, which can then stabilize the content of the text maecer
can “better publish” the text.

It is interesting to note that the instability of the meaning of trad fime of the
letter also captures the instability of texts and the stability ddpeance. Although the
sentence “I leave him to your gracious acceptance, / whose trial shallpogtiish his
commendation” (4.1.160-161) seems to be simply saying, let the trial speak for his
character, the sentence’s exact signification cannot be establistaegéde¢he pronoun
“whose” does not have a clear referent. It could refer to the “you” in “y@ai@us
acceptance” (the Duke), so the word “trial” could be referring to the Bukal of
Balthasar, that is, the Duke’s test of Balthasar’s character and ¢éegaéa. On the other

hand, “whose” could be referring to the previous pronoun “him” found in the previous



174

clause, so “trial” refers to the court proceedings against Antonio and Bakhasar
performance within them. So Balthasar eithamgrial (his competency is being tried by
the Duke) oiin a trial (he is taking part in the court proceedings against Antonio, which
will ultimately prove his worth). By looking at the print form of this sentencetehder
cannot know which character “whose” is referring to. In Orgel’s wordsatfitanly be
both.”>>” However, this instability can be defused through performance. By looking at or
pointing to either the Duke or Balthasar while pronouncing “whose,” the actongeadi

the letter can, if he or she chooses, stabilize the instability of the line effioenper’s

gaze can establish a referent for “whose.”

Of course in the final analysis, there is no compelling reason to stahikze t
instability within a performance since both readings of the line — Balthasartisl,
Balthasar is in a trial — are compatible. Allowing for both meaningsaihctelps
explain what is at stake in the trial, both Antonio’s life and Portia’s abilityeNlkeeless,
by producing an unstable sentence that destabilizes the text it is a gragtsifbilizes
the performance that it produces (as argued above), the sentence is able tdlseigges
stability of performance and the instability of texts twice, at the senee t

This letter then seems to be announcing what Touchstone’s forgiveness@arrati
dramatizes — that performance constructs a more stable version of orstitugality
than texts. IrEastward Ho Touchstone refuses to read Quicksilver’s letter because he
does not trust its ability to accurately construct a stable and trustwortl/ideatity.

He had to wait for Quicksilver’'s performance, which did ultimately dematesto him

that Quicksilver was redeemed. Similarly, Bellario’s letter atsksender not to believe
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its own unstable message, but to wait for the performance that will craatdea s
construction.

This same contrast between the instability of the printed word and the staibility
a performance is again suggested by the final scene of the play. Afiarisrtevealed
to Antonio and Bassanio that she was actually the “young doctor of Rome,” sheasfers
proof of her story, letters from Bellario:

You are all amazed.

Here is a letter. Read it at your leisure.

It comes from Padua, from Bellario.

There you shall find that Portia was the doctor,

Nerissa there her clerk (5.1.265-269).
The men seem to accept her story, but she seems to sense that they are not convinced of
her version of reality, and so she offers more proof in the form of a formalajuastil
answer session:

And yet | am sure you are not satisfied

Of these events at full. Let us go in,

And charge us there upon inter'gatories,

And we will answer all things faithfully (5.1.295-298).
The “inter'gatories” seem to reference a mock-court session, in whicla BodiNerissa
will answer any questions concerning their story. That is, just like Beddetter urges,
the real and more stable version of reality will be constructed in the parfoenof the
events and not within the letter that would seem to confirm their tale. And although thes
“inter'gatories” are not a clear reference or figure of stagepadnce, they do recall
Morose’s gesture to the audience at the erigpafene which creates a performance that
stabilizes his document. In other words, the women agree to stage a mock-court session

in order to stabilize the narrative that is found in the unstable documents they psovide a

evidence of their claims.
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These representations of unstable documents (Bellario’s letteesit i@fil the
legal document (the bond) that is at the center of the play, and the play’s central
characters’ acceptance of the instability of texts stands in contrdsyltxiSs refusal to
see texts (specifically his bond) as unstable. The majority of the fourthdmninated
by characters attempting to convince Shylock that he should be mercifulvelowe
embedded in their pleas for mercy is an attempt to get Shylock and Portiaggoreinor
nullify his contract — to see the contract and the law as something that camged;ha
other words, to view the contract as unstaBiahus, within the play, the vehicle of
mercy is the instability of texfS? For instance, Bassanio begs Portia not to merely
dismiss the case, but to interpret the bond in Antonio’s favor (something she, of course,
eventually does); he asks her to “Wrest once the law to your authority” (4.1.210). And
Portia urges Shylock to accept a more radical solution: “bid me tear the bond” (4.1.229).
Here Portia is pretending that she cannot find a way to nullify the bond through
interpretation and so is proposing to Shylock that he simply destroy it, which assumes
that it is something that can be simply discarded, and in turn, that it can beetiscar
suggests that the text (like most early modern texts) is not stable, aiihe@ind
unchanging, but unstable and ephemeral. Shylock refuses to accept this understanding
texts; instead, he insists that the stability of texts is necessanyentorensure the
cohesion of the legal and political structure of Venice. For instance, he responds to the
Duke’s plea for mercy with, “If you deny it [his bond], let the danger light / Upom you
charter and your city’s freedom” (4.1.37-38), and later, “If you deny me, fie upan y

law: / There is no force in the decrees of Venice” (4.1.100-101). Thus, Shylock insists on
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the stability of the text, and this insistence, along with his lack of mercy,ptovwe his
undoing.

In the endThe Merchant of Veniogoes not portray the instability of
performative texts as negative. It is the instability of the texts thasg@ntonio’s life
and enables Shylock’s punishment. The play then encourages the readers of peeformati
texts to actively read and interpret those texts, which contributes to taleilibsbf texts.
And although these representations of legal texts do not provide a direct refereage to pl
texts, they do provide a meditation on performative texts. And this meditation suggest
that playwrights understood performative texts as constructing an unsistiilgional
reality through the interpretative ability of the reading audience. Thiahlageality,
however, can be stabilized through a performance. Again, the link to play texts see
clear. Play texts work through a reading audience, who can change, sonaetistieslly
change the content or intent of the text. Conversely, the performance of tliese te
stabilizes the instability of the texts. That is, it produces an institutieahty

independent of interpretation.

VI: The Playhouse’s Effort to Stabilize Performance: The Effects diltreReactive

Playgoer on the Modes of Dramatic Production

While this study has tended to trace the effects of the non-reactive playgber
the construction of playgoing through the play texts or the cultural level of thé socia
formation of playgoing, these effects can also be seen within the actual modes of

production of the social formation. Specifically, the effects of the efforffiereintiate
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print from performance can be traced to the playhouse’s production techniques — the way
that the playhouse organized, marketed and sold their product. In other words, the mode
of production of the social formation of playgoing is determined by the effects of the
non-reactive playgoer in that these techniques are designed to stabilize pecmand
so control the unruly early modern audience. In fact, just as early modesriguiaed to
construct performance in opposition to texts, the playing companies orgadreed t
production techniques in opposition to the techniques of the printing house because the
printing house’s production techniques had the potential to contribute to the
destabilization of texts and the construction of the active reader. By organsaiignit
opposition to the printing house, the playhouse was able to produce performances that
were stable. The playhouse seems to have produced stable performances mainly by
limiting the number of times a particular play could be seen and by marketinggpkys
broad audience. This was in opposition to the way that the printing house produced its
texts. Texts were printed as many times as possible and marketed tdia apdience.
As will be shown, the printing house techniques might have helped produce unstable
texts and active readers, and the playhouse helped contribute to stable pedsramainc
non-reactive playgoers.

By arguing that the playhouse organized itself in opposition to the printing house,
| am not attempting to assign a conscious agency to the playhouse. That is,hHbagday
or the individuals who made up the playhouse (owners, playwrights, actors, audiences)
seem not to have collaborated together to produce stable performances. Rather, the
playhouse’s production techniques were influenced by the absent cause of the non-

responsive playgoer, just as playwrights’ metadramatic construction of playgasg
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also determined by the same absent cause and not produced through the collaborative
efforts of the playwrights. In fact, some of the production techniques disdosiesy
may seem not to have been consciously produced at all, but were simply the natural or
necessary way that plays would have had to have been produced given the physical and
economic constraints of the early modern playhouse. However, as | will try to
demonstrate, what looks like natural and necessary elements of the productidy of ear
modern plays may have been produced by the absent cause of the non-reactive
playgoer*®®

One aspect of the production of early modern plays that may seem necessary (and
even obvious) but actually works to stabilize the performance is the un-tapiyadé
performance. That is, performance is not as repeatable as a text; a aec®an only
be viewed a finite number of times, but a text can be read an infinite number of times,
and each reading of the text allows for (or even demands) a new interpretatiotesf,the
and each interpretation produces or potentially produces a new meaning of the hext; wit
each new meaning, the text becomes more and more unstable. In other words, there is a
instability built into repetition, or as Roland Barthes reminds us, rereadinljphes
[the text] in its variety and its plurality® Performance, on the other hand, cannot be
viewed as often. The play is only available to the viewer at certain tibfess(to be
produced) and the number of productions is finite. This contrast brackets for a moment
the impact of memory on performance (a subject that will be returned to imahe fi
section of this study); by remembering a performance, the remembabjegrt can
conceptually re-perform (and then reinterpret) the original performancdi@itei

number of times, and remembering in and of itself is a notoriously unstable athigity;
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memory of an object is often substantially different from the object that procueed t
memory?®? Despite the complication of memory, this contrast between performance and
print still involves a fairly simple and straightforward arithmetic —rtiege viewings or
readings that a text or performance undergoes, the more unstable that teirorgmee
becomes.

This arithmetic may seem ahistorical and natural; however, the earlynrmode
repertory system magnifies this difference between texts and perfariacause of the
short run of most plays. Henslowe’s diary, which contains the best available evafience
play scheduling, demonstrates that an individual play was not available fgrepaat
viewings. Roslyn Lander Knutson, in her study of the early modern repertorgnsyste
Henslowe’s diary, cites September 1594 as a representative sample ohg gtdagdule.
From the 2° to the 38' of September, “Fifteen different titles are offered in this schedule
of twenty-seven playing days. The pace, though rigorous, is noffiaDtiring this
month, only one play (Henslowe calls it the “the venesyon comedy”) was played thre
times, ten plays were performed twice and six plays were only staged onoeir€, c
the plays that were only performed once in September would have been produced in
August and October. For instance, even tholigh Jew of Maltavas only produced
once in September of 1594, Marlowe’s play was by that time already oltuitediein
1591 and was performed 19 times before September of 1594, including twice in August
of that yea® However, The Jew of Maltseems to have been a fairly popular play,
enjoying a particularly long run. Knutson points to the 1594 ruphdfpo and Hippolito
as normative:

Its initial performance had taken place two months before (July 9). Counting that
debut, it had received eight performances by September 4; it received two more in
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September, and it was retired on October 7. IrP4lilipo and Hippolitoreceived
twelve performances in a four-month run. The pattern of its scheduling —
performances within a week of one another at the beginning of the run, stretched

to separations of two or three weeks toward the end — is a standard one for new

plays?®®

Gurr finds an even more diverse offering of plays and shorter play run in thergért
the Admiral’s Men: “In January 1596, when they put on 26 performances, the Admiral’'s
Men staged 14 different plays in one month. Six of these plays were given only once. The
shortest interval between two performances of the same play was thre€¥ays.a
very basic level, then, any one play was not available to a large number of giefnagy
their short runs, on a theoretical level, stabilized the performance becaus®the not
have been subject to the destabilizing force of multiple viewings.

It is perhaps useful to briefly compare the early modern repertoryrsysth
twenty-first century playgoers’ experiences with performanos to highlight how
different the early moderns’ playgoing experience was. From April 7, 2010 t®,June
2010, the Chicago Shakespeare Theater perfoithedaming of the Shresixty four
times. Even very popular plays likée Jew of MaltaTamburlaineor The Spanish
Tragedywould have to run for decades to accumulate sixty four performances in the
sixteenth or seventeenth century. As noted abbve Jew of Maltdad to run for almost
three years before it was performed nineteen times, and there is no reqoyglafya
accumulating sixty four performances before the close of the theate842. And of
course The Taming of the Shrewill continue to be produced after Jurielsy the
Chicago Theater or some other area theater group. Indeed, it has been stachtaas
being produced somewhere in America everyday. An avid theatergoElaanldtfan

can see literally hundreds of performanceBlafmletin a life time, and each time she
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sees the play, she may interpret the performance differently or have fibrenaeice
interpreted differently by the theater group staging the play. These meltipdeiences
simply were not available to an early modern playgdefhe repertory system of
Broadway productions draws out this difference even further. On June 19CHS7,
became the longest running show in the history of Broadway with 7,485 performances
over 18 years. It was then performed for another 3 years. In short, there is a
reproducibility to modern performances that would not have been available to early
modern audiences, and the early modern lack of reproduction created a more stable
performance than we are used to.

Of course, there are demographic differences that explain the didpsnitgen
early modern and modern stage runs: modern day Chicago and New York are simply
much bigger and wealthier cities than early modern London and so can support more
performances. As Tiffany Stern notes, “Tiny London of the early moderodpasuld
not sustain a long run of the same play as it would be unable to produce the audience for
it.”2°® Nevertheless, there is reason to believe that some plays were pulled from the
repertory not for economic reasons, but for the reasons cited above — to limit the amount
of possible viewings and interpretations.

Although it is often assumed that the breakneck pace of the early modern
repertory system was obligatory because early modern audiences demandgdthevel
pace of production does not seem to have been necé¥s#myfact, Gurr argues that the
audience’s tastes probably did not drive the production of new plays. He notes that earl
modern audience’s tastes

by their nature remained passively receptive. With some companies thegdll
the attractions dfaustusandTheSpanish Tragedio stay constant for fifty years
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in the northern amphitheaters. Using that kind of evidence to identify what
audiences liked in the mass and as passive tasters of what was set before them is
allowing for the patchy nature of all the testimonies, a fairly stringhérd
exercise. On the other hand the poets by their nature had more active appetites,
always on edge to provide novefty.
He goes on to point out that the individuals who complain about the old fashioned plays
in circulation on the London stage were always playwrights and not playgoerss @urr i
effect arguing that the playwrights, and not the audience, were responsibie $biort
run of plays. Furthermore, the economics of the playhouse may have favored the
repetition of old plays, not the creation of new ones. Knutson calculates thaiglfter
performances, the playhouse would have made back its initial investment asdi tstart
turn a profit?’* To stage a new play was to take the risk that the play would not reach that
eighth performance, but the staging of old plays all but guaranteed pfofitshort,
novelty on the early modern stage was fiscally risky. And aside from ¢ime@eac
disincentive towards novelty, the staging of new plays every week or so naadiden
an enormous amount of work, so it would have been simpler and more cost effective to
simply keep repeating the old plays. Of course, the strategy of stadiptays to
maximize profit can only be taken so far: a playhouse can not produce a half dozen plays
for fifty years and expect to keep attracting customers. Eventually ngs/vptauld need
to be found. But if one is going create, produce and fund new plays in the hopes of
finding cash cows lik®octor Faustusor The Spanish Tragedthe sheer number of new
plays produced seems to make this search ineffective.
In fact, sometimes plays seem to have been retired even though they continued to

draw crowds. For instance, Henslowe references a play (now lost) Adllege to

Please Chaste Ladeygich debuted on November 14, 1595 and ran for five
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performances. The début brought in 51 shillings (a solid take for a new play), and its fina
performance on April 13,596 brought in 39 shillings, which made it the fourth highest
take for a play that monfH® Nevertheless, the play seems to have been pulled from the
repertory after its April 18 performancé’* The five performance run probably netted
Henslowe seven pounds, ten shillings, and Henslowe most likely paid 5 pounds for the
play script?” Although we can’t know how much he spent on other expenses, it seems
likely that he made his money back and some profit from this short run and decided to
pull the plug even though he was still making money from the play. It should be noted
that the run oA Toye to Please Chaste Ladelyges not seem to be normal; most runs
follow a more fiscally reasonable path; that is, they start with big parsfdsthe profits
fall steadily until they are dropped from the repertory. Nevertheless, the Auafe to
Please Chaste Ladegsd Gurr’s insight that old plays could continue to draw crowds
and make money suggest that novelty and the short run of plays was not necessarily
driven by a desire for profit.

And although Gurr may be right that the drive for novelty on the stage was
powered by the playwrights’ and actors’ desire for new plays and new challgnges
also possible that the number of new plays produced and the short run of individual plays
were the result of a (un)conscious desire to limit the number of times thaaysecpuld
be seen in order to limit the amount of possible interpretations that an individual glay wa
subject to. This in turn would lead to a more stable performance — one that did not
undergo the destabilizing effect of numerous interpretations. In other words,Ithe ear
modern repertory system was not only produced by the demand for novelty and the

creative impulses of the actors and playwrights, but may have been detebyithe
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structure of the social formation of playgoing: the repertory system could hawe be
designed to stabilize performances which was an effect of the constructiennain-
reactive playgoer. And in the end, even if the playhouse’s desire to stabilize the
performance was not the cause of the limited play runs, the effect alntastlgavas a
more stable performance that did not get destabilized through numerous intenesetati
In order to accept that the short run of early modern performances and the demand
for novelty were an effect of the non-reactive playgoer, one has to acceptlyhe fa
deterministic and Marxist view of history | described in the first chaptezesinder this
reading, the repertory system was not produced through individual agents trying to
maximize profit and satisfy customers. Instead, individual agents’ desigiere
proscribed, determined or (less radically) influenced by the historical moreddf the
playhouse. And although this deterministic reading of the playhouse’s production
methods may seem unconvincing from a post-Marxist or non-Marxist perspective, this
reading demonstrates that determinism need not be reductive or limiting.e By tig
to control the audience, the playing companies shortened the run of plays, which
contributed to the rich diversity and experiential nature of the early modee and, as
previously argued, the non-naturalism of the theater and an ambitious model of
performance that claimed to produce institutional reality. In the end, fficuttito
prove that none of this would have happened if the historical conditions of the theater
were different. Nevertheless, if the absent cause of the non-reactive plesggoarfact
the ultimate cause in the last instance of the repertory system, thecitdléasmation of
playgoing seems to have benefited from the playing companies’ desire liaestigbi

performances.
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Beyond merely limiting the amount of viewings and interpretations, the early
modern repertory system also influenced how plays were marketed. Becéwesslairt
run of plays — a different play every day and a new play every two to three wieks
would have been logistically difficult to effectively market a play to &isipe
audiencé’® Instead, playing companies seem to have attempted to attract a rathakr gene
audience. On the other hand, texts seemed to have been marketed to a very specific
audience. This contrast between a general playhouse audience and argaelrio:
audience, as | will argue, suggests an understanding of the texts as unstabteaist to
stable performances. Indeed, this difference is particularly pronounceeéetw
performances and the play texts that the performances helped produce.

As Zachary Lesser has shown, play texts seem to have been marketedyo a fairl
specific audience. By investigating the economics of the publication of plsy tesser
convincingly argues that the market for play texts was speculative “nobecdyuse they
were an uncertain investment, but also because a publisher nesgedutateon their
meanings in order to invest wisel§/.* Lesser then suggests that a publisher had to
“understand the text’s position within all the relevant discourses, institutions, and
practices, in order to speculate on the meanings his imagined customers might make
it.”2"® A particular publisher might even specialize in a particular type of pkaydeany
other text for that matter) because he knew that there was a particuanradket for
that particular type of text? The publishers would then market the play texts to that
niche market. Thus Lesser argues:

Publishers ... developed techniques of presentation and marketing to ensure that

their imagined customers became real ones. But because they spécializ

publishers also constructed their customers’ reading simply by the act of
publication itself, leading customers to consider a play within its publisher’s
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specialty. For this reason, the same play may carry radically differeanings

and politics not only between its printed and its performed versions, but even

between two otherwise-identical printed editions brought out by two different

publishers’®°
| quote Lesser at length here because the above quotation demonstrates thimeonnec
between the marketing strategy of printing houses and the instability pheaoern
texts. Because a publisher would attempt to assign a particular meaningytdexidand
then market that text to a specific audience on the basis of that intéopredglay text
could take on multiple meanings if different publishers marketed that same text
differently, or if a single publisher marketed one play text to two or madier eliit
audiences.

Individual productions of plays, on the other hand, did not seem to have been
marketed to a specific audience. Instead, they attempted to attrasigtbst ind broadest
audience they could get. For instance, Tiffany Stern has assembled thederstesfor
determining how plays were marketed and concludes that early modern playhouses
seemed to have marketed their product in three different ways. 1) The playls w
announce to their audience what play was being shown the next day (almostycartainl
different play than was just performedj.2) A potential playgoer would have heard
about a specific production from the actors who, according to Stern, would “parade
through the city ‘crying the play’, which is to say broadcasting the titteeoplay to be
performed accompanied by drums and trump&fsBoth these techniques amount to
little more than announcing the play to as many people as possible. These advertising

techniques sought to create a general audience; indeed, they attempted atl afake

London a potential audience.
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Beyond these one time announcements, playing companies advertized individual
performances by printing and distributing playbills. Unfortunately, not a singfbifpla
from the early modern era has been discovered, so it is difficult to know what theg looke
like or what their exact function was (unlike title-pages, which advertis¢siaad will
be discussed below). Nevertheless, Stern has reconstructed how playhiis&chas
advertisements by examining advertisements for other types of pertstasuch as
bills for bear-beating and sword fights — and by investigating the productiomthgr
playbills. Her findings suggest playbills, like the other advertizing methpgeated to a
general rather than specific audience. Stern finds that throughout theneddyn era the
right to print playbills was controlled by a handful of printing houses and so opines tha
“all bills must have looked similar up to a point, no matter which company, play or
theatre they were printed fof®® Also, because the license to print playbills was
inherited, playbills “would have looked similar not just to each other but also over time”
because “presses, types and ornaments were also all inherited through the fagr print
establishments?®* Thus, there did not seem to be an effort, or even ability, to
differentiate one play from another or one playhouse from another playtiduse.
Furthermore, the printing house probably produced stock bills: playbills that gave a
general boilerplate description of a play but left the title, place, and time ldahktst
could be later filled in once these details were kn&#in short, the producers of
playbills (the printers of playbills and the theater companies that bought anolitist
them) did not seem to use playbills as a way of targeting a specific aulesmese
early modern playbills would have looked more or less the same. The effect of these non

differentiated playbills would have been similar to the effect of the plagsiag the
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play” or the announcement at the end of a performance: they would have drawn as many
people into the performance as possible without trying to market a particutangsrce
for a particular audience.

The distribution of these playbills also suggests that the plays were markated t
diverse and general audience. In fact, London seems to have been blanketed with
playbills. Although no evidence exists for the exact number of bills produced for a
performance, Stern proposes, “If bills for every production in every theateadbrday
of the coming week were all to be found in London at the same time, then playbills must
have been a significant feature of the cf§/.Contemporary references to playbills lead
her to conclude, playbills “were so present and so numerous that it was hard for the
casual observer not to read thef¥ These bills would have been pinned to the posts that
separated the horse paths from the pedestrian paths, on residential doorposts, “pissing
posts,” and on the columns of St. Paul's catheédfaln short, playbills were posted
anywhere people might see them.

Play texts on the other hand seemed to have been advertised through a more
narrow marketing strategy. Just as playbills were the primary way #ditquises
marketed their product, title-pages seems to have been the primary method printi
houses used to advertise their texts. In other words, playbills are to perderraa title-
pages are to play texts. Lesser and Alan B. Farmer describe the impoitéreétle
page as a marketing tool:

Title-pages were the major mode of book advertising in early modern London, for

not until the 1650s did stationers begin to print catalogues of their stock as their

Continental counterparts had been doing since the sixteenth century ... Title-

pages were designed ... not only to inform customers of the contents of a book

but also to entice them to buy it. For this reason, extra copies of title-pages we
often printed for hanging on walls and in ‘cleft-sticks,” as Jonson wrote. Not only
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would title-pages have papered the walls of a bookshop, they would also have
been laid out on the shop’s “stall,” or exterior coufter.

Title-pages, unlike playbills, did not seem to be posted throughout the city, but were hung
in and around the bookshops that sold play books. One would almost have to already be
in the market for a play text in order to be subject to the marketing of a pldetadse
one would have to be physically in a bookshop to see that a particular play was in print.
That being said, Stern and others do find some evidence that title-pages were
distributed outside the bookshops and argue that they functioned much like playbills
would have functioned; however, her argument (and the arguments she follows) needs to
be challenged. For instance, she states, “Advertisements for books consiste¢afés
separately printed and hung up on the posts of the Zityere she is following Marjory
Plant (who, Stern admits, does not offer proof that playbills were ever distribute
throughout the city) and R.B McKerrow, who, in Stern’s words, argues
the information on any book title-page of the period, informing the reader where
the book in question is to be bought, is hardly of relevance to the owner of a book:
it is only of relevance to someone who might wish to purchase that book;
relevant, that is to say, as an advertisemértt.”
However, Peter W.M. Blayney has shown that the imprint on the title page (that is, t
statement on the title page that offers publication information) always tefére printer
or wholesaler of the play text and not to the bookseller. “The primary purpose of an
imprint was the same in early modern England as it is today: to imédaerswhere a
book could be purchasetholesale’?®® Therefore, the title page would not actually give
an individual interested in buying a play text the information he or she would need to find

out where to buy the book, anymore than the imprint of a modern day volume would tell

us where to purchase the text. Thus, it seems unlikely that title-pagedistebeited
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throughout the city in an attempt to lure potential buyers into the bookshops since title-
pages never named the bookshops where the texts could be bought. Rather, the title-pages
were used to get customers to buy a specific text once they were in the bookshops.
Stern does point to some early modern commentary that suggests title-pages w
distributed throughout the city; however, her evidence does not establish thatdtice pra
was widespread; instead, it demonstrates that the wide distribution of gds-pas an
aberration and tellingly frowned upon by authors because this marketing techagjue w
similar to the way performance was marketed. Ben Jonson, Henry Parrot, and Thomas
Nashe separately complained that the title-pages of their books wergbsiad
throughout the city (though only Jonson references his play €%&9.it does seem that
sometimes title-pages were distributed throughout London. However, these individua
complaints suggest this was a practice that could be challenged becaisseat e
common practice. To my knowledge, playwrights and players did not make the same
complaints about playbills being posted throughout London probably becauselg was
rigueur.?®® Furthermore, these authors complained because this marketing technique
appealed to too broad of an audience. For instance, Jonson (not surprisingly) does not
want his title-pages spread throughout the city, where “termers, or somdikaerk
serving-man, / Who scarce can spell th’hard names’ can read’th@ime always
discriminating Jonson doesn't like the posting of title-pages because it is too broad of a
marketing technique appealing to too large of an audience; in other words, he is
attempting to differentiate the readers of his plays from those who attémeded t
performance of his plays. Likewise, Robert Heath, the author of a book of poésds cal

Clarastellg asks his publisher not to market his text by posting title-pages around the city
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because such a marketing technique will overlap with the marketing of penfsmale
asks that the publisher not

show it barefac’d on the open stall

To tempt the buyer: nor poast it on each wall

And corner poast close underneath the Play

That must be acted at Black-Friers that day.

Heath’s implication is clear: he does not want his text marketed the santkawvay
performances were marketed; that is, to a broad audience. Instead, he, like Jens®n, se
to want his text marketed to a smaller, more discriminating audience.

These remarks by Heath and Jonson suggest what the overall economics and
marketing strategy of early modern drama suggest: the playhouse and printssy
operated under two different modes of production. The printing house attempted to
appeal to a small group of readers by presupposing a particular inteoprefatie texts
they were attempting to market, and the playhouse attempted to appeal to a general
audience by not targeting a specific audience. These two methods constructed two
separate understandings of their respective mediums. On the one hand, the prinéng hous
constructed an unstable text that was able to be interpreted, appropriated anedntarke
a specific audience. On the other hand, the playhouse constructed a stable pegforman
that was not able to be marketed to a specific audience.

That being said, the simple physical differences between the printing raatket
the performance market no doubt contributed to the differences between the marketing
strategy of the printing house and the playhouse. A playhouse has a finite number of
seats available. The Rose, for instance, had a capacity of around two thousand, and the

Swan and the Globe around three thousahHowever, Gurr estimates that, except for

holidays, the playhouse average audience probably only occupied about half the available
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space€”® In other words, a playhouse probably always had, and knew they would have,

an available product — that is, empty seats. So there would be no need to focus on a

specific audience. Indeed, such a focus would be counterproductive since by focusing on

a specific audience one might exclude possible customers. However, a pubksiesr ne

to determinédbeforeprinting how much of the product to make available. Blayney

calculates that a publisher would have had to sell about sixty percent of his run itoorder

turn a profit?® So the publisher would have had to imagine an audience that would buy

sixty percent of his texts, or the printing house would loose money. Thus, the publisher

would have to create an audience for his text through a marketing strategputidt

guarantee a profit. Furthermore, the different profit margins of the playhouse@sneypr

house also determined these different marketing strategies. Lasdiskss the

significantly different profit margins of the different modes of production:
But while the cost to the consumer of an indoor stage play and a printed play are
about the same, an utter disaster in the theatre — a play, for example, that sold out
its first night but then failed ever to attract another spectator — wouldde a f
success if the same number of people bought the play as saw it. While the
company must target a rather broad range of people to fill the theatre teght af
night, the publisher can afford to cater to a smaller, “niche” audi@hce.

However, there is nothing necessary about these physical differencesr dhaetes did

not have to create playhouses that were too big to fill on a regular basig, thdac

existence of these big playhouses is somewhat puzzling: why build playhousesréha

rarely full? The desire to build big playhouses can be seen as the debitg fiverse

and broad audiences. One builds big playhouses because one wants the biggest audience

one can get, which means a broad audience and, not only coincidentally, stable

performances. In other words, the size of the playhouses is not the cause of thiegnarke
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strategies, which then causes stable performances; rather, the big plagmolides
marketing strategies are both the effects of the desire for stafdenpences.

Furthermore, the big playhouses and the marketing strategies these big playhouses
demanded were organized in opposition to the printing house because the printing house
produced unstable texts, and this difference between the printing house and the playhouse
can itself be understood as an effect of a larger construction. The playhouseeatgani
itself in opposition to the printing house because it was attempting to construct a non-
reactive audience. In order to differentiate playgoers from active sedldemplayhouse
sought to create a stable medium unlike the unstable medium of the printing house. The
same effect is of course visible within the play texts themselves: tyequastructed
performance as stable in opposition to the instability of texts. These twtseffgich
are in fact identical, even though they occur in different locations) can be toodeas
reinforcing one another. That is, the representations of stable performamees w
influenced by the production techniques of the playhouse, and these techniques were
influenced by the representations. But in the final analysis, both effectsuseddoy the
construction of the non-reactive playgoer. They are both attempts to stabilize
performances in order to interrupt the interpretation and activity of theqaes/gAnd as
the next chapter will demonstrate, this desire to interrupt the interpretineyagfethe

audience can also be traced to the playwrights’ thoughts about the mimeticohébeie

plays.
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Chapter Five

Anti-Mimetic Drama: Performance’s Relationship to Reality and thggekr’'s

Interpretive Agency
“Things that ne’re were, nor are, nor ne’re will’béohn SucklingThe Gobling”

The early modern dramatic depiction of the stability of performance and the
instability of texts has (at least) one clear exception. AlicArdlen of Faversham,
inverts this depiction of performance and texts by making an appeal to thelitystébi
performance and the stability of texts. When her lover Mosby refuses to touch her
because he has made an oath to her husband promising he would not, Alice responds by
dismissing the importance of oaths and arguing that performative utteearagsstable:

What? Shall an oath make thee forsake my love?

As if I have not sworn as much myself,

And given my hand unto him in the church!

Tush, Mosby! Oaths are words, and words is wind,

And wind is mutable. Then, | conclude,

‘Tis childishness to stand upon an oath (1.433-4%8).

The performance of a marriage (which Webster exploits for its metadecgmasibilities
in The Duchess of Malfis here depicted as unstable or as “mutable” as the wind. By
arguing that performative utterances and performances are unstabgepstimg forth a
conception of performance that opposes the theory of performance that pagwrig
throughout the era exerted so much dramatic energy constructing. Then, lager in t
scene, she describes texts as stable. When Greene asks if it is triegtdratof patents
from the King” have given her husband, Arden, ownership of Greene’s land (1.461),
Alice seems to pity Greene’s plight, but she asserts that the land issilbgvérden’s:

The lands are his in state,

And whatsoever leases were before

Are void for term of Master Arden’s life.
He hath the grant under the Chancery seal (1.465-468).
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Since Arden has the lands for the rest of his life, Alice’s solution is to etehAsrlife

and then give the lands back to Greene. The finality and stability of thes'lefter

patents” recall the dystopian world Die Old Lawwhere legal texts cannot be disputed
or quibbled with. There is no attempt on the part of Alice or Greene to dispute the claim
by reading the text carefully in order to find a way out of their textuatigyced

situation, as happens The Merchant of Venicénstead, the text is portrayed as perfectly
stable, and so another more diabolical approach is needed.

Of course just because Alice asserts the stability of texts and tHalitystd
performance does not mean that the play validates her claims. Since she ist less,
the villain of the play, her claims could be the playwright’'s way of arguindnéor t
stability of performance. As in, only an unchaste murderer such as Alicd equie that
performances and performative utterances are as mutable as the wind.

However, the play asserts something else about the status of performanke, whic
reinforces Alice’s ideas about the stability performance; thegiéams to be a
representation of historical events. In the final lines of the play, Franklimyimeetps
the narrative and then asks the audience to forgive the play’s lack of polish.

Gentlemen, we hope you’ll pardon this naked tragedy

Wherein no filed points are foisted in

To make it gracious to the ear or eye;

For simple truth is gracious enough

And needs no other points of glozing stuff (Epi. 14-18).

Franklin’s description of the play as a “naked tragedy” and a “simple truggests that

the play is simply retelling the real story of Arden without embellistinteanklin is

claiming that the play is mimetic — not necessarily mimetic in thet&elian sense of
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probability, but mimetic in the sense of facticity and historical veracitgther words,
Franklin is claiming that the play is a representation of real events.

The play’s calibration of the audience’s interpretive agency is what links
Franklin’s description of the play as a “naked tragedy” and Alice’s depiction of
performance as unstable. As | argued in the pervious chapter, the plaswndtthe
larger theatrical culture depicted and constructed performancebbesistarder to
discourage the audience from actively interpreting performances, stsAlaestruction
of performance as unstable has the opposite effect — she is encouraging theeaodie
interpret the performance. The play’s depiction of itself as a “nakedliraged so as a
purely mimetic artifact produces a similar effect. As this chapileattempt to
demonstrate, mimetic texts are more amendable to interpretation andkalyrtol
produce audience reaction than texts that do not attempt to represent reality.
Consequently, Franklin’s claims of mimesis invite the audience to interpret and
destabilize the performance. However, most early modern plays go out of théa wa
create the opposite construction; they depict themselves as non-mimetic€or mor
precisely, anti-mimetic) in an effort to limit the interpretive ageofctheir audience. In
the final analysis, early modern drama’s description of itself as non-roitheh
constitutes an attempt to produce a non-reactive playgoer because, ad iratgae
previous chapter, by interrupting the interpretive agency of the audience, iglatgwr

were seeking to limit the audience’s reactions to stage performances.
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I: Mimesis, Interpretation and the Self-referentiality of Mesawia

The concept of mimesis, like the concept of reality that mimesis is said to
represent, has been shown by post-structuralist thinkers such as Jacques meerrida a
Philippe Locoue-Labarthe to be a slippery and complex term. Neverthelesdlabie f
exploration of the connection between mimesis and interpretation seenuskstilEtich
Auerbach’sMimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literaf(#suerbach
explores in unusual detail how the interpretive agency of the audience is cdrinabie
mimetic quality of the object of that interpretati¥AAnd even though theorists have
shown that Auerbach’s ideas about mimesis often oversimplify or under-thémize
concept, his ideas are perhaps more useful in relation to early modern acorxepti
mimesis than those that come after him because, as Jonathan Holmes and Asrian St
suggest, early modern thinkers never fully theorized (according to a post-modezh rubri
the term either. Instead they often use it interchangeably with “iontaand
“representation>® And in any case, the playwrights discussed below do not seem to be
working within a conventional tradition of mimesis — a tradition that starts#to and
Aristotle in the classical age, is reasserted, at least thedsetimalvriters such as Philip
Sidney in the early modern era and is deconstructed by post-moderns like Bedrida
Locoue-Labarthe. Rather, as in the similar case of their rejection dadsgcal unities,
some early modern playwrights seem to work against this classical tradititwe, @tle to
this chapter suggest¥. That is, playwrights used metadrama to assert an anti-mimetic

conception of their art — a conception that has much more in common with Auerbach’s
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understanding of mimesis than it does with Sidney’s or Aristotle’s, in thatsigrakows
for more interpretive space than texts that are not explicitly mimetic.
In the opening chapters bfimesis Auerbach shows how a work’s mimetic status
can affect the audience’s interpretive ability. He contrasts theeahtfeelations Homer
and the Old Testament have to reality, arguing that while the Old Testelamem to be
representing historical truth, Homer does not:
The claim of the Old Testament stories to represent universal history, their
insistent relation — a relation constantly redefined by conflicts — to ke sind
hidden God, who yet shows himself and who guides universal history by promise
and exaction, gives these stories an entirely different perspective frotmeany
Homeric poems can possé&Ss.
Auerbach goes on describe the three mimetic elements of the Old Testdegamtd,’
historical reporting and interpretative historical theolod¥..egend is the mystification
of historical figures and events, historical reporting is the synthesistofité events
into a narrative, and interpretive historical theology is the interpretdtiothé author) of
these historical events along theological lines, that is, how historicatinasreeflect the
will of god. Auerbach maintains that disentangling and locating these s$peets of the
text necessitate complex interpretive procedures: “It is a difficattan requiring careful
historical and philological training, to distinguish the true from the syntbetite biased
in a historical presentation, but it is easy to separate the historical froegéralary in
general.3°
The precise way that Auerbach interprets the Old Testament is not imgortant
this study. In fact, because of the highly self-reflective nature of eadgm drama, we

do not have to use the complex analytical tools that Auerbach develops in order to

uncover a text’s relationship to reality — its mimetic qualities. Insteaglistdave to
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notice the way that plays announce and construct their own relationship to readitsgs A

we will see, this announcement/construction is particularly pronounced walge- st

orations since they comment directly on the play they are a part of.
What is important for my purposes about Auerbach’s analytical scheme is how he

contrasts the mimetic qualities of the Old Testament with the mimetiitiegmaf Homer

and shows how these qualities affect the interpretive possibilitieslotedc He argues

that Homer does not make claims of historical truth, but tries to create his eality“r

(a fictive reality) that draws the reader into the text. For Auerbach, Motegts
bewitch us and ingratiate themselves to us until we live with them in the @&fality
their lives; so long as we are reading or hearing the poems, it does not matter
whether we know that all this is only legend, “make-believe.” The oft-repeated
reproach that Homer is a liar takes nothing from his effectiveness, he does not
need to base his story on historical reality, his reality is powerful enougteif; it
it ensnares us, weaving its web around us, and that suffices him. And this “real”
world into which we are lured, exists for itself, contains nothing but itself; the
Homeric poems conceal nothing, they contain no teaching and no secret second
meaning. Homer can be analyzed, as we have assayed to do here, but he cannot be
interpreted™*

Auerbach may be going too far when he asserts that no meaning or teachindocartdbe

in Homer, but his overall analysis of the effect the two different texts haveion the

readers can be usefully applied to early modern drama. While the Old Testderaptsat

to link itself to historical reality and so directs readers out by attegfi connect the

text to a larger historical truth, Homer attempts to draw readers in, awaynfstorical

reality and into the fictive reality of the poem, where any meaningithr tinat the poem

conveys is controlled by Homer and only really applicable to the fictive univese t

Homer has created. The same can be said of early modern éwaiea.of Faversham

depicts itself as mimetic and so invites its audience to compare it to histbliplathe

story within a larger historical narrative. But as | will attempt to shoanyearly
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modern plays do the opposite; they attempt to show that drama is not purely mmetic i
an attempt to draw the viewer into the fictive reality of the play. Thus, lookeohatlis
perspective and according to Auerbach’s system, most early modern dsamarkan
common with Homer than it does with the Old Testament.

The above is, admittedly, a fairly idiosyncratic reading of Auerbach. Aliter
Auerbach is generally interested in describing the different types ofsmsiisued the
different ways various cultures and writers represented realitys hia iexplicitly
describing Homer’s poetry as non-mimetic in opposition to the mimesis of the Old
Testament, but describing the different ways that each text gestureddonianresis.

Still, Auerbach contrasting description of Homer and the Old Testament can help us
make sense of the way that early modern drama seems to connect mimesis with
interpretation.

In fact, early modern interpretive or textual culture can perhaps solidifynth
between mimesis and interpretation found in Auerbach’s analysis. Or put another way,
we can historicize this link by situating it within early modern interprginaetices. As
discussed in the previous chapter, early modern readers were often trainedtéeoviingtt
they read according to their active interpretations. Zwicker ttaisype of reading
“exemplary reading — the careful study of texts for patterns of vitteantbibing of
classical wisdom, and the exportation of models of conduct and expre¥3idhus,
texts did not just imitate reality, but readers imitated texts. Aetimtext (which made it
clear that it was imitating historical reality) would seem to be raorendable to this
type of interpretive strategy. If a text is claiming to be a faithful sepre&tion of reality,

then the reader (or viewer) can easily apply the “models of conduct and exptressi
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found in that textual reality to his or her own realitire Mirror of Magistrategand the
broadeiDe Casibugradition) is perhaps a good example of how mimesis and exemplary
reading work together. The text is a mirror or imitation of past events, and its @ispos

to influence the current reality by explicitly encouraging itslees to imitate or avoid
imitating the narratives of the text. It seems, early modern minsadis €éncouraged

active reading and readers’ actions. But as we will see, early modern aftamé&ies to
sever the link between the fictive reality of the stage and the refthg playgoers in an
attempt to limit this type of imitation and active reading. That is, thetptdeny that

their plays are mimetic.

This is not to say that there is a perfect and clear demarcation betweeicmime
plays (or any cultural artifact) and non-mimetic plays. All earbdern plays, like any
fictional work, have some connection to reality or represent reality on somé&'fevel
Thus, | use the term anti-mimetic instead of non-mimetic; early moders gtaynot
non-mimetic in so far as “non” signifies an absence of mimesis. Instead, ysecptaain
anti-mimetic tendencies; they deploy techniques that exert an enerdyopmoses
drama’s mimetic qualities. Thus, these early modern plays attempt tohemi
connection to reality and so limit their audience’s interpretive abilitys Thapter will
chart these anti-mimetic tendencies by analyzing early modem-agtagons that
announce their own relationship to reality and determine how this relationshipuctsstr
playgoers’ response to performances.

Furthermore, playwrights’ attempts at limiting the interpretive agentyeof
audience through anti-mimesis should probably not be thought of as an attempt at

blocking or completely stopping the audience’s interpretive ability. As distusskee
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previous chapter, (literate) early modern audiences were thoroughly traindigddtyac
interpret texts, and it seems likely that they would bring this training tpldéyouse. By
interrupting the interpretive agency of the audience, the playwrights weregasfainst
playgoers’ tendency to interpret. Like their efforts at anti-mimessywrights were
exerting an anti-interruptive energy, which opposed the audience’s tendencyetyacti
interpret the performances without completely stopping them from interpietin fact,
because (as my reading of Auerbach suggests) mimesis is conneatedoi@fation, the
anti-mimetic energy of early modern plays also produces anti-interrupigrgye As the
plays distance themselves from reality, they also make it difficult foeaads to
interpret and imitate the performances of these plays.

Early modern drama’s constructing of this relationship of difference wetlity
is significant because it theoretically follows from and reinforces thdrcatisn of
stage utterances as performative (chapter two), the non-naturalisnstdgbeechapter
three) and the stability of performance (chapter four) and so cohehethevtheory of
performance that | have been arguing was constructed by playwrighighbrd the
early modern era. For starters, if a play is not attempting to link itsedfdity, it would
have little reason to create a realistic or naturalistic portrayadedf,iand non-
naturalistic stage devices contribute to (but do not ensure) the anti-mimettg qtitie
early modern stage because these techniques remind the audience that th#ssharg w
purely fictional events — which in turn suggests that events are unconnectecetditie r
outside the playhouse. Also, as | argued in the previous chapter, since stage atterance
were constructed as performative and having the ability to createtiost reality, they

produced stable performances, which were difficult to actively interfPret cannot, at
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least on a theoretical level, disagree with a performative, choose to bebevitor
develop a meaning that is contrary or different from what the performance gurmport
signify. For instance, a guest or audience member of a wedding cannot intexpret t
wedding. They may judge it to be a good marriage or a bad one, with an elegant sermon
or a crass one, but they cannot deny that it exists or interpret it in any othéraway t
marriage — an institution constructed through performative languagevicé&ean early
modern play which is viewed as performative is difficult to interpret; it must be
confronted as one would confront any other form of institutional reality, as nelsessa
real. The audience may judge the performance; they may consider the play tmfe bor
or poorly performed, but (in so far as it is performative) it cannot be intedpéténd

as Auerbach suggests, anti-mimetic texts also limit interpoatdn fact, Auerbach’s
description of Homer and the Old Testament can be described in speech sicliterm
other words, we can use speech act terms to transcode between Auerbach’snaloject a
this one. When he argues that the Old Testament makes a claim of historiasy,vieeac
is essentially demonstrating that the Old Testament is made up of constatigrads,
utterances that report (or claim to report) on a prior reality. Convetdetyger is
decidedly not crafting constative utterances because he is not makmg atahistorical
veracity and so is not reporting on a prior reality; he is creating his owty.r€ale

could say that Auerbach reads Homer as constructing his own text as pevirmat
because his texts are not mimetic. This is not to say that anti-mimetate always
performative. However, the opposite is true: performative utterancekvangs anti-

mimetic because they are not representing reality but constructingwreneality®™
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Thus, performative stage utterances, which contribute to the stabilityfofrpance, also
contribute to the anti-mimetic quality of the early modern stage.

Furthermore, by distancing the play from historical reality, playvisigpened up
an ontological space for performances to create institutional redi#y.ig, the plays
attempted to construct themselves as anti-mimetic in order to deny thatdhesr w
represented a reality outside the playhouse, so they could createyansialé the
playhouse. So anti-mimesis is not only produced through performative utterances, but it
also contributes to or allows for the construction of stage utterances asnaditfer
which, in turn, helps contribute to the stability of performance. In short, the anatit
stage, non-naturalistic productions, performative stage utterances aed stabl
performances are all mutually reinforcing.

In the final analysis, all of these elements of playgoing, including antiesis,
can be understood as attempts to control the unruly early modern audience ored an eff
of the construction of the non-reactive playgoer. Anti-mimesis, as Auerbach tsigges
limits the interpretive agency of the audience, and as | argued in the previptes,da
interrupting the interpretive agency of the audience, the playwrights weréah ef
attempting to control audience reaction in so far as early modern audiesressained
to view interpretations as a path towards action. Thus, early modern playwrights’
construction of their plays’ relationship to reality was an effect of theireléo construct
a non-reactive playgoer.

Before investigating plays that reveal their own relationship to realitgint to
point out that early modern drama’s self-reflexivity is not just a path througtnwia

can discover a play’s relationship to reality or a medium through which playsiright
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could construct this relationship; it is also, in and of itself, a technique destned t
construct drama’s relationship with reality. That is, metadmguaanetadrama calls
attention to a play’s fictional status (it announces the play as a fictitecgrand so

works against the mimetic qualities of the play. In other words, metadranga-is

mimetic because metadrama, in so far as it is also self-referenéipl #tee play from
referencing the reality outside the playhouse; it brackets reatdity the play. By doing

so, metadrama is keeping the audience from comparing the fictive actions on the stage
real actions. Self-reflexivity does not give the audience a referent thvahigh to
understand the play in terms other than that which is produced by the play itself.
Metadrama then has the same affect on the audience’s interpretive tggnyerbach
understands Homer’s effect to be on his audience; it traps the audience insidekthe wor
itself and the fictive world that the work creates, and so in Auerbach’s teetegnama
creates a play that “exists for itself, contains nothing but it88lfThus, metadrama is

not only saying something —playwrights’ thoughts about drama’s relationshigitp rea
but is also doing something — creating anti-mimetic energy and so constiretmg’'s

relationship with reality.

II: Stage-Orations: Constructing the Play’s Relationship with Realibugh Prologues,

Inductions and Epilogues

The dramatic spaces where playwrights clearly attempt to contteurcplays’
mimetic status exist at the beginning and end of performances, within tbgues)

inductions and epilogues. Stage-orations are able to do this because they dighad a



207

space between the outside and inside of a play. As Douglas Bruster and RobemiVeim
point out in their study of prologues (and the same could be said of epilogues and
inductions), “from this crucial position, prologues were able to function as interact
liminal, boundary-breaking entities that negotiated charged thresholds betaege

among, variously, playwrights, actors, characters, audience members, pdayaod the
world outside the playhousé* | agree with Bruster and Weimann that stage-orations
negotiate the thresholds between “playworlds and the world outside the playhouse;”
indeed, this chapter will highlight the techniques or tropes that stage-onas®ns
describe the relationship between the world of the playhouse and the world outside the
playhouse — the dramatic representation of reality and the reality thatgs bei
represented. However, | disagree with their labeling of stage-oratiohswasdary-
breaking.” Rather than eroding the boundary between reality and play, early modern
stage-orations are often intereste@stablishinghis boundary in order to create a
relationship of difference between “playworlds and the world outside the playhtuse.”
other words, they seek to frame the play as anti-mimetic by highlightirdiffteeences
between reality and the pl&}?

This is not to say that the only purpose of early modern stage-orations is to
establish drama’s relationship to reality. In fact, the vast majorsgyagfe-orations do not
comment on a play’s mimetic status. They either make an appeal to the afalidmoe
judgment or describe the theme or plot of the play (similar to an epic arguiiient).
Nevertheless, when stage-orations do comment upon their mimetic status, they offe
explicit and easily recognizable evidence of a play’s relationship toyrbaltause their

liminal position within a play allows them to comment directly upon the plagttge-
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oration is a part of. Furthermore, these stage-orations offer claapées of audience
construction since they speak directly to the audience and so are attempting teénflue
the audience’s understanding of the play they are about to or just finished wattiang. T
is, they are not just constructing their play’s relationship to reality; treegaarstructing

that relationship for the audience in an attempt to influence the playgoing experienc

By my count, from 1575 t01642, 309 extent plays include a prologue, epilogue or
induction (excluding Latin playsf° Of these 309 plays, only three make what | would
consider explicit claims of mimesis — an imitation of historicalitgaDf course, these
stage-orations are highly interpretable, as my own analysis will slecavgéferent critic
using a different interpretive lens and a different definition of mimesis would pyobabl
come up with a different number of stage-orations that make claims of miSgii$
think most would agree that these three playden of Favershar(already discussed),
The Merry Devil of Edmontoand William Sampson'$he Vow Breakemake fairly
clear and explicit claims that the plays they frame are a faitiyfuesentation of
historical events.

For instanceThe Merry Devil of Edmontooiffers proof that the play is based on
real events by dispelling the audience’s doubt that the main characteff-&tst#y is
fictional.

If any heere make doubt of such a name,

In Edmonton yet fresh vnto this day,

Fixt in the wall of that old antient Church,

His monument remayneth to be seen;

His memory yet in the mouths of men,

That whilst he liued he could deceiue the Deuill (Pro. 16:21).

Here the prologue is clearly inviting the audience to compare the play &atitg r

outside the playhouse. In fact, the audience can even go to Edmonton, which, the
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prologue reminds them, is “not seven miles from [London],” and still hear the stogy bein
told by its citizens. Likewiselhe Vow Breakes prologue assures the audience that the
play is a true representation of historical events and historical p&ople.

And yet me thinkes | here some Criticke say

That they are much abus’d in this our Play.

Their Magistracy laught at ! as if now

What Ninety yeeres since dy’'d, afresh did grow:

To those wee answer, that ere they were borne,

The story that we glaunse at, then was worne

And held authentick: and the men wee name

Grounded in Honours Prowesse, Vertues Fame (Pro. 316).
While The Merry Devil of Edmontooffers testimony and physical proof (the
townspeople and the monument) to demonstrate that the play is a true representation of
actual eventsThe Vow Breakés prologue simply assures the audience that the story has
always been known as “authentick” or historically true. In effect, its histigposition,
(the story has been told for over ninety years) guarantees its autlgemtigtplay
promises to reproduce that authentic story.

These kinds of claims of mimesis are, as | have suggested, rare. &@yuntyand
my interpretation, twenty-eight stage-orations attempt to distance tlvesfem
reality, thereby minimizing the mimetic effect of the play and limitimg interpretive
agency of the audience. Each one of these stage-orations will not be discussait] in de
instead, | will focus on three distinct but related tropes within stagesosativhich are
commonly used to accomplish this anti-mimetic effect. Each one of the fojdvapes
will be treated separately below even though they sometimes overlap: Tpgée s
oration attempts to deny completely that the play has any connectionitipaeelso

should be treated by the audience as pure fantasy or a dream. 2) The stage-oration

discourages the audience from comparing the characters in the play tfe ref@tacters
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and assures the audience that the characters are purely fictional anchabt mi
representations of real figures. 3) The stage-oration calls into questionlittyeoakine
play to represent reality accurately or faithfully.

But as we will see, these tropes are not deployed in isolation within tlee stag
orations. Often they are embedded within more conventional or obvious rhetorical
appeals. The first two tropes are often found within stage-orations (panticul
prologues) which are attempting to avoid censorship and/or topical reddfiigst is,
the stage-oration is attempting to create a relationship of differenceeaiity so that
their audience won't think that the play is attacking or satirizing real pfigplices. Or
these types of stage-orations are designed to allow the playwright tthé¢lyese kinds
of attacks took place, even though they did. This relationship of difference gives the
playwrights political cover. And the third trope is often placed within stagensathat
are taking part in a larger conversation about the nature of history and practice of
historiography. However, these other elements or purposes of stage-clatioots |
think, negate their ability to construction drama’s relationship with redtitiact, these
other elements often dovetail with the broad early modern trend of anti-misuegithé
even broader early modern construction of playgoing), and when these elemants are
tension or conflict with anti-mimesis or the construction of playgoing, they provide
interesting insights into the dilemma playwrights faced when tryinglémba their need
to control their unruly audiences and other desires, such as producing dramatic

representations of topical events, that is, timely and relevant art.
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1) Denying any Connection to Reality: Lyly’s Play-as-Dream Trope

Although some of the anti-mimetic tendencies of early modern stagerw atie
quite subtle, some prologues are explicit about their desire to have plays understood as
disconnected from reality. John Lyly seems to have been particularly fond ofglenyin
that his plays were connected to reality. In three of his p&ggpho and Phao
EndymionandThe Woman in the Mogthe prologues encourage the audience to view
the play as pure fantasy or as a dream, thereby framing the play as sgro#tbr than
reality. And as we will see, this is ostensibly done to avoid any expliererece to the
court, but it also works to create a relationship of difference with reality.

Sappho and Pha® prologue to the court exhorts the queen to imagine the play is
a dream: “in all humbleness we all, and | on knee for all, entreat that / ybunebg)
imagine yourself to be in a deep dream that, / staying the conclusion, insyogryour
Majesty vouchsafe / but to sarid so you awaketi(Pro. 15-18 emphasis miné3>
The Woman and the Mooepeats this trope, the prologue reminding the audience (which
is again the court) that the play is nothing but a dream — “remember all is bisa poe
dream” (Pro. 17§%° By framing the plays as dreams, these prologues are drawing a fairly
bright line between reality and the play. They are, in a sense, drawin¢oéogaal
circle around the performances and suggesting that what occurs within the elkks ar
dreams that have nothing to do with the world that exists outside the dream world of the
playhouse. Once the play is over, the audience should imagine themselves awaking to

reality that is disconnected from the fictive world of the play.
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However, even this fairly straightforward attempt at anti-mimesis besom
complicated because, as suggested above, all fictional works are somewhettecbtmne
reality, and interpretation can never be fully blocked, and Lyly’s prologgees to be
aware of both of these caveats. So even though the prologues use anti-mimesis to keep
the audience from interpreting the performance, they still leave room ricesis and
interpretation. Indeed, by describing the play as a dream, the prologuseare link
the mimetic status of the play and the interpretive agency of the audierazb/tmedern
dream theory, and through this link they can explore the complex connections between
drama, reality and interpretation.

Although framing the play as a dream seems to distance the play froty, tbai
type of prologue does not necessarily inhibit the interpretive agency of the@adiace
dreams themselves can and often are interpreted. So framing the plaga® andty in
fact be both an effort at anti-mimesis and an invitation to interpret. Howevamslia
pre-Freudian early modern England were understood and represented in different te
than they are in a post-Freudian era, and these terms suggest that dreams would not
necessarily have been understood by Lyly’s audience as an invitation to intdipeet
differences between early modern and post-Freudian dream theoonragiex (too
complex to treat fully here) in part because the early modern era did not produce a
coherent and hegemonic theory of dredfMsHowever, two aspects of the early modern
attitude towards dream interpretation are relevant here: 1) the Engligdte dismiss
the significance of dreams by describing them as the residue of livedemgegrand 2)
when the importance of dreams were recognized, they were not represemtethas

interpretive field, but as a phenomenon to be decoded.
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Peter Holland’s study of early modern English dream interpretations finds tha
while pan-European culture maintained a robust if often contradictory traditidream
interpretation, early modern English dream theory was “extremely tmd,Eaglish
writers were often quite dismissive of the possibility that meaning could be found
through the interpretation of dreartf8. Holland cites Thomas Hil'$he most pleasuante
Arte of the Interpretacion of Dreanasidd Thomas NasheThe Terrors of the Niglds
two representative examples of English dream theory. The latter vehgulientisses
the relevance of dreams and the wisdom of dream interpretation, and the former
simplifies dream interpretation into a simple decoding. Nashe, like Antigonus in
Shakespeareshe Winter's Talewho claims that “dreams are but toys” (3.3.38), largely
dismisses the importance and interpretive possibility of dreams. For instastatelse
that “a dream is nothing else but a bubbling scum or froth of the fancy, which the day
hath left undigested; or an after-feast made of the fragments of idle irtiaigitta’
Nashe’s description of dreams as the product of food was not just a metaplasr(ding
still is) commonly believed that particular foods produced certain typesafii=°
Thus, dreams were not significant pathways to the subject’s unconscious, opereto fertil
interpretation (as Freud would have it), but the meaningless residue of digesiscand
lived experiences. On the other hand, Hill's highly influential treatise on dream
interpretation does seem to take dreams and the interpretation of dreaos\sdyut
according to Hill, one does not interpret a dream the same way one mighteihéetext
— as open to multiple meanings produced through imaginative interpretations by the
reader®! Instead, Hill seems to maintain that although a particular dream could be

interpreted, each dream could only be interpreted in one way. Thus, Hill providesfa li
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possible dreams and their meanings. For instance, “Hee which seeth hisnirtiege i
moone, not having children, doth foreshew the birth of a sonne to ensue: but to the
women like dreaming, to have a daughter.” Dreams, under Hill's theory, ae vt t
interpreted as much as they are to be decoded. Furthermore, the dream isgnot bei
interpreted by the audience of the dream (the dreamer), but by an exgewiidil
provides the significance of an individual dream. The dreamer merely has to Igocate hi
her dream on Hill's list and determine its significance. In short, the intepgency of
the dreamer is fairly narrow within prominent examples of early modern dhesmmryt
Thus, when Lyly’s prologues frame plays as dreams, they seem not to be inviting the
audience to tease out the subtle and complex significances of the dream/ptdyotssy
metaphors and themes; rather, they are seeking to limit the interpretiuglpessof

those symbols, metaphors and themes.

Indeed, internal evidence within Lyly’s works suggests that when ej&rences
dreams in his prologues, he seems to be working within this early modern English
tradition of dream theory. For instance, in the fourth a8aptho and Phad&sapho and
her ladies in waiting discuss the meaning of dreams. One of the women, Isnenptsatt
to interpret the symbols of the dreams and comments on their significance, baethe ot
women mock her efforts: Mileta tells her “You are no interpreter, but an iaterpr
(4.3.39-40). And Eugenua asserts, in terms reminiscent of Nashe’s dismissahud,dre
“Dreams are but dotings, which come either by / things we see in the day srthatat
we eat, and so the / common sense preferring it to be the imaginative” (4.3%9-51).

Mileta and Eugenua’s comments on dreams reinforce the prologue’s ardticngffiects
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by linking the play’s perspective on dreams to an English tradition of dreams ana dre
interpretation that minimizes interpretive capability.

That being said, although the play-as-dream trope may interrupt the ititerpre
possibilities of the play, it does not completely detach the play from rdabigams are
thought of as the residue of lived experience, as Nashe’s and Mileta’s consorgayest,
then they are, at least partially, representations of reality —atfeepimetic. Thus, by
linking the play to dreams and the early modern understanding of dreams, the prologues
are claiming that the plays are also, at least partially, mimeticedhdieeams, or dreams
as many early moderns understood them, become a suggestive image dosthected
mimetic status of early modern drama: dreams, like plays, are percsidethahed from
reality but can never be held completely separate from reality. The tiwedrereality
and plays (or dreams) is always permeable. Both will always contaiedidee of lived,
that is real, experience. The play-as-dream trope then seems meant noétihé&ahay
as non-mimetic, but is meant to produce anti-mimesis. It distances theontathe
world outside the play, thereby producing a relationship of difference witkyreali
dreams contain elements of reality, but are not pure imitations of realityanfine
mimesis of the play-as-dream trope is then able to oppose (while allowing fptayfse
mimetic tendency in order to limit the interpretive capabilities of the auglienc
Furthermore, just as the play is unable to keep reality from enteringtilwe fivorld of
the play, it is unable to fully stop the interpretive agency of the audienceysloza be
interpreted, but the interpretive possibilities are fairly constrained.

Understanding Lyly’s play-as-dream trope as an attempt at anti-miara$to

limit the interpretations of the audience is reinforced if we read it alolegtlse prologue
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to Endymion This prologue, like the prologues discussed above, attempts to distance the
play from reality, but unlike the play-as-dream trope, this stage-oratioicidypl
connects the play’s anti-mimetic efforts to interpretation.

It was forbidden in old time to dispute of Chimera, because

it was a fiction. We hope in our times none will apply pas-

times, because they are fancies; for there liveth none under the

sun that knows what to make of the Man in the Moon. We

present neither comedy, nor tragedy, nor story, nor anything,

but that whosoever heareth may say this: “Why, here is a tale

of the Man in the Moon” (Pro. 6-13§?
Here the play is categorized not as a dream, but as a “Chimera,” aficifancy, and
a “Man in the Moon.” That is, the play has little connection to reality. The prolaigoe
connects the non-mimetic nature of the play with an inability to interpretidthe
audience that one cannot “dispute” with such non-mimetic representations, nor can
anyone “make” anything of it. In other words, the prologue claims thatutience
cannot disagree with the play they are about to see (they cannot dispute anstarat
any meaning out of it (they can not make anything of it) because it isos ficith no
connection to reality. Since this prologue is both distancing the play frony raadi
limiting interpretive agency, it seems likely that Lyly’s other pgoles are attempting to
make the same connection between anti-mimesis and interpretation.

However, the prologue t&ndymion like the prologues t8apho and Phaand
The Woman on the Mopdoes not completely detach the play it introduces from reality,
nor does it completely stop audience interpretation, because the play it isastiks
despite the prologue’s efforts, highly interpretable and rather obviously imifieat is,

Cynthia, the virginal female monarch of the play, is a fairly clear figur@tieen

Elizabeth, and Endymion, Cynthia’s hopeless suitor, is a fairly clear figure



217

Elizabeth’s various suitors and courtly lovers. In other words, the play is paatially
analogy of Elizabeth’s court and so is a fictional representation of redigyefbre, the
play can (easily) be interpreted as a comment on Elizabeth’s monaecige®ms
unlikely that the prologue could achieve what it seems meant to do: detach fliom rea
the play it introduces in order to stop the audience from interpreting the playttsenc
play itself seems designed to be interpreted as mimetic. What the prologueeatods s
accomplish is anti-mimesis: the prologue works against the mimetic aspédutsplay
and limits its interpretive possibilities. Or put another way, the prologumtisnimetic
tendencies are in tension with the mimetic tendencies of the play.

In fact, there was a good reason why Lyly, or whatever member of Lyly’s
company wrote the prologue, would want to keep the audience from interpretingythe pla
as mimetic, that is, as an analogy of Elizabeth’s court. All three of thegoed
discussed above seem only to have been spoken during a performance at couyt. In fac
the 1584 quarto ddapho and Phaprovides two prologues and claims that one was
performed at the court (the prologue discussed above) and the other wasgqukgbthe
Blackfriars. The latter does not include any real attempt to distanceath&qi reality.

This difference between prologues perhaps suggests that whoever wrote theepralsgu
more worried about the queen’s and court’s interpretations than he was about the
public’s3** After all, if the queen or the court interpreted the play as a comment er satir
about themselves (as some modern commentators have suggested), then Lyly'sand L
company could have been punished in any number of ways: financially and
professionally (disallowed from performing at court) or even physicafally punished

for offending the aristocratic audiencéy.
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Although Lyly seemed particularly fond of this trope, it was not limiteligo
plays. ShakespearefsMidsummer Night's Dreanfor one, also uses a stage-oration, this
time an epilogue, to frame the play as a dream. And of course, the title also helps
contribute to this frame. Robin ends the play by telling the audience:

If we shadows have offended,

Think but this, and all is mended:

That you have but slumbered here,

While these visions did appear;

And this weak and idle theme,

No more yielding but a dream,

Gentles, do not reprehend. (Epi. 1-7).
Like Lyly's prologues, this epilogue tries to convince the audience thatdfiesphot a
representation of reality, but a vision or dream produced by “shadows.” An&ajde
and Phag dreams are portrayed within this play as inscrutable narratives tlsat resi
interpretation. When Bottom wakes up, thinking that his time as Titania’s lover was onl
a dream, he remarks, “Man is but an ass if he go about t'expound this / dream” (4.1.201-
202). Depicting the play as a dream seems to be used by Shakespeare to keep the
audience from actively interpreting the play. And like Lyly’s prologoethé courtA
Midsummer Night's Dreapwhich may also have been performed at court, seems to be
using the play-as-dream trope to avoid offending the audience. Robin seems worried that
the play will offend the “gentles.” And by convincing them that the play is ardezal
S0 not connected to the reality of the audience, the epilogue seeks to convince the
audience not to be offended. Anti-mimesis is again used to avoid censorship or possible

punishment. In fact, the play references, hyperbolically, the danger afigplatycourt.

When the Mechanicals are practicing their play, they contemplate wiét happen if
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they offend their audience; they all agree that the audience “would hang ys, ever
mother’s son” (1.2.64).

Whatever the immediate reason for the anti-mimesis of the stage-oraybns,
Shakespeare’s and their companies’ apparent belief/hope that this techniqueac&uld w
is significant. They seem to believe that a play framed as anti-mimettt woiimize
(though not negate) the mimetic effects of the performance and interrupt (though not
stop) the interpretive agency of the audience. And, as we shall see, ttisreffo
technique is picked up by other playwrights who address their stage-orationsdo-the

courtly audiences of the London playhouses.

2) Dislocating Real People from Fictional Characters: Early ModegalBoilerplate

| suggested above that Lyly may have wanted to interrupt the interpretiveyage
of the audience because his courtly audiences might have been offended ifithey ha
interpreted the fictional characters as representations of themselvetgrpretation that
his plays seem to have encouraged. This effort to differentiate real inds/fdvral
fictional characters is similar to the legal boilerplate phrase found at ghebey and
ending of films: “All characters appearing in this work are fictitious. Aggemblance to
real persons, living or dead, is purely coincidental.” Indeed, representing a living
monarch or any prominent individual on the early modern stage was technically
forbidden and was subject to the censor of the Master of REV&le.not surprisingly,
many early modern stage-orations deny that the fictional charactées gy are

representations of real characters. Although these stage-orationgvedyden, like the
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Hollywood boilerplate, meant to keep playwrights and playing companies out of legal
trouble, they still represents an effort at anti-mimesis and so are\vasysly suggested,
connected to the broader early modern trend of anti-mimesis. Furthermotgpéhid
early modern legal boilerplate goes beyond a simple denial of mimesisfténdinked
to the interpretive ability of the audience.

For instance, the induction to JonsoBartholomew Fairexplicitly discourages
(indeed it forbids) the audience from connecting the fictional charactesalto
characters. Within the induction, a scrivener describes a contract betweaththheof
the play and the playgoers. Part of this contract forbids the audience fromeitibeypr
fictional characters as real:

In consideration of which, it is finally agreed, by the

foresaid hearers and spectators, that they neither in them-

selves conceal, nor suffer by them to be concealed, any

state-decipherer, or politic picklock of the scene, so

solemnly ridiculous as to search out who was meant by

the Ginger-bread-woman, who by the Hobby-horse-

man, who by the Costermonger, nay, who by their

wares; or that will pretend to affirm, on his own inspired

ignorance, what Mirror of Magistrates is meant by the

justice, what great lady by the pig-woman, what con-

ceal'd statesman by the Seller of Mousetraps (136-146).

If we read this section of the induction literally or un-ironically, it ipletly prohibiting
the audience from interpreting the play as a representation of realitybiydiog them
from reading the fictional characters as representations of reattdrard his injunction
is cast in political terms. Those who would try to ascertain the real yehtie
fictional characters are called “state decipherers” and “politic pikklband these

picklocks and decipherers are asked not to interpret the fictional charadteeptdy as

public figures: magistrates, great ladies or statesmen. Jonson is #gdeyitig to keep
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the audience from interpreting the play politically — he is interrupting emating to
interrupt the interpretive agency of the audience — and he is doing so by disltoating
play from reality. He is telling the audience that the fictional charaatersot mimetic;
they are not representations of real public figures.

Of course, Jonson’s injunction against reading the play politically is so obvious
that the induction could actually be read as an invitation to interpret politicallyisTha
the induction could be deploying paralipsis; it tells the audience not to read the play
politically in order to plant the idea of this interpretation in their minds. The plitysdbi
paralipsis within the prologue demonstrates the difficulty or even impossiili
completely stopping the audience from interpreting. That is, even an ateemigrtupt
interpretation can itself be interpreted as an invitation to interpret. Howeaxaar if this
is the intent of the induction and/or its effect on the audience, it still works tauptténe
interpretive agency of the audience. A paraliptical induction would be esset#ilatly
the audience how to interpret the performance (in this case politically) and withldd s
closing down the interpretive space for the audience.

However, | don't believe that this was thely intent behind the prologue (even if
it was its effect) because in Jonson’s prologue to the court for the same plagkéea
similar appeal, albeit in a less authoritative and commanding tone. “These [the
characters’ of the play] for your sport, without particular wrong / Or just cantpf any
private man” (Pro. 8-9). In this case, paralipsis seems unlikely. Jonson would not want
to explicitly encourage the court to interpret his comedy politically,ishats a satire
against the figures he is performing in front of. Like Lyly’'s prologueseocburt, Jonson

would want to limit, or at least deny, the audience’s topical interpretatiomootige
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and highlight it. This is not to say that Jonson was unwilling to criticize oizgstire
court. He was famous, or infamous, for his willingness and desire to attack pubksfigur
Rather, | mean to suggest that it's unlikely that he would want to call attentioa to
topicality of his own work in front of the topics of his work. So even if he was
representing the court, he could appear as if he wasn't in order to limit thenmsaxthis
audience. In other words, Jonson wants to be political, but doesn’t necessarily want a
political interpretation and a political reaction. And the possibility o&lgasis within
this prologue registers this tension.

In fact, Jonson was perfectly positioned to understand the danger such
interpretations held for playwrights and the broader theatrical businessciisshid in
the first chapter, in 1614, seventeen years before the first producBamtbblomew
Fair, his playThe Isle of Dogcurred the wrath of the Privy Council for satirizing
public officials. The play is now lost and little is known about its content, but most
scholars agree that it was probably “a thinly veiled assault on the reputéfa high-
ranking court official [and] contained either a satire of a prominent individual aigmoli
of the government®’ We can’t know how “thinly veiled” the assault was and so cannot
know how much interpretation was necessary to discover the object of the satire nor do
we know what the audience’s reaction was to this interpretation. But we do know the
political/legal results of this particular interpretation: the Prieycil ban on all
theatrical performance and an order to tear down all the theaters. Thus, Jonson had a
personal and professional incentive to keep the plays from being interpretealppolitic
Or at least, he had an incentive to keep his political satire veiled. Anti-rsinresis

example, becomes the technique through which Jonson can veil his satire. By ereating
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relationship of difference with reality, he can deny that his work is connectedlity r

and so deny that it is a satire against public figures. But more than a simpleatdénia
mimesis limits or attempts to limit the interpretive possibilibéthe performance in

order to limit the political damage this type of interpretation could do and the @lolitic
actions that could be produced through these interpretations. This technique is not just
designed to provide covafter his audience interprets the play, it is designed to interrupt
political or topical interpretatiobheforethe audience gets a chance to interpret. After all,
his injunction not to interpret is placed at the beginning not the end of the play.

But of course, Jonson was not the only playwright to understand the consequences
of playgoers’ interpretations. This technique of distancing the fictionahcteas from
the real characters in order to interrupt interpretations is utilized inat@agly modern
plays: William Cartwright'sThe Ordinary Richard Brome’'S he Weeding of the Covent
Garden Smith W[entworth?]'sThe Hector of Germarmgnd John FletcherBule a Wife
and Have a Wife.

To avoid tedious repetition, | won’t discuss each of these plays, but | will single
out the prologue t®ule a Wife and Have a Wibecause it doesn't just attempt to
circumvent readings of the play that focus on political or public figures; it jpitscio
distance its fictional characters from everyday real individuals. The proleguess
particularly worried that the playgoers it addresses will interpreidherfal characters
as representations of themselves. To keep the audience from enacting thistattenpr
the prologue attempts to bracket not only political reality from the play, but &ty
thereby enclosing the play in its own fictive universe (self-refel@gjiavhich is

separate from the playgoers’ reality. The full prologue reads,
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Pleasure attend yee, and about yee sit

The springs of mirth fancy delight and wit

To stirre you up, do not your looks let fall,

Nor to remembrance our late errors call,

Because this day w'ai®paniardsall againe,

The story of our Play, and our Sce@paine

The errors too, doe not for this cause hate,

Now we present their wit and not their state.

Nor Ladies be not angry if you see,

A young fresh beauty, wanton and too free,

Seeke to abuse your Husband, stilSpsin

No such grosse errors in your Kingdome raigne,
W’are Vestallsall, and though we blow the fire,

We seldome make it flame up to desire,

Take no example neither to beginne,

Nor some by president delight to sin:

Nor blame the Poet if he slip aside,

Sometimes lasciviously if not too wide.

But hold your Fannes close, and then smile at ease,
A cruell Sceane did never Lady please.

Nor Gentlemen, pray be not you displeas’d,

Though we present some men fool’'d, some diseas’d,
Some drunke, some madde: we meane not you, you'r free,
We taxe no farther then our Comedie,

You are our friends, sit noble then and see (Pro. 1-25 emphast® his).

The prologue goes out of its way to assure the audience that what they are almig to se
not a representation of England and themselves, but of Spain and Spaniards. “This day
w’are Spaniardsall againe, / The story of our Play, and our Sce&zpané (5-6).

However, setting a play in another country is not necessarily an effort tocdigke play
from reality. Indeed, many early modern playwrights set their plays ihemtine or
country, but still put forth a representation of early modern Lortfdfor instanceThe
Duchess of Malfis set in Malfi but still offers an account of Lady Arbelle’s life,
dramatizes English marriage law, and represents and critiques Engleshctmses?®

Thus,The Duchess of Malfs and is not a representation of England. The prologue to
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Phineas Fletcher'Sicelidesmakes this trope explicit by telling the audience that
although the play’s subject is Sicily, the play is also very much about England:

Then let me here intreate your minds to see,

In this our England, fruitfull Sicely,

Their two twinne lles; so like in soyle and frame,

That as two twines they’r but another same (Pro. 9-12).

Here Sicily is described as an analogue of England; the tacit connedti@ebdhe

exotic setting of early modern plays and England is made exjficitowever, unlike

the prologue t&icelides John Fletcher’s prologue seems not to invite a comparison
between two countries, but seeks to avoid comparison in order to distance the play from
the audience’s reality.

The effort to avoid comparison between the two countries is made clear by the
prologue when it twice tells the audience that because the play is about Spain, the on-
stage characters have no relationship to the audience. In other words, theechara
not representations of London playgoers. The men are told, “Gentlemen, pray be not you
displeas’d,/ Though we present some men fool'd, some diseas’d/ Some drunke, some
madde: we mean not you, you're free” (Pro. 21-23). And the women are told,

Nor Ladies be not angry if you see,

A young fresh beauty, wanton and too free,

Seeke to abuse your Husband, still Sigaine

No such grosse errors in your Kingdome raigne,

W’are Vestallsall, and though we blow the fire,

We seldome make it flame up to desire (Pro. 9-14).

Here the prologue is (at least on the surface) discouraging the womeraudtbece
from viewing the representations of women on the stage as a representad@in of

(English) women either because the characters’ “wanton and too frié@dedtmay

encourage that behavior in the playgoers or because if the women see the shagacter
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reflection of real English women, then they may believe that such women are out to
“abuse” their husband§? The prologue seems worried that the women will become
jealous because they will believe that the female characters’ acteorepaesentations of
real actions, so the prologue assures the female playgoers that no such wistien ex
England; they can only be found in Spain. Thus, the women should not interpret the
characters as a reflection of the reality that they are a part ohdSiti play in Spain
then is portrayed within the prologue as an attempt to discourage the audience from
viewing the play as a representation of their immediate or local r&giayr
Kingdome”). It distances the reality the play represents from the reélite playgoers.
The penultimate line of the prologue pushes this distance between the play and
reality further than the distance between Spain and England by telling tee@adn
effect, that the object of the play’s satire has no relationship to reality Bhe prologue
tells the audience, “We taxe no farther then our Comedie.” Despite the prelegter
claims that the play is about Spain, this line seems to suggest that the oatyerisahat
are being satirized or censured (taxed) are the fictional chard@éeexist within the
fictive reality of the play. The object of the satire goes “no farther” thahdhadaries of
the fictive universe that exists on the stage. Thus, the audience cannot intenplat the
as a comment on anything “real.” This line’s effect on the audience’piiatime agency
is similar to Homer’s effect on his reader; the prologue frames the lexisting within
a fictive world that, in Auerbach’s words, “exits for itself, contains nothing beif its
[it] contains no teaching and no secret second meaning. [It] can be analyzed .]. but [it

cannot be interpreted®*®
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Furthermore, the desire to control the audience, which, as | have argued, is the
purpose of this attempt at anti-mimesis, is connected within the prologuefforitae
anti-mimesis. After assuring the women in the audience that the fehaatgcters of the
play are not representations of English women, the prologue tells the audience,

W’are Vestalls all, and though we blow the fire,

We seldom make it flame up to desire,

Take no example neither to beginne,

For some by president delight to sinne (Pro. 13-16).

Somewhat like the non-naturalistic stage devices described in the thirdrchapte
section of the prologue reminds the audience that they will not be watchirigaaad

fresh beaut[ies], wanton and too free,” who might tempt the audience. However, unlike
the non-naturalism of the stage, this line is not revealing the actoroes athe actors
are not connected to what they represent, “wanton and too free” women, nor are they
being connected to what they are, young boys playing the part of women.réhmjirey
associated with “Vestalls,” virgin characters from the distant arfthpsrmythical past
(and as we will see connecting the play to the past can also be read, in and abitself
effort at anti-mimesis). By making this association, the prologuewmierts the female
characters from playgoers’ reality. Furthermore, this effort at antiesis seems
designed to keep the audience from reacting to the performance. Becaese thes
representations are not actually “wanton” women, they should not affect the awalience
cause playgoers to act on the basis of what they see. Indeed, the prologuks dlso tel
audience that they should not view the play as an “example” or “precedent.”ayhe pl

does not narrate real characters participating in real activities, ptathehould not be

interpreted as a representation of real actions, which could be used by theatalienc
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justify (immoral) actions. Thus, by discouraging the audience from viewing thapla
mimetic work, the prologue is trying to limit the actions of the audience.

However, somewhat like the other stage-orations discussed in this chagter, thi
prologue is unable or perhapswilling to detach the play completely from reality, block
the audience from interpreting the performance and keep them from reactieg to t
performance. Like the induction Bartholomew Faiyit could be deploying paralipsis.
At the same time that the prologue discourages the audience from using thagector
as a basis for action or from having their passions inflamed, the prologue coulbeal
encouraginghat behavior. That is, the prologue could be coyly suggesting to the
audience that the play will contain racy material and hinting that althougishibeydn’t
delight in the representation of sin, they probably will thereby givingtigéence tacit
permission to respond to the performance. Furthermore, the prologue could be
attempting to plant the idea of a specific interpretation in the minds of the audiente
as it attempts to distance itself from that interpretation. And even though tbguzol
assures the audience that the play will not mimetically narrate espagisns of English
individuals, it could be expressing this assurance with a wink, thereby saggesdtne
audience that they will see themselves in the characters on the stage, lry f
addressing the male and female playgoers separately, the prologue coald tveaeted
as comically playing one gender off the other. The actor playing the peotogid be
assuring the men that they are not really being portrayed on the stage, whije quiet
encouraging the women to interpret the satire against male charactesatare against
real men; then when the prologue addresses the women, the actor could revesag:the i

assuring the women and encouraging the men.
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However, if the actor played these lines coyly, his performance would work
against his company’s interests. As | have argued, the playwrights gedsptauld be
punished for inciting immoral activity. So even if the actors and playwrightseddo
encourage the audience to see the play as a precedent that would encourage them to
“delight in sin,” realizing that desire (that is, producing this effect in negience) could
result in political and economic punishment. Thus, there exists a tension between the
playwrights desire to excite and titillate their audience and their need toheep t
enemies at bay. The two possible interpretations of the prologue — cresglaticaship
of difference with reality or connecting the play with reality througlaliasis — perhaps
captures this tension between the playing companies’ desires and their needs) One ¢
imagine an almost schizophrenic actor trying to accomplish both effects Wwihi

performance at the same time.

3) Complicating the Play’s Relationship to Reality: Anti-Mimesis withiimesis

A more subtle way that stage-orations distance the play from reality alimgc
into question the play’s ability to represent reality. This type of stagenrseems
concentrated in plays that, because of their genre, are explicitly cednedtistory and
reality. City comedies, domestic tragedies and, of course, historicahsltaaade in
representations of reality. They are constitutive of a representatiostafyrand reality
and so are necessarily mimetic. Thus, the stage-orations cannot expbcitigreect the
play from reality since they are always already connected tityrehistead of overtly

attempting to produce anti-mimetic plays, stage-orations within thesesgemd to
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complicate or undermine the play’s connection to reality and so createantbatieen
reality and its dramatic representation.

Because this technique is rather general (complicating a playismslap to
reality is much less specific than framing a play as a dream), numergumedsdrn
plays can be said to employ this trope. Thomas Deckbeswhore of Babylodohn
Day, William Rowley and George WilkenEnhe Travels of the Three English Brothers,
Thomas Hayward'&our Prentices of LondomMarkham Gervase’slerod and Antipater,
Phillip Massinger’'sThe Emperor of the Egsthomas Middleton and Thomas Decker’s
The Roaring Girl Shakespeareldenry VIl and John Ford’®erkin Warbeclall, to a
greater or lesser extent, use the prologue to question and undermine drana’s ingbat
to reality. Again, | won't discuss each of these plays. Instead, | will fati$ie Roaring
Girl, Henry VIl andPerkin Warbeclecause they are clear (and canonical) examples of
plays that while intrinsically mimetic, try to undermine their own mimetidities
through prologues.

The Roaring Girlis clearly mimetic in that it represents a real character, Mary
Firth. In fact, the play makes a fairly explicit connection between therial character,
Moll Cutpurse, and her real life counterpart. Moll Cutpurse was the nickname of Mary
Firth, and so the play is essentially claiming to be a biography. Furthettim®g@ologue
ends by declaring, “her [presumably Mary Firth’s] life, our acts procl@Pro. 30)>**
And it begins by suggesting that the audience knows what and who the play igtabout;
tells the audience that the play has been “(expected long)” (Pro. 1). Futbeasithe
epilogue hints, Mary Firth may have taken part in some of the performanths of

Roaring Girl (maybe even speaking the prologu®) an early modern audience clearly
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would have known that the character Moll Cutpurse was a representation of a real
individual >*°

However, the prologue also seems to undermine this clear connection between the
dramatic character and the real life individual by questioning the miwadatity of

346
a

drama.™ After describing all the different types of “roaring girls,” the pople states:

None of these roaring girls is ours: she flies

With wings more lofty. Thus her character lies —

Yet what need characters, when to give a guess,

Is better than the person to express? (Pro. 25-28)
On one level, the prologue seems to be merely suggesting that Moll Cutpurseyor Ma
Firth) is simply a better subject for poetic drama than all the roaritsgogitondon.
Hence, the prologue uses a traditional image of poetry to describe hetjeshwith
wings/ more lofty.” In other words, Mary Firth (our roaring girl) is gptaenal.
However, the prologue also seems to be making a contradictory claim abouatytee pl
central character; even while it defends its decision to represent on stagaltlife
Mary Firth, it also denies that its fictional character has anything to tahdgtreal Mary
Firth by 1) suggesting that Moll Cutpurse is not a representation of a reattehaoat is
a purely fictional character that only exists within the play and 2) quésgj drama’s
ability to represent real characters. Indeed, it is able to do both at thére@n®©n the
one hand, when the prologue claims “Thus her character lies,” it is telling tremeeidi
where Mary Firth’s character can be located — within the poetry of the playplay, and
not reality, is where “her character lies.” Therefore, the audidrméddnot view her as
a representation of reality because her character only realtg exikin the fictive world

of the play and is constitutive of the performance of the play. On the other hand, the

phrase states that because her character is fictional and “flies wgh fninore lofty” it
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cannot tell the truth — it lie¥” While the former reading assures the audience that her
character is not to be found in reality and so is claiming that she is anttiojithe latter
reading suggests that by creating a representation of Mary Retplay necessarily
cannot tell the truth; it will lie about her life and so will not be a representation of
reality 3

The prologue goes on to question the usefulness of fictional characters that
represent contemporary individuals, which further destabilizes the playity &biell the
truth or create a true representation of reality. The prologue asks, héaenheed
characters” (Pro. 27). In other words, why not let the real Mary Firthaetbry?

Again, this distances the play from reality by suggesting that if the aediestres to

know the real story, they simply ask the real individual Mary Firth, who may have be
in the audience while the prologue was being performed or may have actuallyngerfor
the prologue herself. The prologue then is juxtaposing reality and the play and
suggesting that the play is just a “guess” at what actually happenedoitda actual
representation of those events.

Unlike the stage-orations ®artholomew FairandRule a Wife Have a Wiféhe
prologue toThe Roaring Girldoes not simply deny that its characters are a representation
of real characters because such a denial would be implausible given it$ s\difec.
Instead, the play complicates and undermines its own mimetic qualities through a
prologue that calls into question the play’s ability to represent reaatbes. Thus, the
prologue is able to exert anti-mimetic energy on a play that is necessamétic,

minimizing the mimetic effect of the play.
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Like the topical playrhe Roaring Girl historical drama cannot convincingly
claim to be completely dissociated from reality. So instead of denyimgsrs,
prologues to historical drama sometimes seek to complicate the audiencaisafoti
historically mimetic drama. Two famous examples of this complication aggestration
are Shakespeareenry VIl and Ford’sPerkin WarbeckThe prologues to both plays
seem to complicate their respective play’s relationship to reality byiopieg historical
drama’s ability to represent history accurately. As critics have neseth, play draws on
theories of history and historiography that were current during their produand in
the mid-sixteenth and early seventeenth century, these theories beganitm quest
historians’ ability to represent history un-problematically. The prologuegnry VIii
andPerkin Warbeclseem to reference this new historiography as a way of distancing the
history in the play from the history that the play is ostensibly representinghér
words, the prologues and the plays they frame seem to reference and thdizelrama
theories of historiography that call into question drama’s mimetic abilg.
dramatization is done not only to explore history and historiography, but to interrupt the
interpretive agency of the audience by creating an anti-mimetic play.

Henry VIII's prologue (reinforced by the play’s subtithd| is Trug seems to
connect the play to historical reality by asserting that the play will be&’“and faithful
representation of history; however, the prologue and subtitle have long been recognized
by critics as at least somewhat ironic. The prologue suggests the audierycecia find
truth” (Pro. 9) and asserts that the players only want to present what is trueak€o m
that only true we now intend” (Pro. 21). Taylor suggests that “true” in this cdrasxt

several connotations, including “an ideal of strict reliance on facts, uncolorid by t
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historian’s suppressed judgmeft®*The prologue then seems to be making a claim that
it will stay faithful to the actual historical events — that it will ben@tic. However, as
Howard Felperin has suggested,
Henry VIl departs from history, that is, from Holinshed, more radically than any
of the earlier dramas — so much so, that the subtitle of the play, “All IS’ True
makes one wonder whether Shakespeare is not ironically hinting that we revise
our conventional notions of historical truth, even of mimetic truth itS@lf.
Indeed, it's not only the mimetic claims of the prologue that cannot be takeuasbg
the prologue’s claims of genre classification (telling the audience kirchof play to
expect) also seem to be misleading. Matthew H. Wikander points out, following E.M.W
Tillyard’s analysis, that the prologue amounts to a “deliberate misdireuftibie
audience’s expectationd>* Wikander argues,
From its first admonition — “I come no more to make you laugh” — to its final
challenge — “and if you can be merry then, I'll say / A man may weep upon his
wedding day” — the prologue disavows comedy. Beiry VIl is a joyful
celebratory play. The “noble scenes” which will “draw the eye to flow” —
presumably the falls of Buckingham, Katherine, and Wolsey from “mightiness” t
“misery” — are all subsumed into the larger affirmative rhythms of the plaich
leads triumphantly to the birth of Elizabeth and Cranmer’s rapturous propfiecy.
In short, the prologue’s claims are ironic. Consequently, its claims atsisiare actually
subverting the play’s mimetic qualities; the play is distancing itsaif freality by
ironically claiming to be mimetic.
The irony ofHenry VIII's prologue and its questioning of the possibility of
mimesis are often attributed to the changing attitudes towards historystoriblgraphy
in early modern England. Phyllis Rackin describes this new historiograpgkasy “a
direct, unequivocal relation with historical truth. Alternative accounts of ldat@avents

and opposed interpretations of their causes and significance now threatened each other’

credibility.”®>® Al historical representations, whether they are dramatic or otherwise,
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were understood by some early modern writers and thinkers as distanced fitytm rea
Henry VIII thematizes this understanding of hist®#yThus, the prologue distances the
play from reality by suggesting (through irony) that the history it reptese different
from the representation of history, which constitutes the drama.

Ford’'sPerkin Warbeclalso uses the prologue to problematize the play’s
relationship to history; it does so by questioning the compatibility of history anagr
an incompatibility that owes much to the new historiography of the mid sixteenth and
early seventeenth century. Like the prologuBléary VIII, the prologue to Ford’s play
initially seems as if it is making a claim of mimesis. After pointig that historical
drama is “out of fashion” (Pro. 2) and dismissing the more popular satiric plays, the
prologue asserts what type of play the audience will see:

From him to clearer judgments we can say

He [the author] shows a history couched in a play,

A history of noble mention, known,

Famous, and true: most noble ‘cause our own;

Not forged from lItaly, from France, from Spain,

But chronicled at home (Pro. 13-18).
On the surface, the prologue seems to be making a straightforward claimedimiThe
play will provide a “chronicle” of a “true” history. However, critics haepeatedly
pointed out that the prologue and the play that the prologue introduces complicates its
own claims of mimesis. For instance Miles Taylor argues,

the prologue immediately controverts its own justification by decldahag

Perkin WarbecKshows a history couch’d in a play” (Pro. 14). History and drama,

the prologue suggests, are manifestly separate, so that the play’s degiction

English history .... entails couching, literally, placing gently, one inside the othe

(Pro. 16-18). Historical drama is now an uneasy and discordant hybrid, an
unstable and ephemeral synthesis of antithetical modes of iffguiry.
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These modes of inquiry are antithetical because of the new historiography wixstasie
separate history and what we might call literature. Like Taylor, Wikawdeym Taylor
draws on) asserts the prologue “acknowledges, backhandedly, the wide gulf teat ope
up, early in the seventeenth century, between historian and playwhgbiitler the new
historiography, “historical fact was now open to question, and historical tagmaw
debatable®’ This meant that history could no longer be written as poetry by poets, who
often were uninterested in producing a factual account of events but sought to impose
morals, themes and political or religious narratives on the historicatitetmteed, prior
to the beginning of the sixteenth century, English writers did not make a dastincti
between poetry and histofy} As history began seeing itself as a discipline based on
amoral facts and not on morality, poetry and history drifted dparaylor goes as far as
to say that by the middle of the seventeenth century, “the science of histohe artidf
drama, then, begin to define themselves in contradistinction to one arfSthBgy”
referencing this newly drawn line between drama and history, the prologeekio
Warbeckis able to question the play’s (or any literary representation’s) ataility
represent historical events.

Indeed, the play itself, as critics note, is not just a representation of thg histor
found in the chronicles; it is a radical dramatic reimagining of the chron&léhistory
couched in a play.” Perkin’s confession is the play’s most glaring departureheom t
received chronicle. Jonas Barish observes, “All of Ford’s sources concludketbk ta
Perkin with an account of his confessidfBut Ford’s Perkin does not confess he is an
imposter. This reversal of history creates, in Barish’s words, “a cowilisthistory” in

that “we are not to equate the Perkin of the play with the vulgar upstart of the
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historians.?°? By separating the historical Perkin with the literary represientat
Perkin, the play is creating an anti-mimetic characterization of Petkthvexerts anti-
mimetic energy on the entire play. Because the representation of Penkielated to
the historical Perkin (which, in turn, may be unrelated to the actual Perkin), thacaudie
cannot be sure that any part of the play is connected to the history it pretends to
dramatize.

And by distancing the play from the historical reality that it is ostensiaiming
to represent?erkin Warbecks interrupting the interpretive agency of the audience so
that the audience is left in a position where they cannot effectively integrteh’B
identity. Or as Barish insists, “Perkin has been removed from the hands of the
omniscient historian and vested entirely in the hands of his fallible foes. Fordfhimse
studiously refuses to declare for either party in the disptieBy doing so, the play is
not simply leaving it to the audience to judge Perkin and Perkin’s identity because no
such knowledge is possible. The audience cannot interpret his identity becaumss it i
related to anything real or historical; his identity only exists withefictional
performance of the play (like Moll Cutpurse’s character), and the perfoenti@s not
put forth an identity. In other words, one cannot say that since the historical Raski
an imposter, the representation of Perkin is also an imposter, because the fratogue
conditioned the audience to view the two as unrelated.

Furthermore, because so much of the play depends upon the identity of Perkin, it
is not only difficult to interpret his character; it is difficult to intetptiee entire play.
Because Perkin’s true identity is unknowable within the confines of the play, @ttegpr

the play becomes difficult: is the play casting doubt on the legitimacymfyNal’s
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monarchy and the Tudor dynasty or is it legitimizing both? In short, becauseltbace
doesn’t have any interpretive ground to view Perkin, they don’t have interpretive ground
to viewPerkin Warbeck

Although critics like Barish, Wikander, Taylor, Felperin and Rackin have all
shown howPerkin WarbeclandHenry VIl complicate their own relationship with
reality, these scholars tend to see this complication as an exploratioroof hrsd
historiography. But as | have been suggesting, Ford, Shakespeare and the other
playwrights who use this trope were not only interested in history; they werestatene
their audience’s playgoing experience. In other words, complicating tyis pla
relationship to reality was not done only for its own sake; it was also done taphtidre
interpretive agency of the audience.

Likewise, most of the stage-orations discussed in this chapter frame thbeyay
are apart of as anti-mimetic in order to limit audience interpretatiomsietrey are
ostensibly doing other things, such as avoiding censor. By creating anshaiof
difference with reality, playwrights could limit the possible intergrete of their plays.
And because, as we saw in the last chapter, audience interpretation ofted nesulte
audience action, interrupting audience interpretation worked to limit audeacton.

In other words, just as stable performances worked to stifle audience reaatien, st

orations that produced anti-mimetic texts had a similar effect.
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Coda

Return to Malfi: The Secrecy of Performance and the Consequences of Corgstruct
Playgoing
“To memory hath lent / A lasting fame” John Forayn@mendatory t@he Duchess of Malfi

Throughout the study | have been arguing that numerous early modern plays used
metadrama to construct playgoing with the intent of limiting audiencéigaan order to
counter anti-theatrical attacks against the theater and satisfy Loradpstrates concerns
about the unruliness of playgoers. And although this was the cause, in the last,ia$tance
this construction, it had other effects that, | believe, benefited the art feemon-
naturalism of the stage, the short run of plays, performative stage utteradces a
metadrama itself all contributed to the richness and variety of the eadigrmstage.

However, this construction was not a win-win situation, in which all the parties
involved (playwrights, owners, audiences, magistrates, antitheatricatsympot what
they wanted. This construction no doubt had what many might consider negative
consequences. One such consequence could have been audience disengagement. By
repeatedly telling playgoers that they were not the object of performanqdayiagights
were risking alienating their audiences and producing non-responsive playgoeis a
as non-reactive ones. Similarly, by making it difficult to interpret perémrces through
the construction of stable, anti-mimetic drama, playwrights may havedrad¢ss
interesting playgoing experience, in which the audience was less likelyvelyaengage
in the performance. For the most part, we are left to speculate on what thesenegat
consequences of the early modern construction of playgoing could have been since (for
reasons that will be suggested below) few plays seem to offer commentary awtheir

construction. Or perhaps an exploration of these negative consequences has to wait for
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another study that looks at other types of evidence besides metadrama to distern w
these consequences were and what the playwrights and/or audiences thought about these
consequences.

Still, The Duchess of Malfleserves mention here because its metadramatic
construction of playgoing seems to include a self-reflective critique ofdimatruction.

That is, its metadrama explores at least one of the consequences of theodarty
construction of playgoing. The play seems to suggest that this constructiorolitmis
the potential to limit the influence drama has on the larger culture. And ieiscatdd so
because it explores almost all the aspects of playgoing that this studgdeas As a
result, the play is more self-aware than others from the period, which seenesitdlge
ability to critique itself and its own construction of playgoing.

Indeed, we have already seen a hint at the prodigious ext€heduchess of
Malfi’s contribution to the construction of playgoing. Chapters Two and Three describe
how The Duchess of Mal@ionstructs stage utterances as performative and uses its inset
audiences to position the stage audience as the non-object of the performandatBut w
has been left unexplored is the play’s contribution to the stability of performad¢bea
anti-mimesis of drama — not because the play neglects these aspectsookthgction of
playgoing but because the play explores stability and anti-mimesis througyieoliff
avenues from the plays discussed in the proceeding two chapters. Webster' €plagtdo
construct performance in opposition to the instability of texts, nor does it use stage-
orations to frame the play as anti-mimetic. Rather, the play uses the ttohsegrecy
within the inset performance of the Duchess’s marriage and within a metadrinade

to construct itself as distanced from the reality outside the playhouse aatllasHat
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is, the last scene of the play describes the narrative of the play as dstteen the
stage audience and performers, and, as | argued earlier, the Ducletagiamatic
wedding is dramatized as a secret between the audience (Cariola) andahmegrsrfthe
Duchess and Antonio).

By depicting performance as a secldte Duchess of Malis able to
simultaneously construct itself as both stable and anti-mimetic. liiitytas produced
through its non-repeatability. If a play is a secret between audience aoaneed, then
its content cannot be repeated outside the confines of the playhouse. Think of a secret as
the opposite of the game telephone. During the game, a story is shared betess®n sev
individuals and each time the story is retold, it changes. The process of repeating or
retelling destabilizes the original story. On the other hand, a secret does Imatugy t
this destabilizing process. In so far as it is only told once, it remains.hatderet is
also anti-mimetic in so far as it is distanced from reality. That is,ratsaadly really
exists between the teller and hearer. If a secret is kept (not repeated),qubsicie the
secret will know it exists, and so the content of the secret cannot take parairgéne
reality. Or looked at another way, if mimetic performances reflebity;em secret
performance does not allow reality to reflect it. The reality outside afratse
performance cannot repeat, reenact or re-present the contents of the peddieause
it has no knowledge of the performance. Or put yet another way, a secret performance
cannot influence anything outside of itself because it only really egi#ite tindividuals
within the performance, and they cannot repeat what they know. So a secret pedorman
shares a similar ontological status with anti-mimetic performareesuige of its stability

(its non-repeatability). Thu3he Duchess of Malfs able to connect early modern
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drama’s effort at stabilizing performances and its attempt to conpfcrmance as
anti-mimetic even though it does so in a slightly different way from the plagastied
in the preceding two chapters.

In fact, the play is able to connect these two elements of the construction of
playgoing to the construction of stage utterances as performative — the greaspact
of playgoing discussed in this study. As illustrated in the second and third chapter, the
Duchess’s marriage is depicted within the play both as performative arfjaedor
stage performance. And by describing this same marriage ast(stanle and anti-
mimetic), the play is able to dramatize a performative, stable and angtimim
performance. And as | have tried to show throughout this study, these thres akpec
performance do not function autonomously, but form a coherent whole: a performative is
not mimetic because it creates rather than reflects reality arabls because it is
difficult to interpret (it cannot be challenged) and cannot be repeatede@eadp
performative is a constative). So perhaps more than any other play from the fegiod,
Duchess of Malfrepresents and constructs the most coherent theory of performance and
the most comprehensive construction of the playgoing experience — or at leaghanore
any other play within this stud¥he Duchess of Malfs the fullest exploration of the
construction of playgoing that this study traces.

However, the totality oThe Duchess of Maléi contribution to the construction
of playgoing is only really recognizable after the broader constructionyagjqite is
clear. That is, once it is understood that early modern stage-orations nuaceded
effort to distance drama from reality and that playwrights contrasteorpenfice with

texts to stabilize performance, then the finale of the play and the Ducheggt s
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marriage can be understood as contributing to and drawing on these broadeodarly m
trends. In other words, the previous two chapters of this study allow us to explore the
totality of Webster’s construction of playgoing.

By producing this totalityThe Duchess of Malig able to reflect on itself and
explore its own construction’s consequences. The play seems to suggest that this
construction limits or minimizes drama’s influence on the larger cultuperibrmance
is able to create institutional reality but this reality only existsramarepeatable secret
within the confines of the theater, then it cannot (at least theoreticallygmefithe
reality outside the theater. Within this construction, performance becetffies s
reflectively influential — it can only influence or affect itself. Apksecret, then, is a
suggestive figure for this form of influence; a secret may be poweKaldlplay that
creates institutions), but it is only powerful to those that know it (like an audience
watching an anti-mimetic, stable play). Casting the play as a sdowes #he play to
fully explore the coherence of the early modern construction of playgoingsand it

limitations.

I: The Metadramatic Finale

The Duchess of Maltloes not contain a stage-oration, but because the final scene
of the play is highly metadramatic, it functions like an epilogue — it fraheeplay for
the audience. Because the finale of the play consistently refers to ltsed€ene is
describing to the audience what they just saw. And this metadramatic pgelodoe

encourages the audience to forget what they just saw so that they will not repeat the
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content of the performance. The play is, then, framed as a secret (though thikes not t
term the finale uses) in so far as the scene is asking the audience to noviheyp daty
just saw and heard.

For instance, the play’'s complex final speech seems to encourage the audience to
wipe away any memory of the story of the play. Delio ends the play by aegclari

Let us make noble use

Of this great ruin; and join all our force

To establish this young, hopeful gentleman

In’s mother’s right. These wretched eminent things

Leave no more fame behind ‘em than should one

Fall in a frost, and leave his print in snow;

As soon as the sun shines, it ever melts,

Both form, and matter: — | have ever thought

Nature doth nothing so great, for great men,

As when she’s pleas’d to make them lords of truth:

Integrity of life is fame’s best friend,

Which nobly, beyond death, shall crown the end (5.5.1103£21).
On one level, Delio seeks to put the whole affair of the play behind him by establishing
the Duchess’s son, “this hopeful gentleman,” as the next duke, but he goes further than
merely producing an heir and providing a tidy end to the play; he also wantsad@eyas
trace of the story. When Delio asserts that “These wretched eminegg tHieave no
more fame behind ‘em than ... [a] print in snow,” he may be referring to the Cardinal,
Ferdinand, Bosola and Antonio, who all lie dead on the stage, and so he is simply
asserting that these individuals did nothing to deserve “fame” or lastingigcog
However, the line is ambiguous, strategically vague and, | argue, metadrd3eatuse
the word “things” in the sentence can refer to persons, the subject of the seatddce c
be the dead characters, but the vagueness of “things” encompasses morestme iper

also suggests events and deeds. Thus, the subject of the sentence is not justctied “wret

eminent” characters, but the events of the entire narrative the chsuiabtdsited and
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produced — the play itself. Furthermore, the object of the sentence, “fame,” does not just
refer to lasting recognition of good deeds; in the seventeenth century “fame’atsul

mean public knowledge without the connotation of favorable public knowledge or
positive reputatiori>> This definition of fame helps explain why Antonio’s body is on the
stage during this speech. If “fame” only signified a positive reputation, teéo’®

speech would seem to be linking Antonio with Bosola and the brothers and asserting that
none of these individuals did anything that merits a positive reputation. This would be an
unlikely indictment of Antonio by his best friend. But since “fame” is neutral hexio D

is suggesting that all the characters’ actions, good or bad, should be forgottéer In ot
words, the line is not only saying that the evil deeds committed by the clsustteld

be forgotten, but that all the events of the play (“these wretched eminent tlahgafdl

leave no trace and should not become public knowledge (“leave no more fame behind”).
In short, Delio is asking his audience (both the inset and playhouse audience) to not
repeat the story outside the playhouse.

And by describing the plot of the story as footsteps in frost, Delio provides a
rationale for why the story will not produce public knowledge. A story told through a
performance is ephemeral; it only really exists within the confines of éiydqlise when
it is being told. After the performance is completed — after the speemhi®glving is
finished — the story fades away like footsteps in frost. In other words, Delio is
commenting on the ontological status of performance. It is real, but only real thi¢hi
immediacy of its production. Once the production is over, the reality fades away. The
ontological status Delio is giving to performance within this speech hsattie

performance from the reality outside the playhouse. Because the rediigypybtuction
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only exists within the playhouse, it is always separate from the realiidette
playhouse. The effect of this bracketing is similar to the anti-mimeigesbrations
discussed in the previous chapter. The reality of the play is being distancetidrom t
reality outside the play, and he is accomplishing this anti-mimetic éffeetcouraging
the audience to keep the play a secret.

The last sentence of Delio’s speech furthers this bracketing by degahbiplay
as a self-enclosed entity that does not refer or interact with any @astge itself.
Delio ends the play by stating, “Integrity of life is fame’s best friendyiciwnobly,
beyond death, shall crown the end” (5.5.120-121). Again, the line is partially referring t
the reputation of the characters. Fame is produced through integrity or moral ssyndne
and since some of the characters’ lives lacked integrity, their lives didothiqar fame.
However, since this is the final sentence of the play, integrity also seemgly the
completeness or wholeness of the play itself. That is, the sentence is @edntayyt
(hence, the last phrase of the sentence is “the end”) by describing whatitbEthe play
is doing to the play. It gives the play integrity or wholeness. Furthermmeseihience
seems to suggest that this integrity or wholeness does not produce anything beljond itse
Indeed, the phrase “integrity of life is fame’s best friend” can be @aéwhat
ironically given that Delio just stated his desire for the actions of thetplagoduce no
fame — no public knowledge. It is precisely because life has integritif thdhme’s best
friend. The wholeness of life is best friends with fame because fame or public #gewle
is not desirable, and when life is complete and self-enclosed, knowledge ofetllatels
not become public. Indeed, Delio asserts that even “after death” the com@etElies

stops fame. Likewise, the end of the play, which is marked by this last senteace, a



247

gives the play integrity by completing it. So after the end of the play (this plesth),

public knowledge of the play will not be produced. The final sentence of the play seems
to be ending more than just the play. It attempts to end any repetitions of the play, and i
does so by enclosing the play within its own completeness, thereby bradketipigy

from the reality outside the playhouse.

Delio’s desire to wipe away any trace of the characters’ livesnforeed by
Bosola’s death speech, which also expresses a desire to limit public knowledge of the
characters’ deeds. Indeed, the metadramatic quality of Delio’s speecpléasednby
Bosola’s explicitly metadramatic final speech, which is spoken moments leboés.
Bosola describes Antoino’s death to Malateste in terms that would be tesitiveldy
comic (a metadramatic wink at the audience) if they occurred in a diffeyetext. He
responds to Malateste’s query about Antonio’s death by stating, “In a mistvirato
how — / Such a mistake as | have often seen/ In a play:” (5.5.94-96). Boslhia’s se
referentiality is reminding the audience they are watching a play andssogcthe play
off from the rest of reality — creating the integrity that Delio seekssifiifial speech.
Bosola’s next lines associate the effects of this self-referentralih a lack of public
knowledge and secrecy: “We are only like dead walls, or vaulted graves, / That, ruin’
yields no echo:” (5.5.97-98). He claims that the characters’ lives will not produce a
echo; they will not be repeated. In other words, their story will not be retold. Like De
Bosola is attempting to keep the events of the play a secret.

The Cardinal’s last words similarly ask his audience to not repeat his“#od
now, | pray, let me / Be laid by, and never thought of” (5.5.89-90). The Cardinal here is

trying to keep his actions a secret by asking those who know him not to think of &im aft
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he is dead. He doesn’t want his life repeated through memory. Of course, the Cardinal
has good reason to ask those present at his death to forget him; his actions are almost
always reprehensible, and so his final words could be read as a deathbed corthersion:
Cardinal simply does not want his evil actions to be remembered because he nihve sees
folly of his ways. However, the phrasing of this deathbed conversion recalls and
reinforces Delio’s and Bosola’s speeches; the Cardinal is depicting hisfevas &n
event that should be forgotten so that it will not be repeated and will not produce public
knowledge.

By framing the play this way, these characters’ final speechesptte construct
the play as a stable and anti-mimetic performance, a performance thdtrsbtcae
repeated and is disconnected from the reality outside the playhouse. And as we will see
the play is able to achieve a similar effect within the Duchess’s seetatiramatic

marriage.

[I: The Finale's Double

The Duchess’s marriage is described in similar terms as the pléysitse
described within the metadramatic finale. The ideas of echo, reputation andranmsed
within the description of the metadramatic marriage to reflect the stadblengi-mimetic
nature of performance. Thus, the metadramatic finale of the play doublesftrenpace
of the Duchess’s marriage. Both are portrayed as secrets and both are di@ssiibdar
terms. This doubling retroactively constructs the marriage as metdarasirece the

finale describes the play as a secret, the secrecy of the marriage methiay takes on
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metadramatic qualities. Conversely, the doubling sets up the finale as able tactonst
the play’s audience; because the marriage is a secret between the psrftrene
Duchess and Antonio) and witness (Cariola), the marriage’s double, the fimatkspat
the play as a secret between the performers (actors) and witnesgesa(gtience). In
other words, each piece of metadrama reinforces the other.

Beyond providing the play with a metadramatic construction of playgoing, the
Duchess’s secret marriage also enables the play to explore some of thepneitkethis
construction. That is, the problems associated with Duchess’s secrsbaasave will
see, problems with the construction of performance as secret. And as previously
suggested, this construction is connected to the construction of playgoing traced
throughout this study, so the Duchess’s problems reflect problems with that radger
modern construction of playgoing.

For instance, one of the most difficult problems the Duchess faces is how to
maintain the secrecy of her marriage while also maintaining her repugatia chaste
female; her marriage must remain a secret, but it must also be made publioyiriste
considered unchaste. Her reputation or fame becomes increasingly importanoes
start to circulate about her relationship with Antonio and the existence of heeghildr
Ferdinand asserts that the Duchess has become “a notorious strumpet” andghes“R
do not whisper’t now, but seek to publish’t” (2.5.4; 2.5.5). And Antonio admits, “The
common rabble do directly say / she is a strumpet” (3.1.25-26). Public knowledge of the
Duchess already exists, but exists outside the reality that was ctedtivough her
marriage. Within the secret reality she constructed through her perfafmancage,

she is a married widow, but outside that secret reality, she is an unmatrigdpet.” In
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order to save her reputation, she needs to change her secret reality into eeplitylioy
allowing knowledge of her secret reality to become public. In short, she need$é tell
secret. But she cannot do so because of her brothers’ injunction not to marry. Thus, there
exists a contradiction between her desire for a secret and her desip®$aine
reputation. The Duchess’s comment after the marriage describe this problemoiwV
are man and wife, and ‘tis the church / That must but echo this” (1.1.492-493). Here the
Duchess seems to want an echo, a repetition of her performance, but this isvexaictly
she can’t have. To create an echo would destroy the secrecy of her marriegetitfon
of her marriage would publish it to the world outside the confines of the performance.

Indeed, the Duchess’s desire for an echo is the exact opposite of the desire for a
echoless performance expressed by Bosola when he describes himselfahdrthe
characters as “dead walls” that “yields no echo” (5.5.97; 98). But because theuches
can’t have this echo, her marriage is actually being portrayed in thevgaynibe finale
constructs the performance of the play, as an echoless or non-repeatabhegnee.
Thus, the performance of the play is subject to the same dilemma that the Dachksss f
because the performance only exists as a non-repeatable secretheithienyhouse, its
content cannot become public knowledge; it remains a complete whole (it has integrity
that cannot influence anything outside itself.

The problems associated with a secret performance are further expltried wi
her conversation with Ferdinand. After he discovers her marriage, she triasdores
Ferdinand that her “reputation / is safe” (3.2.118-119). Ferdinand then rightly points out
that she cannot have her cake and eat it too; she cannot have a secret marriagkeand a s

reputation since reputation relies on a public recounting and a public reality, no¢ta sec



251

performance and a secret reality. He explicates her situation ggradkdly declaring,

“and so, for you: / You have shook hands with Reputation, / And made him invisible”
(3.2.133-135). On the one hand, he merely asserts that she has said goodbye to reputation
and so can no longer see him. However, invisible does not quite mean that Reputation is
gone; it implies that Reputation cannot be seen, and of course a handshake does not
always signify a departure; it often designates an agreement. lrustieethe

coordinating conjunction “and” does not necessarily denote a causal relatiortgleprbe

the two events. So the lines can also be read as “you shook hands with Reputation (you
are linking yourself with Reputation) and made it invisible (tried to keep ppurtation

a secret).” Ferdinand’s allegory describes the impossibility of thed3sts situation —

she cannot have a secret marriage and have that marriage be the basespoftéiom
because a reputation built on nothing but a secret performance is not really toreputa
reputation needs a repetition of the performance in order to move that performance
outside of itself. This is very thing that the Duchess cannot afford to do. Note also,
Ferdinand does not disagree with the Duchess’s claim that she is married.N\hbellss

him that she has married, he simply says, “so” (3.2.82). The secretly performadjema

did indeed produce reality (a real institution), but the marriage’s seal¢y is the

problem because a secret reality cannot produce a reputation.

This tension between reputation and secrecy is also present when the Duchess
ponders the possible influence that her performance/marriage might haversn othe
outside the confines of the performance. As described in the third chapter, the Duchess
seems uncomfortable with the potential power and influence of her marriage. On the one

hand, she seems to find comfort in Bosola’s description of her marriage as a model for
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others; she likes the idea that her marriage will influence the institutioarofige. On
the other hand, she still wants to keep her marriage a secret. So she tells Bsdola, “
taste comfort in this friendly speech, / So would I find concealment” (3.3.299-300). The
Duchess’s conflicting descriptions of her own marriage also refleaiteimma. She
responds to Antonio’s request for sex with “I hope in time ‘twill grow into a custom /
That noblemen shall come with cap and knee, / To purchase a night's lodging of their
wives” (3.2.4-6). But she later tells her brother that she does not want to cneate a
custom, “I have not gone about, in this [her marriage to Antonio], to create / Any new
world, or custom (3.2.110-111). She seems to understand that keeping her marriage a
secret will deny it a certain power, but she also understands that alloworgeitome
public may have a radical effect on the institution of marriage.

In the end, the Duchess’s problem, which stems from her inability to produce a
reputation through an anti-mimetic (secret) and stable (non-repeataliteiaarce, is
also a problem of early modern drama’s self construction of performance agdiptay
Throughout the study | have attempted to show that the plays, playwrights ang playin
companies worked hard to construct performance as performative, stable, and anti-
mimetic in order to control unruly playgoers by putting the audience in a positioe wher
they were not the object of the performance and where they could not fullseahd f
interpret the performance and act on the basis of that interpretation. Howeher, as
Duchess finds out through her own performance, this theoretical understanding of
performance has consequences and drawbacks. If performance is peréoameit
produces a stable institutional reality, which is separate from theyreadgide the

playhouse and cannot be repeated or recounted outside the playhouse, then the content of
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that performance cannot move outside the playhouse and so will have limited influence
It may be able to construct an institutional reality, but this reality irsv@asecret
between performers and audience because only the audience has access toubtedonstr
reality.

This may seem like a fairly serious drawback, but apparently for some early
modern playwrights, it was worth sacrificing widespread fame and influeneechance
to control the playgoers and ensure that the playhouses remained open and their
livelihood remained intact. Just like the Duchess, the playwrights were appaviinig

to sacrifice fame for survival.

[1l: Malfi v. Denmark: The Cohesion of Difference

The Duchess of Mal$ ability to grasp the consequences and contradictions of the
early modern construction of playgoing are perhaps the result of its grasptotalite
of this construction. As | argued in the first chapter, most early modern plays only
dramatize some of the effects of the non-responsive playgoer and rarelyekplor
relationship between these effects, which suggest that they don't fulpythesause.
Thus, they are not in a position to comment upon the consequences of the non-reactive
playgoer because the totality of that construction is not fully realized mpllags. To
my knowledge, Webster’s play is unique in its ability both to dramatize theséiedt
the relationship between the effects, which in turn may suggest a graspsbeTdze
only other play that | am aware of that comes clostamslet But as previously

suggested, Shakespeare’s play posits an active playgoer, not a non-reactive one, so
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Hamletdramatizes the effects of this active playgoer. Significantly, theteftd the
active playgoer are the inverse of the effects of the non-reactive playgoiéz The
Duchess of Malfattempts to produce a non-reactive playgoer by constructing
performance as performative, stable and anti-mimidaoyletattempts to produce an
active playgoer by constructing performance as rhetorical, unstable amdienifime
coherence of the differences between these two plays brings into focuspbsepiar
cause) of these different theories of performance — to produce a non-reaefitiger
playgoing experience. In fact, these plays are so cohesively differeittishdely
Webster is, at least partially, reacting to Shakespeare’s view of parfoenand
playgoing, which was produced over a decade bdtbeeDuchess of Malfiln other
words, Webster is countering Shakespeare’s coherent attempt to produce an active
playgoer with his own coherent attempt to produce a non-reactive playgoer.

For instance, the Cardinal’s final words, “I pray, let me / Be laid by, and never
thought of” (5.5.89-90) invert Hamlet’'s more famous death speech:

If thou didst ever hold me in thy heart,

Absent thee from felicity a while,

And in this harsh world draw thy breath in pain

To tell my story (5.2.288-291).
While the Cardinal doesn’t want his story to live on after him, Hamlet attdmptsure
his story’s survival. And although these speeches seek to achieve opposite eratg, they
both metadramatic and so have similar subjects. The Cardinal’s last wordseatien r
alongside Delio’s and Bosola’s speeches, seem to refer to the entitle¢ynafrrative of
the play and not only to his own life. Likewise, Hamlet’'s death speech seems

metadramatic when read alongside Fortinbras’s and Horatio’s instrufdiomsw

Hamlet's request is to be carried out. Fortinbras asks for an audience to heanythe st
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“Let us haste to hear it, / And call the noblest to the audience” (5.2.330-331). And
Horatio asks that Hamlet’'s body be brought “like a soldier to the stage34®) and that
the other bodies “High on a stage be placed to the view; / And let me speak to th’yet
unknowing world/ How these things came about” (5.2.322-324). Horatio then describes
what the “unknowing world” will learn by essentially summarizing the plahefplay in
generalized terms (5.2.325-329). Thus, Fortinbras and Horatio are esspnbialiging

to repeat (with dead bodies) the performance that the audience just saw in order to ma
the story public. While Webster’s characters seek to keep the story a selongpa

away any trace of it, Shakespeare’s characters pledge to repeat theaectoto tell as
many people as possible what happened. WHalealetmoves outward beyond the
confines of the play into the “unknowing worldihe Duchess of Malfmoves inward: it
closes off the play from the outside world, thereby keeping that world unknowing and
creating a stable, anti-mimetic performance.

It is perhaps not coincidental that both plays seem to have got their wish:
Hamlet’s story has been told much more often than the Duchess’s. At leastiom telat
Hamlet The Duchess of Malfias remained a secret and left “no more fame behind.”
Conversely, Hamlet's story is so famous that the “unknowing world” that Horatio
references almost doesn’t exist anymore; the world knows Hamlet’s $tooyher
words, both constructions of playgoing seem to have succeeded. Of course it would be
folly to argue that these two plays’ self-constructions are the only reasdmifor t
different levels of fame. However, this apparent correlation (even if it yseonl
coincidence) between each play’s self-construction and its historical iepigaggests

the consequences of the early modern construction of playgoing that Webster’s pla
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highlights: if plays construct themselves as performative, stable and ametimithen
they run the risk of limiting their own influence.

In any caselHamlets inset performancd,he Murder of Gonzagdurthers the
construction of playgoing produced through the metadramatic finaleTh&kéuchess
of Malfi, the finale oHamletis doubled within its inset performance, but unlike the
Duchess’s marriage, the play Hamlet stages is meant not to keaptalsgcto expose a
secret — Claudius’s murder of Hamlet's father. That is, the inset playaist teetell and
make public Claudius’s story, just as the ghamletis meant to tell and make public
Hamlet's story. Both of these two metadramatic scenes are attentptreate public
knowledge out of their performances, and both are decidedly not keeping their own
performances secret.

Furthermore, in opposition fthe Duchess of Mald inset performance and the
larger construction of drama’s relationship to reality discussed in the prehapieig
Hamlet's inset performance is mimetic. It is a representatiorabexents (at least real in
the fictive reality of the play) — the murder of Hamlet’s father. B thset performance is
a double of the stage performancédHaimlet thenHamlettoo is being constructed as
mimetic. Just a3he Duchess of Malis portrayed as anti-mimetic through its
construction of itself as a secrefamletis portrayed as mimetic within an inset
performance that is not a secret; by mimicking a real event, the perfmerogates
public knowledge of that event.

Significantly, this mimetic, non-secretive inset performance aftbetaudience
and elicits a response from them. As pointed out in the second chapter, the purpose of

Hamlets inset performance is to influence the audience. The play is designedcto “cat
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the conscience of the king” (2.2.582). The play is rhetorical rather than perfgrnmati
that its object is the audience and not institutional reality. And as we sawlastwo
chapters, the play’s ability to affect the audience (Claudius) is not unredated t
mimetic and non-secretive (or repeatable and therefore unstable) natureseBihea
inset play is mimetic and unstable, it can be interpreted by Claudius asrenbon
himself (which is its intent), and because Claudius actively interprets tioerpance, he
reacts to the performance: he rises and is, in Hamlet's words, “frightedaleghfire.”
(3.2.244). On the other hand, becalike Duchess of Malis portrayed as a secret and
therefore as stable and anti-mimetic, it is not intended to be interpretked aydience or
lead the audience to act on the basis of that interpretation. Indeed, as shown in the
second and third chapter, Cariola (the inset audience in Webster’s play), Ualikieug,
does not act or react on the basis of the inset performance she watches.

In sum, there is an oppositional coherence between the two plays’ construction of
audience and performance: whamletdepicts performance as rhetorical, unstable and
mimetic and the audience as active and affedtkd,Duchess of Malfiepicts
performance as performative, stable and anti-mimetic and the audienceraactore
and unaffected. The contrast between these two plays then suggests what | have been
suggesting throughout, that there is a causal relationship between péifferstage
utterances, stable performances, anti-mimetic drama and the non-reaction of the
audience. And because, as | have been arglimgDuchess of Malé construction of
playgoing (and natlamlets) is representative of the broader early modern construction

of playgoing, this broader construction is also participating in this causabmslaip.
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Early modern playwrights’ construction of playgoing is designed to keep the audience

from reacting to stage performances.

IV: Concluding Remarks: The Creativity of Economic Determinism

Despite the complications, consequences and drawbacks of the construction of
playgoing thafThe Duchess of Mal&xplores, this construction of the non-reactive
playgoer was surprisingly productive, surprising because its produdpritygs from
political and economic restrictions. The non-reactive playgoer was produced by the
economic and political pressure that the playwrights faced, and by constithetimgn-
reactive playgoer, playwrights were able to produce innovated, creative @artheental
ideas about dramatic production and performance.

As | argued in chapters two and three, by trying to make the audience the non-
object of performance, they were forced to reorient the efficacy of tagormances
away from the audience and towards institutional reality. This is in sonseavapre
ambitious model than the affective theory of performance that thinkers frato#gion
down posited. Playwrights produced a theory of performance that could diféatly a
the broader culture, so they could work for social change (or conversely stasis)
without worrying about how their ideas were going to be disseminated or ap@dyat
the audience. In the end, this may have been an unworkable model since the audience is
always a part of the construction of meaning; nevertheless, the model served the
playwrights well in that it encouraged them to engage in an ambitious project of

institutional construction. Their plays attempted to redefine marriageyaharchy,
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social classes and the state, while reworking the efficacy of perfoenm other words,
by redefining the stage, they were able to redefine early modern institutizchén
chapter three, | argued that the non-naturalism of the stage was also gatsgdéed
to control the audience. They experimented with the representational naturstafe
to keep the audience from becoming too immersed in their performances. This type of
experimentation would not really continue until the twentieth century with pightsr
like Brecht and lonesco. In fact, Brecht was highly influenced by eartiem
playwrights’ non-naturalism, so his epic theater may not have been possible without the
early modern construction of playgoing. Furthermore, as | argued in the fouptercha
playwrights’ attempt to stabilize performance led the playwrights andnglagimpanies
to limit the run of their plays. And the short run of plays contributed to the novelty and
diversity of early modern drama. Finally, playwrights’ construction of drasnanti-
mimetic contributed to playwrights’ exploration of their plays’ use of hishoxy
inquiries into the ability of representational art to fully imitate rgalit

Of course, it is difficult to argue that none of these aspects of early modena dr
would have been possible without the economic need of the non-reactive playgoer, but if
| am right, they do seem to have been at least partially determined inttimstiasce by
the economic conditions of the early modern stage.

That these restraints actually benefited playwrights’ art seemsatiodalels with
our own twenty-first century perspective on freedom and creativity. Thaitisn the
modern liberal tradition, we have a tendency to understand personal freedom and
productivity as causally linked. The less economic, cultural or governmentalintsst

that are placed on the individual, the more likely he or she is to produce. The political
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right tends to frame this issue in terms of government restriction on the frieetntiae
less government interferes with the individual’s economic freedom (throughaiaxes
government regulations), the more likely individuals are to innovate. But the jeét ias
likely to rely on this premise when speaking of artistic freedom or personaissin:
the individual should not be censored by the government or by societal conventions
because these types of restraints impede individual creativity.

However, as | have attempted to show, the restraints placed on early modern
dramatists did not impede their creativity. These playwrights had to contetvaety-
first century western standards, with some fairly serious restrairtsitattistic
freedom, and yet they produced some of the most creative and innovative pieces of
literary art in western history. And as | have been suggesting througlacethe
modern liberal tradition which connects freedom to productivity, the innovations and
creativity of early modern drama are not unrelated to the restraints pladesl on t
playwrights. Playwrights didn’t produce in spite of these restraints; tloeyped
because of these restraints.

Of course, | don’t mean to suggest that we should start imprisoning artists and
commissioning censorship bureaucrats like the Master of Revels in the hopesthat twe
first century literature could become as creative as early modern,caanfidhere is
anything wrong with contemporary literature or as if we enjoy too muekdra.

Rather, | am suggesting, somewhat like Stanley Fish’s argum&hene’s No Such
Thing as Free Speech: And It's a Good Thing,, That restraints on freedom always and
everywhere exist® But while Fish locates these restraints within the rules that govern

language, interpretation and culture, | am suggesting that thesentestrai embedded
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within the material world. In the case of early modern literature, thevplgyts’
relationship to their economic situation determined or, less radically, infldemeeh of
their art®®” Without the unruly audiences and the economic need to control them, it's

likely that (what we have come to know as) early modern drama would have looled quit

different.
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! George PuttenhamEhe Art of English Poesgnd Thomas Heywood#n Apology for Actorare two
more exceptions; however, they too are only pairithat they focus almost exclusively on defendimg
theater against antitheatrical writers’ attackpl@ygoing. So they are more polemical than thecaktiThe
debate between antitheatrical writers and playvsighill be discussed more fully in the first chapte

2 The Theater was built in 1576 and is generallysitered to be the first true early modern playhouse
The Red Lion actually predates The Theater by aights, but was only in service for one year ang ma
have only staged one play. For the early developwfethe London theaters, see Andrew GRigygoing

in Shakespeare’s Londo8 ed. (New York: Cambridge UP, 2004), 14-19 and lderBerry,
“Playhouses,” ilA Companion to Renaissance Dramad. Arthur F. Kinney (Malden MA: Blackwell,
2002), 147-162.

% Raphael Falco, “Medieval and Reformation Roots AiCompanion to Renaissance Drarad5.

* For this estimate, see Zachary LesBemaissance Drama and the Politics of Publicati@eadings in

the English Book Trad@Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2004), 20.

® As the above sentence suggests, there are maieg evho would disagree with my assertion that
playwrights attempted to turn their audiences mio-reactive consumers of performances — too many t
list here. However, Robert Weimann’s work is wartentioning as it forcefully argues that audience
participation was central to the success of eadgenn drama. And Joanne Rochester’s recent work on
Philip Massinger’'s metadramatic representationdafgoing is also noteworthy since it looks at sarfie
the same evidence | use, but comes to the oppmsitdusion: Massinger encouraged and welcomed
audience activity. | will address these argumeapasticularly Rochester’s, more fully in later cheyst
Robert Weimann and Douglas Brustehakespeare and the Power of Performance: Stag®agd in
Elizabethan Theatr€Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008); Robert Weim&irakespeare and the Popular
Tradition in the Theater: Studies in the Social Bireion of Dramatic Form and Functipad. Robert
Schwatrz (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 1978); JedRachesteiStaging Spectatorship in the Plays of
Philip Massinger(Burlington VT: Ashgate, 2010).

® As the above sentence suggests, the influencern&hism and rhetoric on early modern drama is often
an assumption rather than an explicit claim or argot. A glaring exception is Kent Cartwrigfitieatre
and Humanism: English Drama in the Sixteenth CgntGambridge: Cambridge UP, 1999). He argues
that humanism is even more important than critersegally allow. For the overall importance of huisan
and rhetoric on early modern literature, includiligma, see Wayne A. Rebhofiie Emperor of Men'’s
Minds: Literature and Renaissance Discourse of Bfie{Ithaca, NY: Cornell UP, 1995), 1-22; Mike
PincombeElizabethan Humanism: Literature and Learning ie ttater Sixteenth Centutizondon:
Pearson, 2001), especially 160-188 and Carla MaZhie Inarticulate Renaissance: Language Trouble in
an Age of Eloquenco@hiladelphia: Pennsylvania UP, 2009) 1-18. MdzZimok shares some similarities
with the present study in so far as she finds idealscharacters within early modern literature Wwhic
challenge humanistic ideas and ideals.

" George Chapmamll Fools, ed. Frank Manley (Lincoln: Nebraska UP, 1968p.R¢3.All subsequent
guotations are from this Regents edition and citieithe text.

& Ann Jennalie Cook, “Audiences,” fNew History of Early English Dramads. John D. Cox and David
Scott Kastan (New York: Columbia UP, 1997), 31253180k, The Privileged Playgoers of Shakespeare’s
London(Princeton, NJ: Princeton UP, 1981), 249-259; Amd@urr, Playgoing in Shakespeare’s London
3% ed. (New York: Cambridge UP, 2004), 51-57; S.Rra€ano, “Audiences, Actors, Stage BusinessA in
Companion to Renaissance Draneal. Arthur F. Kinney (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2002.98. For
foundational studies of audience and audience hehaee Alfred Harbag&hakespeare’s Audience
(New York: Columbia UP, 1941) and Gerald Eades BgnThe Jacobean and Caroline Stagaxford:
Clarendon Press, 1968). Much of the evidence tiee $gholars use comes from these early studiesa Fo
list of other works that contain evidence of audebehavior, see Cook, “Audiences,” 305.

° Steve MullaneyThe Place of the Stag€hicago: Chicago UP, 1988), 21.
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9 For an extensive set of examples of playwrightsglaining about their audiences, see Cddie
Privileged Playgoer259-268. See also Gurr’s description of audiendmbier taken from playwrights’
prologues: GurrPlaygoing in Shakespeare’s Lond&i-57.

1 Cerasano, “Audiences, Actors, Stage Business,” TBB suggestion will be taken seriously in thiecth
chapter, where | argue that on-stage audiencessadirezed to control the unruly playhouse audisnce
120td. in AuchterA Dictionary, 172.

13 This description of the riot is taken from Ecclébe Rose Theatr&9-30.

4 The Privy Counsel preferred the latter reasonyT@med, the rioters “assembled themselves by
occasion & pretence of their meeting at a playd.Qt Christine Eccleslhe Rose Theati@outledge:
New York, 1990), 29.

15 Gurr, Playgoing 56.

! Henry CrosseYirtues CommonwealtfiLondon, 1603), Q1v.

7 Cook, “Audiences,” 312, emphasis mine.

18 Cook. Audiences,” 312.

19 Gurr opines that there were probably more “afftalgen are documented since not all disturbances at
the playhouse would have drawn the attention dadllaathorities. GuriRlaygoing 56.

29 Cook, Audiences,” 313.

2L Gurr, Playgoing 56.

2 Cook, “Audiences,” 313.

% For the size and rapid growth of London, see Qilaygoing 59 and Roger Finlayopulation and
Metropolis: The Demography of London 1580-1§6@mbridge: Cambridge UP, 1981), 6.

4 For a discussion of the laws governing the repiiasien of treasonous activity, see Rebecca Lemon,
Treason by Words: Literature, Law, and Rebelljflthaca: Cornell UP, 2006) and Karen Cunningham,
Imaginary Betrayals: Subjectivity and the Discowrsé Treason in Early Modern Engla@hiladelphia:
Pennsylvania UP, 2002).

% For some of the accounts of the censorshiphaf Book of Sir Thomas Mgrsee Dorothy AuchteA
Dictionary of Literary and Dramatic Censorsh{pondon: Greenwood Press, 2001), 320-323; Richard
Dutton,Mastering the Revels: The Regulation and Censomshignglish Renaissance Dranlawa City:
lowa UP, 1991), 81-86 and Janet CJdfat made tongue-tied by authority’ Elizabethamdalacobean
Dramatic CensorshigManchester: Manchester UP, 1990), 30-37.

% Jean HowardThe Stage and Social Struggle in Early Modern Engji@New York: Routledge, 1994).
There are of course numerous studies interestdgtipolitical aspects of early modern drama, tooyra
cite here.

" Anthony MundayA Second and Third Blast of Retreat from Plays &neaters(London, 1580), 88.

% Munday,A Second and ThirBlast of Retreat89.

29 Robert Ormsby, Coriolanus Antitheatricalism, and Audience Responsghakespeare Bulleti26, no.1
(2008): 47. Ormsby is drawing on Jonas Baridte Antitheatrical PrejudicéBerkeley: California UP,
1981), especially 66-155 and Laura Levilen in Women's Clothing: Anti-theatricality and
Effeminizaitonl579-1642 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1994). See htags Montrose’sThe Purpose of
Playing (Chicago: Chicago UP, 1996), 48-49.

30 John NorthbrookeA Treatise Against Dicing, Dancing, Plays, and thiées with Other Idle Pastimes
(London, 1577), 65.

¥ Munday,A Second and Third Blast of Retreat

32 Stephen GossoRJays Confuted in Five Actiorfsondon, 1582), B8v.

33 Cynthia MarshallShattering of the Self : Violence, Subjectivity &adly Modern Text$Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins, 2002), 17.

3 Most theater historians now reject the simpligt@v that Puritans hated the theater and closed
soon as they could. Margot Heinemann and MartineBitave both shown how Puritanism and playgoing
were not necessarily mutually exclusive, nor wargtBnism and antitheatrical beliefs necessarily
connected. So just because the Puritans closdtighters doesn’t necessarily mean they did sdéor t
same reasons as the antitheatrical writers wahtd tlosed. However, Susan Wiseman and Christopher
Hodgkins have effectively argued that while theatiees were probably closed for practical reasons (a
politically charged theater that drew large crowa@s simply not a good idea during a war), they iagth
closed until the Restoration because of antitheatsentiment within the Puritan government. Tlils,
antitheatrical writers’ depiction of playgoing cartly played a role in closing the theaters by ayinhg it



264

as a dangerous activity. Margot Heinemapumitanism and Theater: Thomas Middleton and Opjiwsi
Drama Under the Early Stuar{€ambridge: Cambridge U.P., 1980); Martin BuytlEneater and Crisis
1632-1642Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1984), 84-100; Christopthodgkins, “Plays Out of Season:
Puritanism, Antitheatricalism, and the Closinglod Theaters,” itCentered on the Woy@ds. Daniel W.
Doerksen and Christopher Hodgkins (Newark: Delaw#re 2004), 298-318; Susan WisemBnama and
Politics in the English Civil WagCambridge: Cambridge UP, 1998), 1-10.

% Tanya PollardShakespeare’s Theater: A Sourceb@dialdan, MA: Blackwell, 2004), xviii.

% Levin, Men In Women’s Clothingespecially 1-3. See also, Ormsbgotiolanus Antitheatricalism, and
Audience Response.”

37 Wwilliam Shakespeard&he Tragedy of Antony and Cleopainalrhe Norton Shakespeareds. Stephen
Greenblatt et al.”2 ed. (New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 2008),515-217. All subsequent
Shakespeare quotations are from this edition aretdn the text.

3 Gurr, Playgoing 126.

39 Gurr, Playgoing 124-125. For the non-illusionary aspects of eamydern drama, see also Alan C.
DessenElizabethan Drama and the Viewer’'s Eyehapel Hill: North Caroline Press, 1977).

“ |t should be briefly pointed out that Gurr’s arsiyof metadrama is not unrelated to Pollard andrieés
suggestions that dramatists countered the antitbalaarguments within their plays. Gurr suggebt t
these metatheatrical games often countered thineattiical claims that playing was a form of lying;
metadrama allowed players and playwrights to explosdie themselves. GuiPlaygoing 124-125.

“1 Robert Crossmef;he World’s a Stage: Shakespeare and the Dramagiw gf Life(Bethesda MD:
Acedemica Press), x, emphasis his.

2 CrossmenThe World’s a Stage. For a history of this trope, see Richard Hgrribrama, Metadrama
and Perceptior{Lewisburg, PA: Bucknell UP, 1986).

“3 Sidney HomanWhen the Theater Turns to ltself: The Aesthetiaptear in Shakespeafeewisburg:
Bucknell UP, 1981); James L. Calderwo&thakespearean Metadrar(ldinneapolis: Minnesota UP,
1971); Calderwoodyietadrama in Shakespeare’s Henri@erkeley: California UP, 1979); Robert Egan,
Drama within Drama: Shakespeare’s Sense of higletv York: Columbia UP, 1975); Judd D. Hubert,
Metadrama: the Example of Shakespe@iacoln: Nebraska UP, 1991); Lionel Ab#&lietatheater: A New
View of Dramatic Forn{fNew York: Hill and Wang, 1963).

“4 Jonathan DollimoreRadical Tragedy: Religion, Ideology, and Powerlie Drama of Shakespeasd
ed. (Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), 250, leasfs his.

> This essay appears in three different for@lyph 8 (1981): 40-61Political Shakespeare: New Essays in
Cultural Materialism eds. Jonathan Dollimore and Alan Sinfield (Ithad®: Cornell UP, 1985), 18-47
andShakespearean Negotiations: The Circulation of @dfmergy in Renaissance Englafierkeley:
California UP, 1988), 21-65. All references arerrtheShakespearean Negotiationgrsion.

“ GreenblattShakespearean NegotiatiQrfst.

“" GreenblattShakespearean NegotiatiQIis.

“8 David Scott KastarShakespeare after Theofew York: Routledge, 1999), 115-116.

“9 Jonathan Goldbergames | and the Politics of Literature: Jonsohaespeare, Donne, and Their
ContemporariegBaltimore: Johns Hopkins, 1983), xiii.

*0 GoldbergJames | xiii.

*1 wikander,Princes to Act: Royal Audience and Royal Perforneari&78-1792Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins, 1993), 2.

*2 Dollimore, “Introduction: Shakespeare, culturalter@lism and the new historicismPolitical
Shakespeare: New Essays in Cultural Materia)i2m 7; Dollimore Radical TragedylLouis Montrose,
The Purpose of Playingspecially 39-40 and 60-62; Roy StroAg, and Power: Renaissance Festivals
1450-165QBerkley: California UP, 1984).

%3 For a work that does challenge the notion thdyeaoderns were anti-essentialist, see Robin Headla
Wells, Shakespeare’s HumanigiNew York: Cambridge UP, 2005). Wells argues thahanism’s focus
on discovering the nature of humanity implies adkif essentialism.

> Wikander Princes to Act44.

5 Qtd. in WikanderPrinces to Act45.

%6 Qtd. in WikanderPrinces to Act50.

" Dollimore, Radical Tragedy?249-271.
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*8 ThroughouRadical TragedyDollimore argues that early modern metadramaBxedhtian epic theater
share similarities. He does not necessarily arjatthey are both interested in achieving the sgoags,
but he does seem to suggest Watfremdungseffekir estrangement is present in early modern drama,
particularly within Webster’s plays. And because@it’s theater was specifically designed as a Marxi
challenge to capitalist ideology, Dollimore’s sugtien raises the question: can drama within a proto
capitalist culture (that is London) produce a Msirgttack against capitalism in this Brechtianitraa?
Again, this take on metadrama seems to be suggekt early modern dramatists were challenging an
idea that did not yet exist or was not broadly pte#. For Dollimore’s argument that early moderanda
is attempting to produce something like Brechtisinangement, seRadical Tragedyespecially 64-66.

9 Hugh Grady, “Shakespeare Studies 2005: A Situ@iegtview,” Shakespearg, no.1 (2005): 110.

9 Edward Pechter, “Afterword: ‘Performance,’ ‘Culir'History,” in Shakespeare and the Cultures of
Performanceeds. Paul Yachnin and Patricia Badir (Burlingtéin Ashgate, 2008), 169.

®1 Louis Althusser and Etienne Balib&eading Capitaltrans. Ben Brewster (New York: Verso, 2006),
187.

%2 For Jameson’s list, see his diagrarTire Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Sociglymbolic Act
(Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1981), 36. For Althusser’'s tisthe levels of the social formation, see SteBen
Smith,Reading Althusser: An Essay on Structural Marx{#thica: Cornell UP, 1984), 180.

83 Jamesonkolitical Unconscious43.

% JamesonPolitical Unconscious43-44. Jameson’s use of the word “mechanical fidui¢his quotation
seems strategic. Jameson wants to downplay tferatite between structural causality and expressive
causality, so even though Jameson is more or tessimg Goldmann of relying on expressive causdlity
believe he is using the term “mechanical” to linknlio mechanical causality, thus directing his and
Althusser’s critique towards mechanical causality away from expressive causality.

% pechter, “Afterword,” 172.

% pechter, “Afterword,” 169.

7 pechter, “Afterword,” 174, emphasis mine.

% Alan Liu, “The Power of Formalism: The New Hisitism,” ELH 56, no.4 (1989): 732.

For how Liu’s challenge to new historicism has meween fully answered, see Lesgeenaissance Drama
and the Politics of Publicatiqr2?2.

% Jean E. Howard, “The New Historicism in Renaissa®tudies, English Literary Renaissandeé
(1986):13-43; Leeds Barroll, “A New History for Stespeare and His TimeShakespeare QuarterBo
(1988): 441-464 and James®ystmodernism: Or, the Cultural Logic of Late Capigm (Durham, NC:
Duke UP, 1991), 181-217.

0 Luke Wilson,Theater of IntentionDrama and the Law in Early Modern Englagtanford: Stanford
UP, 2000), 25-26; LessdPplitics of Publication22. Wilson does not necessarily agree with Lie. H
seems to argue that while some new historicistragguis may rely on a “voodoo of resemblance,” the ne
historicist project does not necessarily haveHe.then proceeds to give his own solution to thedjem
(27-31).

"L Robert Paul Rescilthusser and the Renewal of Marxist Social ThéBerkley: California UP, 1992),
54

2 Althusser and BalibaReading Capitgl189.

3 Althusser and BalibaReading Capitgl193.

" Alex Callinicos,Althusser’s MarxisnfLondon: Pluto Press, 1976), 52.

5 For instance, Anthony Giddens asserts that ecandeterminism in the last instance “surely remains
obscure in Althusser.” GiddenSgentral Problems in Social Theory: Action, Struetuand Contradiction
in Social AnalysigBerkeley: California UP, 1979), 159.

8 ReschAlthusser 39. For Althusser’s description of how social ditions are reproduced, see Althusser,
“Ideology and Ideological State Apparatus (Notesawls an Investigation)” ihenin and Philosophy and
Other Essaydrans. Ben Brewster (New York: Monthly Review §5¢1971), 108-127.

" Lacan of course also influenced Althusser, sddha of the transcendental signifier could be ustded
as the source for both Althusser’s structural clitysand Badiou’s progressive epistemology. For Bat
theories of the void within his ontological systesag BadiouBeing and EveniNew York: Continuum,
2005), 49-59.

8 Badiou, Theory of the Subje¢New York: Continuum, 2009), 56.
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" This summery of Badiou’s progressive epistemolisggrgely taken from Oliver FelthamJain Badiou
Live Theory(New York: Continuum, 2008), especially 14-16. Adtham points out these ideas are spread
throughout Badiou’s work, so | rely heavily on Felin’s synthesis of those texts to summarize Basiou’
theories. For the origin of this idea, see “Margu®lanque: a propos du Zerd& ahiers pour I'analysd.0
(1969): 150-173. For a description of this idethimi a conversation about ontology, see Badidweory of
the Subject58-64 and 202-204.

8 This combination of Badiou and Althusser (and tesser extent Jameson) is by necessity a
simplification. A full synthesis of these thinkessuld require its own book length study. But | habis is
a productive simplification which produces coheramd useable theories of historical causality ohisal
change, and the production of knowledge.

8 For a critique of Althusser’s inability to accodat transhistorical change, see Ted Benfdre Rise and
Fall of Structural Marxism: Althusser and his Iréloce(New York: St. Martins Press, 1984), 76-81.

8 For an overview of the evolution of early moderarda from medieval drama, see Raphael Falco,
“Medieval and Reformation Roots,” s Companion to Renaissance Drar289-256. For a
comprehensive study of this evolution or transitisee Robert WeimanB8hakespeare and the Popular
Tradition in the Theater: Studies in the Social Bimaion of Dramatic Form and FunctigBaltimore:
Johns Hopkins Press, 1978). For a more specifitystacing the development of one phenomenon (the
devil) from the medieval to the early modern ee 3ohn D. CoxThe Devil and the Sacred in English
Drama 1350-164ZCambridge: Cambridge UP, 2000).

8 Feltham Alain Badioy 100. Feltham usefully condenses these four cteistics of the event and the
situation. For Badiou’s full treatment of theseddesedeing and EverPart IV and V, especially 173-178
(Meditation Sixteen).

8 For an account of this truth procedure, see Felfifdain Badioy 103-119.

8 Badiou,Being and Even®7.

8 Feltham Alain Badioy 102.

8" This depiction of post-modern thought has becoraeeror less become axiomatic, but for its original
context, see Jean-Francois Lyotartle Post-Modern Condition: A Report on Knowledgens. Geoff
Bennington and Brian Massumi (Minneapolis: Minrtas®P,1984), especially 37-41.

8 Qtd in. FelthamAlain Badioy 98. Feltham does not provide a citation for #p&orism, which probably
did not originate with Badiou anyway. Feltham’smtah referencing this phrase is to suggest thatitlea
represents “within Badiou’s oeuvre ... thpitaphto the Marxist dialect of history” (98, emphasis)h

89 JamesoriThe Political Unconscioys8.

% For instance, Warren Montag argues that despitesan reliance on and admiration of Althusser, he
ultimately accuses him of being a “crypto-postmadis or irrationalists, who, whatever [his] stated
commitment to Marxism, had contributed to the ‘ramization’ of history.” Warren Montad,ouis
Althusser(New York: Palgrave, 2003), 1.

°1 JamesonThe Political Unconscioyst0.

92 JamesonThe Political Unconscioyst0.

9 J.L. Austin,How to do Things with Word&" ed. (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1975), especially 1-11

% For this debate, see John Searle, “Reiteratin@tfierences: A Reply to Derrida@lyph1 (1977):198-
208 andlacques Derrida, “Limited Inc a b ¢ ...,”lumited Ing trans. Samuel Webster, Jeffrey Mehlman
and Alan Bass (Evanston, IL: Northwestern UP, 1998)110. For a discussion of how this debate
impacted performance criticism, see Andrew Parkerive Kosofsky Sedgwick, “Introduction:
Performativity and Performance,” Rerformativity and Performanceds. Andrew Parker and Eve
Kosofsky Sedgwick (New York: Routledge, 1995), 1-E6r a useful explanation of the philosophical
impact of this debate on late"26entury and early 2'icenturies thinking as well as an interesting
discussion of how this debate plays out within aalgsis of early modern culture, see David HawRés
Faust Myth: Religion and the Rise of Representafitaigrave: New York, 2007), 1-18.

% For two notable examples of this use of speeckhactry, see Joseph A. Portéhe Drama of Speech
Acts: Shakespeare’s Lancastrian TetraldBgrkeley: California UP, 1979) and Keir ElaBhakespeare’s
Universe of Discourse: Language-Games in the Coes¢@ambridge: Cambridge UP, 1984).

% Stanley Fish, “How to do Things with Austin andaBe: Speech Act Theory and Literary Criticism,”
MLN 91, no. 5 (1976): 983-1025.

97 John SearleéSpeech Acts: An Essay into the Philosophy of Lageg(@ambridge: Cambridge UP, 1969),
50-53; SearleThe Social Creation of Realifilew York: The Free Press, 1995), 27-29.
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% SearleThe Social Creation of Realjt@7, emphasis his.

% SearleThe Social Creation of Realjtg4.

190 jke Austin’s initial distinction between performivge and constative speech acts, Searle’s distincti
between institutional and brute reality is everjuatlipsed by a more complex set of terms. Howgelver
will still rely on the initial distinction. For aidgram of this set of terms, see SeaFlee Social Creation of
Reality, 121.

191 stuart Clark;Thinking with Demons: The Idea of Witchcraft in Eaviodern EuropdOxford: Oxford
UP, 1997).

192 GreenblattShakespearean Negotiatior?4-65 and StrongArt and Power

193 Hawks, The Faust MythSee also Alvin B. Kernarffhe Playwright as Magician: Shakespeare’s Image
of the Poet in the English Public Thea{dlew Haven, CT: Yale UP, 1979).

194 Because of critics continued interest in the saizdtion of art and literature in the early modera,

and their intense interest in Shakespeare’s sugpDatholicism, there are too many texts related to
Catholicism’s influence on the theater to list héter a discussion of the former issue and a partia
discussion of its critical history, see Regina M&chwartz Sacramental Poetics at the Dawn of
Secularism: When God Left the Wostanford: Stanford UP, 2008), 39-58. For a redétussion of
Shakespeare’s supposed Catholicism and its impeitteotheater, see David Bevingt&hakespeare's
Ideas: More Things in Heaven and Ea(tflalden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2008), 106-142.

1% Richard BurtLicensed by Authority: Ben Jonson and the DiscauddeCensorshiglthica: Cornell,
1993).

1% For a description of how the Master of Revels paisl by the theater companies, see Janet Chate,
made tongue-tied by authority,1-13.

197 Indeed, there were four different Masters of Reveperating under three different monarchs fro8i15
(the year Elizabeth | turned the Master of Reveffice into the official censor of dramatic perfances)
until the closing of the theaters in 1642. And aisel Clare suggests in her study of censorshigipeac
“the censorship of texts is governed by the vagasfehe political climate.” ClaréArt made tongue-tied,’
199.

198 Although Anthony Munday seems to have been thecawdf the original manuscript, alterations seem
to have been made by Henry Chettle, Thomas DeKkkemas Heywood and William Shakespeare. For a
detailed description of the various hands involiredltering the manuscript as well as the contreyer
involving the authorship, see The Revels edit®in:;Thomas More: A Play by Anthony Munday and rsthe
revised by Henry Chettle et &ds. Vitorio Gabrieli and Giorgio Melchiori (Manester: Manchester UP,
1990), 20-24.

199 This slightly modernized version of Tilney’s mangiia is taken from ClaréArt made tongue-tied 32.
For a transcript of Tilney’s comments which retdia original spelling and shorthand, see the Revels
edition of Sir Thomas Morgl7 andThe Book of Sir Thomas Mored. W.W. Greg (Oxford: The Malone
Society Reprints, 1911), 1.

10 gee for instance, Claréyrt made tongue-tied 30-33 and Duttoriylastering the Revels: The Regulation
and Censorship of English Renaissance Drdloaa City: lowa UP, 1991), 84-86.

1 Dorothy AuchterDictionary of Literary and Dramatic Censorship imdor and Stuart England
(Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2001), 298, emplmaisie.

12 Clare,'Art made tongue-tied 49.

13 Clare, Art made tongue tied214.

114 Janet Clare, “Greater Themes for Insurrectiomguing’: Political Censorship of the Elizabethaman
Jacobean StageReview of English Studi@8, no. 150 (1987): 181-182.

15 putton,Mastering the Reveld55.

16 There is some uncertainty about who would havenbedCoriolanus— Buc or Tilney. For an
explanation of this uncertainty, see Duttastering the Revel448-154.

17 There is another scene that could possibly berithestas a riot; however, | leave it out from theee
discussion because it is less like a riot and rikeean intergovernmental conflict or civil war. Btl
Coriolanus is attacked by, what the stage direstaall, “a rabble of Plebeians” and when Coriolanus
confronts his enemies (the Plebeians, the Aediled,several Tribunes), the stage directions ldlzs &
mutiny: “In this mutiny the Tribunes, the Aediles)d the People are beat in [and] exeunt.”(afte228).
However, this scene is not a riot in the sensegybap of citizens rebelling against authority tigh
violence and/or destruction since the Aediles (aharity figure himself) is present to carry oue thill of
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the people, as are the Tribunes. The scene wottlek lie described as a civil war, a conflict betweeo
officially recognized factions: one representing @itizens (the Aediles and the Tribunes) and one
representing Coriolanus (Menenius and Coriolanosaéif).

18 Most scholars seem to agree that Shakespeare atri@@st part obir Thomas Morgprobably as part
of the revision process after the initial censqrdiy the Master of Revels. For a discussion of
Shakespeare’s role in the composition, see thednttion to the Revels edition 8fr Thomas Morg21-
28.

19The Life and Death of Jack Straed. Stephen Longstaffe (New York: Edwin Melleesa; 2002),
emphasis original.

120 Clare,'Art made tongue-tied 37-39.

121 Clare,'Art made tongue-tied 38.

122 Clare, “Greater themes,” 173.

123 Badiou, The Theory of the Subjedi98.

124 How much agency the individual subject has witginAlthusserian social formation is a complex issue
While Althusser seems to deny any subjective agdBagliou seems to assert it, while maintaining
Althusser’s overall theory of society and histoiynd notably, Anthony Giddens has argued that
structuralism in general is not incompatible wigeacy and suggests that Althusser does not fullgat
for the role of the individual agent in history. Tomplicate matters further, since Greenbl&Enaissance
Self-Fashioningcritics have debated how to think about subjants subjectivity in a pre-Cartesian world.
So it is difficult to discern how playwrights woulchve thought about their own ability to constitinis
notion of playgoing. Furthermore, all of these ssuvevolve around the question of authorial intemtis it
possible or desirable to find the intention of ghe@ywright in the play? The answers to these qoestare
beyond the scope of this project. For Althusseesial of agency within the social formation, $ee

Marx trans. Ben Brewster (New York: Verso, 2005), 227-Badiou’s assertion of the subject occupies
much ofTheory of the Subjedtor Gidden'’s critique of Althusser, see Giddérs Constitution of Society
(Berkeley: California UP, 1984), 217-218 a@dntral Problems in Social Theord57-160. For Gidden’s
account of agency, sdée Constitution of Societ§-93. For notable works which react to Stephen
GreenblattRenaissance Self-Fashioning: from More to Shakesg&hicago: Chicago UP, 1980) and that
raise the related questions of agency, subjectarity intention within early modern drama and early
modern culture, see Cynthia Marshale Shattering of the Self: Violence, Subjectiibhd Early Modern
Texts(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 2002); Luke Wilsdhgaters of Intentioand Frank Whigham
Seizers of the Will in Early Modern English Dra@ambridge: Cambridge UP, 1996). Wilson and
Whigham both explicitly rely on Gidden'’s theoriesexplain agency within the early modern period.

125 Ben JonsorBartholomew Faired. E.A. Horsman (London: Methuen & CO LTD, 1964
subsequent quotations are from this Revels edii@hcitied in the text.

126 Thomas WilsonThe Art of Rhetoriced. Peter E. Medine (University Park, PA: Penrayia UP,

1994), 70.

127\Wayne A. RebhorrThe Emperor of Men’s Mind45. The claim that rhetoric was designed to infaee
the actions of the audience is fairly basic andh@es axiomatic, but for more on the connection betw
rhetoric and audience action, see Brain VickerfePower of Persuasion,” Renaissance Eloquence:
Studies in Theory and Practice of Renaissance Rhetml. James J. Murphy (Berkeley: California UP,
1983) 411-435.

128 An Apology for PoetryPierce PennilesandThe Art of English Poesyespectively.

129illiam B. Worthen,The Idea of the Acto6. For more on howlamletis conventional, see Dawson
and YachninThe Culture of Playgoing in Shakespeare’s Engiaa@ollaborative DebatéCambridge:
Cambridge UP, 2001), 16.

130 philip MassingerThe Roman Actoed. Martin White (Manchester: Manchester UP, 3081
subsequent quotations are from this Revels edii@hcitied in the text.

131 Charles Pastoor, “Metadramatic Performance¢amletandThe Roman Actdr,The Philological
Review32, no. 1 (2006)3. Werner Habicht also notes the similarities betwelamlet’'s and Paris’s
speeches. Werner Habicht, “Traps of lllusion in Mager'sThe Roman Actg in The Show Within:
Dramatic and other Inseted. Franquis Laroque (Montpellier: University Psalery UP, 1992), 359.
Pastoor rightly points out that there is a sligffedence between the two theories since Hamlet deama
as holding up a mirror to the whole of civilizatiand Paris is focusing the reflective lens of dramahe
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individual. Pastoor, “Metadramatic Performanced, "3-However, for our purposes, it is enough to ceti
that both characters see drama as affecting therseed

132 See Habicht for a comprehensive discussion oftitieal interpretation of this scene; he illusesithat
early scholarship saw the play as a defense agaitiheatrical puritan attacks, but critics lattrted to
understand the disjunction between Paris’s speedhthe effectiveness of the inset plays, which sstgga
suspicion of the power of the stage to reform tience. Habicht, “Traps of Illusion,” 360. Jorkerish
pushes the “misunderstanding” of Paris’s speeck tmaseventeenth century responses to the playsiBar
“Three Caroline ‘Defenses’ of the Stage,"Gomedy from Shakespeare to Sheridan: Change and
Continuity in the English and European Dramatic diteon (Newark: Delaware UP, 1986), 195-196.

133 Joanne RochesteBtaging Spectatorship in the Plays of Philip Mageir(Burlington, VT: Ashgate,
2010), 28.

134 Edward L. Rocklin, “Placing the Audience at Rifealizing the Design of Massingeife Roman
Actor,” in Acts of Criticism: Performance Matters in Shakespemd His Contemporariegds. Paul
Nelsen and June Schlueter (Madison: Fairleigh Diske UP, 2006), 144.

135 phijlip MassingerThe City Madamed. Cryus Hoy (Lincoln: Nebraska UP, 1964). Albsequent
guotations are from this Regents edition and citieithe text.

136 RochesterStaging Spectatorshig9.

137 Austin, How to do Things with Word8, emphasis his.

138 Austin, How to do Things with Word8-9.

139B.J. Sokol and Mary SokdEhakespeare, Law and Marria¢@ambridge: Cambridge UP., 2006), 13.
10 For this definition of marriage, see Sokol and @p8hakespeare, Law and Marriagk3-14.

141 John WebstefThe Duchess of Malfed. John Russell Brown (Manchester: Manchester2089). All
subsequent quotations are from this Revels edii@hcitied in the text.

142 Richard AdairCourtship, lllegitimacy and Marriage in Early ModeEngland flanchester:
Manchester UP, 1996), 142; Sokol and SoBblakespeare, Law and Marriggéh; Lawrence Stone,
Uncertain Unions: Marriage in England 1660-1783xford: Oxford UP, 1992), 22-23; R.B. Outhwaite,
Clandestine Marriages in England, 1500-18@ndon: Hambledon Press, 1995), 19-50. Thougltaiter
two do not explicitly define spousals, they do explthe broad range of utterances that could dotest
marriage in early modern England.

143 Adair, Courtship, lllegitimacy and Marriagel44-145; Ralph Houlbrooke, “The Making of Marrésig
Mid-Tudor England: Evidence from the Records of tiabnial Contract Litigation,'Journal of Family
History 10, no. 4 (1985): 344.

%4 For instance, Sara Jayne Steen notes that theeBsistanagogical partner Arbelle Stuart also made s
to include a witnessing audience “to ensure thitilegcy of the marriage could not be challenged?)(6
However, Stuart probably did not keep her marriagecret, but merely married in secret. Unlike the
Duchess, Stuart wanted her married to be madeq®8dra Jayne Steen, “The Crime of Marriage: Agbell
Stuart andrhe Duchess of Malfi The Sixteenth Century Jourrn22, no. 1 (1991): 61-76.

145 Brian CorriganPlayhouse Law in Shakespeare’s WdMadison: Fairleigh Dickinson, 2004), 179.
146 Huston DiehlStaging Reform, Reforming the Stdtieaca, Cornell UP), 195.

" For studies that note Webster’s interest in metad;, see WortheThe Idea of the ActpB5; J.R.
Mulryne, “Webster and the Uses of Tragicomedy,Jamn Webstered. Brian Morris (London: Ernest
Benn, 1970), especially 142; Howard FelpeBhakespearean Representation: Mimesis and Modémity
Elizabethan TragedgPrinceton: Princeton UP, 1977), 188-191; ArtBuiKirsch,Jacobean Dramatic
Perspectiveg¢Charlottesville: Virgin UP, 1972), 106-110; Andrelenderson, “Death on Stage, Death of
the Stage: The Antitheatricality of tibrichess of Malff Theater Journa#i2, no.2 (1990): 194-207; Diehl,
Staging Reform195 and Jonathan DollimorRadical Tragedy231-246.

148 On the other hand, “see” could also mean meebovarse with. However, by using “see” instead of
“meet,” Webster seems to want to draw out or suighesvisual connotations of the word and
consequently highlight the Cardinal’s role as wéthe See, V12a, The Oxford English Dictionafy,e!,
1989.0ED Onling Oxford UP. 22, March 2011 <http://www.oed.comBtty/174749>

149 |ndeed, Ferdinand does not deny that the firstiage did not take place. When the Duchess tetts hi
that she is married, he simply responds with “&282). Instead, he seems to be denying the Dathes
opportunity to re-perform the marriage.

150 Banishment, like marriage, is a fairly clear exéagf institutional reality in that it is a form oéality
that is completely produced through and constitutif’language. Shakespear€ariolanusalso uses the
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phenomenon of banishment to explore performatiterarices and stage utterances. Stanley Fishgletail
the performative nature of banishmentariolanusin “How to do Things with Austin and Searle: Sgeec
Act Theory and Literary Criticism,” and Robert Ofgdraces the metatheatrical quality of the play in
“Coriolanus Antitheatricalism, and Audience Response.” HoweReither critic links metadrama and
speech acts.

1 For a discussion of Marlowe'’s interest in issudated to succession and why he might have a parson
stake in this issue, see Lisa Hopkins, “Christopiarlowe and the Succession of English Crowin$é
Yearbook of English Studi&8, no.1-2 (2008): 183-198.

152 Christopher MarloweTamburlaine the Greaed. J.S. Cunningham (Manchester: Manchester UP,
1981). All subsequent quotations are from this Regdition and citied in the text.

133 Kateryna Schray, “Is This Your Crown?’ ConquestiZCoronation ifamburlaine J Act Il Scene 4,”
Cahiers Elisabethian68 (2005): 68.

154 Garber, “Here's Nothing Writ': Scribe, Script,aCircumscription in Marlowe's PlaysTheatre
Journal 36, no.3 (1984): 301-320. For more on Tamburlaimgasp of the performative power of
language, see Richard W. Schoch, “Tamburlaine a@cCbntrol of Performative PlayinggZssays in
Theatrel7, no.1 (1998): 3-14. Schoch and Garber detaividnethat Tamburlaine’s rhetoric produces real
effects within the listening subject; whereas, lexulusively interested in the way Tamburlaine uses
metadramatic performance to produce real effedfsimnvinstitutional reality.

1% For a comprehensive discussion of this debate)aeet Clare, “The Censorship of the Deposition
Scene irRichard 11;” Review of English Studidd..161 (1990): 89-94 and Charles R. Forker's Agpeto
the Arden edition oRichard Il (London: Arden Shakespeare, 2005), 506-515.

136 putton,Mastering the Reveld25.

157 Clare bases her argument on Tilney’s censorshfiirofhomas Morand finds thaRichard Il seems to
have been censored along the same lin&rachomas MoreClare,'Art made tongue-tied by authority,’
49.

138 GreenblattShakespearean Negotiatigr&l-65. See also Roy Stromyt and Power

159 To my knowledge, no one has raised the possiliiiayTamburlainewas censored probably because
there is no extant evidence other than the cordézind theoretical evidence | offer. Clare, Dutéoa
Auchter make no mention dlamburlaine

10 For the practice of using one actor to play midtiparts, see Gurr and Mariko Ichikav@aging in
Shakespeare’s Theatré®xford: Oxford UP, 2000), 12-13 and Gurlaygoing in Shakespeare’s London
106.

181 There is another possible agent who may have pltbleescene off stage — Marlowe’s publisher,
Richard Jones. In his address to the reader df388 edition of Tamburlaine, Richard Jones telts hi
audience that he has “purposely omitted and laff same fond and frivolous gestures” (8-9). Josemms
to be saying that he left out comic material hautitd would be beneath the educated readers heyiag t
to sell the play to. However, his admission thatliitecut scenes from the play leaves open the piiissi
that he could have been the one that forced thesitéegn scene off stage. This possibility raisé®sat of
guestions regarding the role of the editor in mlfig, of early modern texts and textual censorship
guestions that are beyond the purview of this shebause, in the end, whoever moved the deposition
scene off stage is immaterial. The fact that atespoint it was decided by someone not to stagedbee
suggests the triadic relationship; the same relatipp between performance, audience and realitydan
the censorship of riots and the wedding sceriéhimmnDuchess of MalffFor studies that show the important
role of the editor in the production of play texdse Lesseihe Politics of Publicatiomnd Sonia Massai,
Shakespeare and the Rise of the Edi@ambridge: Cambridge UP, 2007).

182 There are no original stage directions concerttiege feints in the original text. | am followindn&les
R. Forker’s stage directions in his Revels editbEdward II, which seem to accurately reflect the
dialogue. Christopher Marlow&dward the Seconed. Charles R. Forker (Manchester: Manchester UP,
1994). All quotations are from this Revels editamd citied in the text.

183 perhaps as Marlowe’s career progressed, he bevaneeradical or at least more willing to destaliliz
the monarchy. Or if we suppose that Tilney censd@adburlaine perhaps Tilney became more lenient
during the ten years that lapsed betw&amburlaineandEdward Il. However,Edward Il was written in
1598 and Tilney probably censored the depositiensofRichard Ilin 1595, and nothing seems to have
occurred within the three years that would haveaniEithey less anxious about the institutional effafc
depositions. Then again, the historical Edwarddbwot overtly associated with Elizabeth the way the
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historical Richard Il was, so perhaps staging teodition of Edward Il was not understood to be as
subversive as the deposition of Richard Il. Becdliegossibility thaTamburlainewas censured has not
been explored by scholars of early modern cengmr#iie question of whyamburlainewas censured but
not Edward Il or whyRichard Il but notEdward Il has been neglected. Dutton does broach the isgue b
focus onRichard Il notEdward Iland completely neglect&mburlaine For this discussion, see Dutton,
Mastering the Revel425.

184 Ben JonsorEpicene, or The Silent Womaed. Richard Dutton (Manchester: Manchester UB320

All subsequent quotations are from this Revels@uignd citied in the text.

18510 Jonson'Bartholomew FairEdgeworth makes a similar pronouncement when htad‘The act is
nothing without a witness” (4.3.110-111).

186 Richard BromeThe Antipodesed. Ann Haaker (Lincoln: Nebraska UP, 1966),505All subsequent
guotations are from this Regents edition and citieithe text.

%7 For instance, earlier in the scene (before hesfind they are married), Bosola defends Antonier at
group of officers speak poorly of him probably hessm he senses the Duchess’s feelings for Antori@a A
result, the Duchess tells him that she has maAiednio (3.2.214-275). However, the fact that he
continues to praise the Duchess’s marriage even ladt gets his information may suggest that hiseria
not only flattery.

1% Her use of a spousal itself could have been seenciass transgression since spousals and clareest
marriages were most often used by the middle awdraclasses. Ralph Houlbrooke, “The Making of
Marriage in Mid-Tudor England,” 341-342.

189 Of course, the question of class in this play, iartthe entire period, is fraught with difficultieBor
instance, it is difficult to know just how transgséve the Duchess’s marriage would have been simeés
marrying her steward and the steward occupiedvilgred position within the household and was ofien
member of the aristocracy (a younger son of anaaratic family). And in a general sense, class
distinctions at this time were not nearly as ridgsdhey would later become; as Mary Lamb Ellen
observes, within early modern England, “the sodistiance between mistress and servant of the eintite
century was not yet firmly established” (5). Howewehat is important for this study is not the exXawel
of the transgression, but that the Duchess’s wepdimuld have been seen, on some level, as a chalten
the notion that birth determined social status.ddiscussion of how the Duchess’s marriage woaicth
transgressed class, see Mary Lamb Ellen, “TraciHgtarosexual Erotics of ServiceTwelfth Nightand
the Autobiographical Writings of Thomas WhythormelaAnne Clifford,”Criticism 40, no.1 (1998): 1-25.
For information on the role of the steward in thelgmodern household, see D.R. Hainswagtewards,
Lords and People: The Estate Steward and His Warldater Stuart EnglangCambridge: Cambridge
U.P., 1992). For the general conflict between @assee Lawrence Storiéhe Crisis of the Aristocracy
1558-1641(Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1965). For how Stortesis applies to Webster’s play, see Frank
Whigham, “Sexual and Social Mobility in tliuchess of Malff PMLA 100, no.2 (1985): 167-186.

"9 Mary Beth Rose, “The Heroics of Marriage in Resaixe Tragedy,” ifthe Duchess of MalfNew
York: St, Martins, 1998), 131. See also WhighangexXisal and Social Mobility iThe Duchess of Malfi.
1" sara Jayne Steen, “The Crime of Marriage,” 61Stéen traces the responses to Stuart’s marriage (th
model for the Duchess’s marriage) and argues tretistér's audience would have probably responded in
kind.

172 Fish, “How to do Things with Austin and Searle97

173 As | pointed out in the first chapter, this is wéeny analysis and Fish’s diverge. Fish is sugggstiat
Coriolanusis anticipating Austin and Searle, and that thikes the play uniquely emendable to a speech
act analysis, but | am arguing that a host of eadyglern plays claim that performance itself is
performative, and so these plays are not simplyoexy the logic and efficacy of language, but are
claiming to be speech acts.

74 Seminary, N1The Oxford English Dictionan2nd ed. 1989)ED Onling Oxford UP. 13 Sept. 2010 <
dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50219485>.

175 Another way of framing this issue is as a conflietween the Duchess’s public and private life; a
conflict that has been explored by several schotss for example Rose, “The Heroics of Marriage,”
especially 128-129 and Theodora A. Jankowski, “Biafi/Confining the Duchess: Negotiating the Female
Body in John Websterehe Duchess of Malfi Studies in Philologg7, no.2 (1990): 221-245. However,
essentially what is public about her life is herfpenance both on the stage and in the fictiveityeaf the
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play, and the difficulty she has in keeping thaf@enance a secret is what creates this tensiomdszt the
public and private.

15 The Regents edition retains the dash but noteésithst editors assume it is a substitute for god. F
instance, Robert M. Adams in an early critical aredition of Jonson’s PlayBén Jonson’s Plays and
Masque} omits the dash and inserts God. The 1616 folibthe 1620 quarto both use the dash. Richard
Dutton, in his notes in the Regents edition, fittsargument that the dash is a placeholder fowtre

god unconvincing, pointing out that “blasphemies faequent” within printed play texts. However, daes
not offer an interpretation of the dagen Jonson’s Plays and Masqued, Robert M. Adams (New York:
Norton, 1979); Ben JonsoRpicoene, or the silent woman,The workes of Beniamin lons@nondon,
1616); Ben Jonsoikpicoene, or the silent woman A comedie. Actedéryeare 1609London, 1620).

Y7 This construction of audience is, much like theBess’s construction, somewhat conspicuous. That is
Morose could have signed the document in isolato, it still would have been performative — it Wwbu
have produced an institutional or legal realityughthe construction of audience seems meant ttupeoa
metadramatic reflection on the ability of performaaro produce institutional reality. That beingdsan
early modern England oral agreements were jushpseritant as textual agreements, hence Morose’s
insistence that he was not merely signing a textgedement but also completing an oral contract. Way
this play seems to privilege performance over vahttbe discussed more fully in chapter 4. For the
importance of oral contracts, see Craig Muldréhe Economy of Obligation: The Culture of Creditian
Social Relations in Early Modern Englafdew York: St. Martin’s Press, 1998), especial®d4157. Also
for Jonson’s use and knowledge of contact law/|sie WilsonTheaters of Intentior§8-114. Wilson,
somewhat surprisingly, does not discuss this soedepth.

18 Such blatant appeals for applause are commorriyeadern drama. Jeremy Lopez opines, with some
hesitation, that “more than any other drama, eadgern drama talks about and openly solicits ageldu
Jeremy LopeZTheatrical Convention and Audience Response iny@dddern DramgCambridge:
Cambridge UP, 2003), 33. See for instance the éR@uds’s speech imfhe Roman ActorCensure us, or
free us with applause” (1.2.142) and the epiloguehte Antipodesliscussed below.

179 Approbation 1 and 3[he Oxford English Dictionan2nd ed. 1983QED Online Oxford UP.13 Sept.
2010 <dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50010936>.

180 For a brief description of when intercourse wasessary for a marriage to be considered institatipn
real, see Sokol and Sok&hakespeare, Law and Marria¢@ambridge: Cambridge U.P., 2006), 17 and
Richard AdairCourtship, lllegitimacy and Marriagel43-144.

18101 the importance of consummation within enforoetriages, see Sokol and Sokshakespeare, Law
and Marriage,32 and R.H. Helmhol2Vlarriage Litigation in Medieval EnglanfCambridge: Cambridge
UP, 1974), 91.

182 Gurr, Playgoing in Shakespeare’s Lond@specially 51-57 and Cookhe Privileged Playgoers,
especially 259-268. See also Michael Neill, “Wht®st accomplished Senate’: The Audience of the
Caroline Private Theaters3EL18 (1978): 341-360. For an argument closer to my,see Allison P.
Hobgood, Twelfth Nights ‘Notorious Abuse’ of Malvolio: Shame, Humoralitgnd Early Modern
Spectatorship,Shakespeare Bulleti24, no.3 (2006): 1-22. Here, Hobgood argues that/Mio is a figure
for performers and the other characters who moslp&iformance are figures for playgoers. By showing
how psychologically damaging being mocked by autksrcould be, Shakespeare is forcing the audience
to reflect on their own role as judgmental playgoétowever, Hobgood does not, as | do, explicitly
connect this process of shaming with a desire ak&peare to limit audience reaction.

183 This elegy appears in two different forms: oneneril inGentleman’s Magazinia June 1826 and the
other in J.P. Collier&\nnals of the Stage 1831. Both are reprinted in Gamini Salgage-Witnesses of
ShakespearéNew York: Harper and Row, 1975), 38-39. The abimxt is taken from the 1826 copy as
transcribed by Salagdo. The original documents dedm lost, but both Colliers and Salgado beligned
the original was probably written in the seventie¢imtury near the time of Burgbage’s death in 1618.
184 Edmund GaytorPleasant Notes upon Don Quixabndon, 1654), 3. Cited by Alan C. Dessen,
Elizabethan Drama and the Viewer's Egeand Gerald Eades Bentldhe Jacobean and Caroline Stage
vol. 5 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1967), 1345-1346.

'8 Thomas Palmer, “Master John Fletcher his Dramiati¢arkes Now at Last Printed,” i@omedies and
Tragedies Written by Francis Beaumont and JohndRlet(London, 1647).

186 For a version of this anecdote, see Babak A. Himiah, The Cinematic Theatdét.anham, MD, The
Scarecrow Press, 2004), 1.
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187 For how acting destabilized gender hierarchies Lseira LevineMen in Women’s ClothingFor how
acting upset puritan religious sensibilities, sestdn Diehl Staging Reform, Reforming the Stalargot
HeinemannPuritanism and Theatedonas BarishiThe Antitheatrical Prejudice80-131 and Gurr,
Playgoing in Shakespeare’s Londdr25. For how the two anxieties are related, see E. Howard,
“Sathan’s Synagogue’ The Theater as Constructeitskiynemies,” inThe Stage and Social Struggh®-
46.

188 Stephen Gossofflays Confuted in Five Actkondon, 1582), E5r.

139 The complaint that actors tried to mimic the appeee of the upper class is also apparent in the
reactions to the portrayal of Conde de GondomarSthanish ambassador to James’s court, in Midd&eton
A Game at ChesThe actor playing the part of Gondomar, probaglifiam Rowley, may have been
wearing the ambassador’s actual clothes and wag@am a replica of Gondomar’s sedan chair thdt ha
been customized to accommodate his fistula. Jotam®Berlain and a member of the Spanish court (Don
Carlos Coloma) both complained about this too séalportrayal of Gondomar. Of course, they were
anxious about more than just realism, but theiu$oon realism does suggest a concern similar to the
antitheatrical writers. For Chamberlain and Colsm&action to the 1624 performanceg\dbame at
Chesssee Thomas Middleto®, Game at Chesgd. T.H. Howard-Hill (Manchester: Manchester UP,
1993), 195, 202-203.

199 GossonPlays Confuted in Five Agt&4r.

¥ william Gager, “Letter to Dr. John Rainolds of y@1, 1592,” inwilliam Gager: The Complete Works,
vol 4, ed. Dana F. Sutton (New York: Garland Putitig, 1994), 271.

192 Gurr, Playgoing in Shakespeare’s Londdr27.

193 For descriptions of dual consciousness as apfiedrly modern audiences, see Michael Shapiro,
Gender in Play on the Shakespearean Stage: Boyiftewr@nd Female Pagéa8nn Arbor: Michigan UP,
1994), 46; Jeremy LopeTheatrical Convention and Audien&,Anthony B. Dawson, “Performance and
Participation,” inThe Culture of Playgoing in Shakespeare’s Engl@@ambridge: Cambridge UP, 2001),
11-37. For the early development of this concege, Samuel Taylor ColeridgBjographia Literarig in

The Collected Works of Samuel Taylor Coleridg®. 2, eds. James Engell and W. Jackson Bate
(Princeton.: Princeton UP, 1988),134, and Samuel Johnson, “Preface [to Shakegp&@B5,” in

Johnson on Shakespeassl. A. Sherbo (New Haven, Con.: Yale UP, 1958),dawson cites William
Archer as the originator of the term dual consaess. However, Archer uses the term to describe the
actor’s consciousness, not the audience’s. Arcligeas can be found in William Archéf,he Paradox of
Acting” and “Masks or Faces,’ed. Lee Strasberg (New York: Hill and Wang, 19984-200. Archer uses
the term to describe the actor’s consciousnestheaudience’s.

19 Gurr, Playgoing in Shakespeare’s Londdr26.

195 Gurr, Playgoing in Shakespeare’s Londdr26.

1% Diehl, Staging Reform, Reforming the Stage.

97 Unlike the link between naturalism and audieneetien, the depiction of women’s responses to drama
cannot be compared to eyewitness accounts of peafice because, as Charles Whitney has pointed out,
“Aside from queens there is still not a single up@achable example of an individual, identifiable
woman’s response to particular dramatic materifdreethe RestorationEarly Responses to Renaissance
Drama(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2006), 201.

198 Andrew Gurr anKaroline Szatek, “Women and Crowds at the TheaMegdieval and Renaissance
Drama in England: An Annual Gathering of Reseaf€hticism and Review21 (2008): 157.

199 John NorthbrookeA Treatise Against Dicing, Dancing, Plays, and thides, with Other Idle Pastimes
(London, 1577), 65.

200 Northbrooke Treatise Against Dicing, Dancing, Plgy88.

21 |ndeed, this gendered inability goes beyond perémrce. Women were also depicted as unable to tell
the difference between printed fiction and realithin early modern drama. In Massingefke
Guardian,Calipso openly declares that she believes in raesrand Gertrude is mocked throughout
Eastward Hodor believing in the reality of these same romandénis is not to say that men were not also
satirized for confusing reality and printed fictidheregrine iThe Antipodeslearly believes that his travel
narratives are true, and of course, Don Quixoteiges the examplpar excellencef an inability to tell
fact from fiction, albeit an example from a diffateulture. And as pointed out above, eye-witness
accounts of early modern performance suggest thattoo were seduced by the illusion of drama.



274

22 For studies of male anxiety as it is related ®dhe-sex model, see Mark Breitenbemgxious
Masculinity in Early Modern Englan@Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1996) and Anthony FletgBender,
Sex and Subordination in England 1500-188@w Haven, Con.: Yale UP, 1995). For a broadohisal
study of the one-sex model and how this produceddar that men could become women, see Thomas
LaqueurMaking Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks tod(€ambridge, Mass.: Harvard UP, 1990).
For how antitheatrical writers drew on this cultaaxiety to attack the theater, see LeWwten in
Women'’s Clothing

23 william Walshe, Shakespeare’s Lion and Ha JingeTi The Interplay of Imagination and Reality,
Papers on Language and Literatu42, no.4 (2006): 347.

24\We could also adHlamletto this list of outliers. Although the inset plajthin Hamletis not
necessarily interested in the naturalism of thgestar lack thereof, it does propose, as arguédein
previous chapter, that performance should affexgtidience. Thus, the view of performance expdeisse
Hamletis relatively consistent with the view of perfornea expressed iHenry VandA Midsummer's
Night Dreamin so far as none of these three plays are attegfat produce a non-reactive playgoer. But
as we will see, not all of Shakespeare’s playsesgthis viewThe Merchant of Veniceliscussed in the
fourth chapter, seems to be constructing a nortivegglaygoer.

205 Gurr, Playgoing in Shakespeare’s Londdr26.

208 Earnest, N1The Oxford English Dictionan2nd ed. 19890ED Online Oxford UP. 16, Nov, 2010.
<dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50071564>

27 See also Burbage’s elegy discussed above, whichiaks performance with “jest:” “Oft have | seen
him play his part in jest.”

28 \Walshe, “Shakespeare’s Lion and Ha Jin’s Tige48.3

29 The fear that women will be seduced by actorésis present ifThe AntipodesLetoy, the jealous
husband, tries to keep his wife from viewing thaeygbecause he is afraid “She’ll fall in love wittetactor
and undo me” (2.2.229).

20 pastoor, “Metadramatic Performances,”10.

21 The gender of Hamlet’s phrasing is somewhat afincidence because the “her” refers to nature not
female playgoers. Still, Hamlet nicely expresseatthe satire of female playgoers is supposed
accomplish.

22 For an argument that sees pure mockery of thelepsge David A. Samuelson, “The Order of
Beaumont’sThe Knight of the Burning Pestlegnglish Literary Renaissan®(1979): 302-318. For an
argument that defends the couple, see Barbara Kbigdpyansky, “A Reconsideration: George and Nell of
The Knight of the Burning PestldEnglish Language Note&s(1986): 27-32. For a partial defense of the
citizens, see Ronald Miller, “Dramatic Form and BDedic Imagination in Beaumont®he Knight of the
Burning Pestlé€, English Literary Renaissan&(1978): 67-84.

23| aurie E. Osborn, “Female Audiences and Femaléatity,” Exemplaria3, no.2 (1991): 497-510.

214 Alexander Leggatt, “The Audience as Patron,Shakespeare and Theatrical Patronage in Early
Modern Englandeds. Paul Whitfield White and Suzanne R. West@diribridge: Cambridge UP, 2002),
306.

21> Osborn, “Female Audiences, 497.

#1° Osborn, “Female Audiences, 505.

27 Francis BeaumonThe Knight of the Burning Pestleds. John Doebler (Lincoln: Nebraska UP, 1967).
All subsequent quotations are from this Regentioedand citied in the text.

218t is worth pointing out that this scene seembedlirectly influenced by several scenes fidan
Quixote most notably Volume 1, Chapter 17, in which Quixmistakes an inn for a castle (something he
does more than once) and refuses to pay the fekoRAcoursePon Quixoteis also interested in mocking
those that confuse fiction with reality. For a dission of how Cervantes probably influenced Beaumon
see Steven H. Gale, “The Relationship between BeatigKnight of the Burning Pestlend Cervantes’
Don Quixoté Anales Cervantinol (1972): 87-96, especially 94-95.

219 Shakespeard@he Merchant of Venicd.1.166.

220 Eor a description of oral and written contractd Aow both types of contracts were often contested
within the early modern legal system, see Craigdviiv, The Economy of Obligatiomspecially 199-255.
22! Indeed, the early modern theater was highly carezbwith the written word and the medium of print.
For instance, Eve Rachele Sanders asserts thatslate the “single most widely used property iddr
Stuart plays” (49). According to Alan C. Dessed &Bslie Thomson, 400 early modern plays reference
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letters in their stage directions, and 130 plajsremce books. Jonas Barish notes Shakespearaasly
one play The Two Noble Kinsmgithat does not dramatize a text. Obviously, | mdlt discuss each of
these plays. Instead, | will focus on those pléwat dvertly contrast texts with performance. Newelgss,
playwrights’ preoccupation with texts, like theirepccupation with performance and metadrama, can be
understood as an anxiety over the medium. Speltjfithey seemed worried about what would happen if
the strategies of reading were appropriated bygalass. The previous information is taken from Heidi
Brayman HackelReading Material in Early Modern England: Print, @aer, and LiteracyCambridge:
Cambridge UP, 2005), 19. For individual referenseg, Sanders, “Interiority and the LetteCiymbeling’
Critical Surveyl2, no.2 (2000): 47-70; Dessen and Thomabjctionary of Stage Directions in English
Drama,1580-164ZCambridge: Cambridge UP, 1999); and Jonas B&fSbft, Here Follows Prose’:
Shakespeare’s Stage Documents,The Arts of Performance in Elizabethan and Earlya8tDrama:
Essays for G.K.Hunteeds. Murray Briggs et. al (Edinburgh: Edinburgh,1991), 32-49.

222 David Scott KastarShakespeare and the Bo@ambridge: Cambridge UP, 2001), 7, emphasis his.
23t is difficult to know how literate the early merh playgoing population was because determiniag th
literacy rate of the any early modern populatioa isotoriously difficult task. Scholars have sugigd that
anywhere from 33% to 75% of the English populati@s literate in the early modern era. But it isacle
that the population of London would have been $icgmtly more literate than the non-Londoners, so
London playhouses would have been filled with ahidjiterate audience in relationship to the ligra
rates of the age. For the difficulties of determgniiteracy and a summary of critical argumentsuaioe
literacy rates in early modern England, see Frekédfiefer, “Appendix 1: Elizabethan Literacy,” in
Writing on the Renaissance Stage: Written Wordsit€d Pages, Metaphoric Booldewark: Delaware
UP, 1996) 268-274). Despite the title of Kieferfspandix, it covers the era up to the civil war.

224 Terry EagletonAfter Theory(Basic Books: London, 2003).

225 Anthony Grafton and Lisa Jardine, “Studied fortida’: How Gabriel Harvey Read his LivyPast and
Present129 (1990): 30.

#%/ictoria Khan,Rhetoric, Prudence and Skepticism in the Renaiss@thaca: Cornell UP, 1985), 19.
For a description of the humanistic education agg established by Desiderius Erasumus and Juan Lu
Vives, see Eugene R. KintgeReading in Tudor EnglangPittsburgh: Pittsburgh UP, 1996), 18-57.

227 Kevin Sharpe and Steven N. Zwicker, “IntroductiBiscovering the Renaissance ReaderRé&ading,
Society and Politics in Early Modern Englaratls. Sharpe and Zwicker (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
2003), 11. For how protestant reading strategigmated political debates, see ShaReading
Revolutions: The Politics of Reading in Early Mad&ngland(New Haven: Yale, 2000), and Sharpe,
“Reading Revelations: Prophecy, Hermeneutics aitid®an Early Modern Britain,” irReading Society
and Politics,122-166.

228 gteven OrgelThe Authentic Shakespeare: and Other ProblemseoEgitly Modern StagéNew York:
Routledge, 2002), 16. See also Seth Lerer, “ErRtiat, Politics and Poetry in Early Modern Engldrd
Reading Society and Politic41-65. Lerer traces the increasingly popular userata sheets in the early to
mid sixteenth century and suggests that autharggieed to correct their own work, but they did 5ot
simply to stabilize unstable printing practicest touintentionally play with the instability of dgmodern
spelling and print practices.

229 Godfrey GoodmarThe Fall of Man qtd. in Keifer,Writing on the Renaissance Stag8. Keifer rightly
points out that for Goodman the instability of hisok was a nice illustration of the themes of lusk
Since he was writing about the fall of man, thergption that is prevalent in a post-lapsarian wevks
embedded in the materiality of his text. So Goodntika many early moderns, partially embraced the
instability of the printed word.

230 Jardine and Grafton, “Studied for Action,”30.

%1 jardine and Grafton, “Studied for Action,” 40nehasis theirs. For similar studies of scholarbdiag
habits, see William H. Shermaiphn Dee: The Politics of Reading and Writing ia Bnglish Renaissance
(Amherst: Massachusetts UP, 1995) and Robert Ch&va&ssays on Ben Jonson'’s reading habits: “Ben
Jonson’s Library and Marginalia: New Evidence friva Folger Collections,Philological Quarterly66
(1987): 521-528; “Ben Jonson’s Chaucdtyiglish Literary Renaissand® (1989): 324-345; “Ben Jonson
Reads Daphnis and Chloghglish Language Notex7, no.4 (1990): 28-32 and “Jonson’s Copy of
Seneca,’Comparative Dram&5 (1991): 257-292.

232 Hackel,Reading Materigl 10-11, emphasis mine.
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23 Hackel,Reading Materigl 146. For foundational studies on commonplace sosée Ann Moss,
Printed Commonplace-Books and the Structure of Reaace ThoughOxford: Clarendon Press, 1996)
and Mary Thomas CranEraming Authority: Sayings, Self, and Society kt&inth-Century England
(Princeton: Princeton UP, 1992).

#4steven N. Zwicker, “The Constitution of Opiniondatine Pacification of Reading,” Reading, Society
and Politics 299-300.

235 Marta Straznicky, “Introduction: Plays, Books, ahd Public Sphere,” ifihe Book of the Play:
Playwrights, Stationers, and Readers in Early ModEngland ed. Marta Straznicky (Amherst:
Massachusetts UP, 2006), 4, emphasis hers.

2% patrick CheneyShakespeare’s Literary Authori(¢ambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008); Cheney,
Shakespeare, National Poet-Playwriglambridge: Cambridge UP, 2004); and Lukas Ebfakespeare
as Literary Dramatis{Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2003).

%37 Robert Weimann and Douglas Brus®hakespeare arithe Power of Performance: Stage and Page in
the Elizabethan Theatr@ambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008), 3. See also, \&emAuthor's Pen and
Actor’s Voice: Playing and Writing in Shakespear€teatre(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2000). While
Wienmann'’s work is interested in questions of arith@and in how the stage and page produced
conflicting modes of authority, my argument centanghe different effect on the audience that each
medium constructs. Julia Stone Peters also finateage for this relationship of difference in eartpdern
treatises and playbooks: “Playbooks could, likatises, identify the nature of the theatre by @sting it
with the book, expressing the differences throughdonceptual amplifications of metaphor.” Juliart
PetersTheatre of the Book 1480-1880: Print, Text and &enfince in Europ€Oxford: UP, 2000), 108.
28 David Scott Kastan, “Performance and Playbookg Closing of the Theatres and the Politics of
Drama,”Reading, Society and Politict78.

29 Douglas A. Brooks, “Inky Kin: Reading in the Agé®utenberg Paternity,” ifthe Book of the Play
205.

240 pavid Mclnnis, “Mind-Travelling, Ideal Presencedsiine Imagination in Early Modern Englanéarly
Modern Literary Studie&9 (2009): 9.

241 David Mclnnis, “Mind-Travelling,” 20.

242 Brooks assumes that “Peregrine’s bookish intetesesresponsible for his illness; however, Mclnnis
concludes, as | do, that Peregrine’s sicknessusezhnot by travel narratives, but by his inabiiayravel.
Mclnnis, “Mind-Travelling,” 21-22; Brooks, “Inky Ki,” 204.

23 George Chapman, Ben Jonson, John Marg&tastward Ho ed. R.W.Van Fossen (Manchester:
Manchester UP, 1979). All subsequent quotationdram this Revels edition and citied in the text.

244 percy Simpson attributes almost the entirety isflst act to Jonson. Given Jonson’s intensedstén
print and texts, his authorship of this fifth achyraccount for the mediations on texts within g@stion.
Still, as | suggest above, Jonson was not the glalywright interested in texts, so the attributadrihis act
to Jonson is not crucial to this argument. Nevées® it is interesting to note that the immediate to
texts in act five may coincide with Jonson’s auihldnteraction with the play. Percy Simpson, “The
Problem of Authorship itastward HG' PMLA59, no.3 (1944): 715-725.

2> Theodora A. Jankowski, “Class Categorization, @dipin, and the Problem of ‘Gentle’ Identity Tihe
Royal King and the Loyall SubjeahdEastward Ho}” Medieval & Renaissance Drama in Englat®l
(2006): 144-174.

4 Jonson, who probably wrote this scene, almosaitgytreadDon Quixote however, it is unclear if he
would have been able to read the novel beforengrtiastward Ho Thomas Shelton’s English translation
did not appear until 1612, about seven years Bfstward Howas first published and Yumiko Yamada
has shown that Jonson probably did not read Spafishthe influence of Cervantes on Jonson, see
Yumiko Yamada, “Ben Jonson: A Neoclassical ResptmsgervantesCervantes in the English Speaking
World: New EssayfKassel, Germany: Reichenberger, 2005): 3-23 aamdataBen Jonson and
Cervantes: Titling against Chivalric Romand@®kyo: Maruzen, 2000). For Jonson’s troubles with
Spanish, see Yamadden Jonson and Cervantes$-17.

247 Besides contributing to the construction of stal#eformances, this scene also expresses an early
modern perspective on anti-essentialism. As | atguéehe first chapter, early modern culture seeotso
have put forth an anti-essentialist version of tdgMecause essentialism was not a dominate iggola
this scene, Quicksilver, Touchstone and the retetharacters involved in Quicksilver’s redemptio
narrative seem to be expressing what we mightlealanti-essentialist position: all the characsers
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personality as constitutive of performance. Nonthefcharacters seem to be expressing an ess&ntiali
position. Indeed, one would think that Touchstomeutd see Quicksilver's performance as “feigned,” a
other than his true or essential personality sircwvas already skeptical of his reformed naturehbu
takes Quicksilver’s performance as his persondlityther words, essentialism doesn’'t seem to be a
concern even when it should be.

28 The OED cites rape as a synonym for ravished si66€. Ravished, NThe Oxford English
Dictionary, 3 ed. 20100ED Online Oxford UP. 15 Dec. 2010 <www.oed.com/view/EntB8685>.

29 For a theoretical exploration of how the law woalssa form of performative discourse, see Pierre
Bourdieu, “The Force of Law: Towards a Sociologytred Juridical Field,Hastings Law JournaB8
(1987): 837-839. For instance, Bourdieu assertse‘Taw is the quintessential form of "active" distze,
able by its own operation to produce its effedtsvduld not be excessive to say thatri¢éatesthe social
world (839, emphasis his).

%0 Thomas MiddletonMichaelmas Termed. Theodore B. Leinwand, thomas Middleton: The Collected
Works eds. Gary Taylor and John Lavagnino (Oxford: @xXfdP, 2007).

#1ndeed, the play goes out of its way to show thbility of the law and the legal document that léhe

is printed on. The first scene dramatizes two laggemonstrating that the law cannot be nullified o
softened through imaginative interpretation. Anel fihst line of the play asks, “Is the law firmy3i
Thomas MiddletonThe Old Lawin Thomas Middleton: The Collected Warksl.1.

2The Old Lawprovides a particularly instructive example of ihstability of early modern texts because
the play narratives how texts are and should b&ables and the play text dhe Old Lawis, in fact
unstable: the play appears in several differemted forms, the play has several different titeswhich
carry different connotations) and some of the tegtstain early modern marginal, which suggest et
early readers of the text read in an active and-goantated way. In other words, the play narrates
representation of the instability of texts andnsand of itself, unstable. For a description & fhay’s
instability, see Gary Taylor, “The Old Law’ or ‘A@®Id Law,” Notes and Querie49, no.2 (2002): 256-
258; Jeffrey Masten, “Family Values: Euthanasiatifg, andThe Old Law’ Textual Practiced, no.3
(1995): 445-458; and Masten’s introductionmtee Old Lawin Thomas Middleton: Collected Worki331-
1334.

23 For a comprehensive discussion of playwrights’ ptemand often conflicted relationship with their
own play texts, see Douglas A. Brookspm Playhouse To Printing House: Drama and Authgrysn

Early Modern EnglandCambridge: Cambridge UP, 2000) and Kief#Tjting on the Renaissance Stage
For a summary of this relationship, see Cyndia 8@agg, “Renaissance Play-Readers, Ordinary and
Extraordinary,” inThe Book of the Play3-38.

4R S. WhiteNatural Law in English Renaissance Literat§@ambridge: Cambridge UP, 1996), 159.
%5 For a summery of the early modern concept of gquitl how it applies t¥he Merchant of Venicsee
Kieren Dolin,A Critical Introduction to Law and Literatur@Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2007), 93-95 and
Theodore ZiolkowskiThe Mirror of Justice: Literary Reflections of Lédzrises(Princeton: Princeton UP,
1997), 163-186. For a summary of the critical cosggon about equity and the play, see R.S. White,
Natural Law in English Renaissance Literatut®9-161.

%Paul Gaudet and John F. Andrews do argue thaest@tThe Merchant of Veniceontains textual gaps
and indeterminacy, which can be registered withiedormance but are often glossed over by modayn d
readers and playgoers not used to listening foimttheterminacy of early modern words. However, it
critic argues that the play reflects on its owneitgiminacy by staging the instability of texts. Matewart
explores the use of lettersTie Merchant of Venig@nd the rest of Shakespeare’s cannon), but ihstea
viewing the letters as a reflection on texts inegah as | do, he reads the letters as a reflecfiome role
letters and letter writing played in early modewomton. Paul Gaudet, “Lorenzo's ‘Infidel’: The Stapgof
Difference inThe Merchant of Veni¢eTheatre JournaB8, no.3 (1986): 275-290; John F. Andrews,
“Textual Deviancy inThe Merchant of VenigeThe Merchant of Venice: New Critical Essagds. John
W. Mahon and Ellen Macleod Mahon (London: Routledtf#0?2), 165-178; Alan StewaBhakespeare’s
Letters(Oxford: Oxford UP, 2008), especially 155-192.

%7 Steven OrgelThe Authentic Shakespeais.

28 pgain, critics have long noted that Portia’s iptetive strategy relies on a reading of the law tha
accounts for mercy and Shylock insists on therdettehe law, but these readings generally cemethe
conflict between equity and the law; they do n& Saylock’s instance of the law as an unwillingrtess
embrace the instability of texts.
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%9|n The Old Lawon the other hand, the stability of texts isvbaicle for the law’s tyranny.

%0 this way, the mode of production of early matplays is similar to the naturalism of the theater
discussed in the previous chapter: the early mostage seems to have been non-naturalistic becuse
lack of technology and primitive stage techniquesyever, | argued that the theater's non-naturaissrat
least partially, an effect of the non-reactive glagr.

%1 BarthesS/Z trans. Richard Miller (New York: Hill and Wang914), 16. For a more philosophical and
thorough discussion of the connection between liigtaand repetition see, Gilles Deleuzaifference
and Repetitiontrans. Paul Patton (New York: Columbia UP, 19@4pecially 1-27.

%2 Eor playgoers’ use of memory, see Gigygoing in Shakespeare’s Lond@2.

23 Roslyn Lander Knutson, “The Repertory,”ArfNew History of Early English Dramads. John D. Cox
and David Scott Kastan (New York: Columbia UP, 19955.

254 R.A. Foakes, ecHenslowe’s Diary2™ ed. (Cambridge UP, 2002), 24.

255 Knutson, “The Repertory,” 466.

26 Gurr, The Shakespearean Playing Compai@sford: Clarendon Press, 1996), 84.

%7 The proliferation of theater critics and play mws also contributes to the instability of contenapp
performances. Before twenty-first playgoers evers seperformance, they have had it interpretethfam
by critics and reviewers, so it has already undeegn interpretation before consumption by theenad.
Conversely, the professional theater critic dideast in early modern England, so seeing an eadglern
play for the first time meant that the playgoermssant at that moment were the only individuals who
interpreted it.

28 Tiffany Stern,Documents of Performance in Early Modern Englé8dmbridge: Cambridge UP,
2009), 36.

29 5ee for instance, Roslyn Lander Knutsbine Repertory of Shakespeare’s Company 1594-1613
(Fayetteville: Arkansas UP, 1991), 34-35.

20 Gurr, Playgoing in Shakespeare’s Londdr29.

21 Knutson, “The Repertory,” 468.

272 Knutson notes that when a play carried over fromm gear to the next, Henslowe never records extra
costs for the play when he tallied the year's egpenThis suggests that old plays were virtuadg fo
produce. KnutsorThe Repertory of Shakespeare’s Comp&ay

2 R.A. Foakes, edHenslowe’s Diary33-36.

2" There is another play call@the Toyewhich was produced on November 3, 1596 and Deeefb
1596 (it only brought in 13 and 11 shillings, respeely). The Toyecould be the same play asTAye to
Please Chaste Ladeysut it seems unlikely that a play that did solweduld be taken off the stage for six
and a half months. If the two plays are the saheerun would have been an anomaly. And although i
not unusual for Henslowe to change, shorten, er #ie title of plays in his diary, it was also mousual
for successful plays to inspire spin-offs with danhames, likefamar Chanafter Tamburlaing or
Eastward HoafterWestern Hor Knack to Know an Honest Mafter Knack to Know a Knaveln other
words, while it is possible th#@t Toyeto Please Chaste LadegadThe Toyeare the same play, it is
equally, if not more, likely thaA Toyewas a spinoff from the more succes#fuloye to Please Chaste
Ladeys a spinoff that did not do well. For the practofegroducing spin-offs, see Roslyn Lander Knutson,
Playing Company and Commerce in Shakespeare’s [@ammbridge: Cambridge UP, 2001), 57-58.

27> The figure for how much play scripts cost is takem Gurr, The Shakespearean Stage 1574-1642
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1980), 21.

278 For this estimate, see Knutson “Repertory,” 466.

2'7|_esserRenaissance Drama and the Politics of Publicat®®, emphasis his.

278 | esserRenaissance Drama and the Politics of Publicati®f

29 For a description of the specialization of earlyd®mrn publishers, see LessRenaissance Drama and
the Politics of Publication42-48.

80| esserRenaissance Drama and the Politics of Publicatih

21 gtern,Documents of Performanc@6.

22 gtern,Documents of Performancg6-37. It is possible that these actors attempiedarket their plays
to a specific class of consumers by “crying the/pla a specific neighborhood or crafting their reage to
particular groups. However, no evidence existgHr practice that | know of, and even if this whas
case, this type of advertising still would haverbaenmore general technique than used by the pgintin
houses.
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283 Stern,Documents of Performangcél.

284 stern,Documents of Performancé?.

8 stern does think that playhouses must have foamsvay to differentiate the playbills since
playhouses were in competition with one anotherssmdould have wanted to give their audiencesar cle
choice, or would have tried to out-advertise tleeimpetition. However, even this, seemingly common
sense, assertion may be flawed since it relieb@motion that the playhouses were actually in
competition. Knutson has convincingly argued thaividual playhouses and theater companies probably
collaborated with one another more often than caetbagainst one another. Knutson argues that the
theater companies functioned like a feudal guiktesy, in which the individual companies relied od a
helped one another to stay in business. KnuBkaying Companies and Commerce

2 stern finds evidence for these stock bills in ‘icag bills” for ropedancers. For a description sfack
ropedancer bill, seBocuments of Performanes-44.

%7 stern,Documents of Performancd?; Stern does cite two documents that give hardbers for how
many bills were produced for non-theatrical perfantes: In 1599, a fencer printed 100 to 120 biltsaf
match, and in 1614, John Taylor claimed to haveted 1000 bills for his debate with William Fennor.
Obviously, these two figures are not enough eviddaadraw any reasonable conclusions about the
number of playbills that would have circulated ogiven play. Sterrocuments of Performancé9.

288 Stern,Documents of Performangc48.

289 gtern,Documents of PerformangcBl.

290 7achary Lesser and Alan B. Farmer, “Vile Arts: TWarketing of English Printed Drama, 1512-1660,”
Research Opportunities in Renaissance Drama: ThrRef the Modern Language Association
Conference39 (2000): 78. For more on how title-pages weseduto advertise play texts, see Peter W.M.
Blayney, “The Publication of Playbooks,” MNew History of Early English Dramd13; Stern,
Documents of Performancg5 and Marjorie PlanEnglish Book Trade: An Economic History of the
Making and Sale of BooR™ ed. (London: Allen and Unwin, 1974), 248.

291 stern,Documents of Performangcg5.

292 gtern,Documents of PerformancB5-56. For Plant’s argument, SBee English Book Trad@48. For
McKerrow's, see “Booksellers, Printers, and thetiSteers’ Trade,” irShakespeare’s Englandol 2.
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1916), 231.

293 peter W.M. Blayney, “The Publication of Playbosi&90, emphasis his. Gabriel Egan also uses
Blayney's insight to counter McKerrow's argumenglisiel Egan, “As it was, is, or will be played'itle-
pages and the Theatre Industry to 1610Friom Performance to Print in Shakespeare’s Englarus.
Peter Holland and Stephen Orgel (New York: Palgra0e6), 95.

29 stern,Documents of Performanc5-56.

29 Complaints were made about playbills, but the daings were made by Londoners bothered or
annoyed by all the playbills scattered around the €o my knowledge there is no evidence of plaghts
complaining about how their plays were marketede®dll, the playwrights may have been among the
players who “cried the play,” an advertizing techug similar to playbills, so playwrights could have
contributed to the broad marketing strategies eirtbwn plays. For an account of those that complai
about the ubiquity of playbills, see Stebpcuments of Performancgl-52.

296 Otd in. Sternpocuments of Performancg5.

297 Otd in SternPocuments of Performancg6.

28 For this estimate, see Christine Ecclise Rose Theatrd31-137. And Andrew Gurfihe
Shakespearean Stadil4.

299 Andrew Gurr,The Shakespearean Stad66.

30 Blayney, “The Publication of Playbooks,” 389. Kastdrawing on Blayney and Lesser, estimates that i
would take 500 copies to turn a profit. Kast8hakespeare and the Bo@.

301 |_esserpolitics of Publication 20.

392 3ohn SucklingThe GoblingLondon, 1646), epi. 8.

303 Arden of Faversham, ed. M.L. Wine (London, Meth&@0 LTD: 1973). All subsequent quotations
are from this Revels edition and citied in the text

304 Erich AuerbachMimesis: The Representation of Reality in Westéerature, trans. Willard R. Trask
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton UP, 1974).

305 Both Derrida and Locoue-Labarthe (the latter Hgaelying on the former) are interested in mimésis
philosophical rather than its interpretive impdat.vastly simplify their argument, they use the cept of
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difference to show that mimesis is never able pwasent reality but can only start a chain of digafion
that aims at, but never reaches, reality. Thusrdang to these writers, claims that texts are micighore
the complex process of signification that enablestabilizes meaning and reality itself. Both thesiters
are drawing on Martin Heidegger’s “The Origin oétWork of Art,” which also destabilizes the
connection between the representation of realitytha reality that is being represented. Rene Gaad
Jean Baudrillard are two other major post-Auerbadters who have theorized about mimesis. However,
Girard’s concept of mimetic desire is of very étthse for this study and Baudrillard’s analysishef way
that simulations have replaced mimesis are onljyrapplicable, according to his formulation, ipast-
modern and hyper-real society. Jacques Derbdaseminationstrans. Barbara Johnson (Chicago:
Chicago UP, 1981), especially 173-227; PhilippediesLabartheTypography: Mimesis, Philosophy,
Politics, trans. Christopher Fynsk (Cambridge: Harvard 1889); Martin Heidegger, “The Origin of the
Work of Art,” in Basic Writings trans. David Farrell Krell (HarperCollins: Londd?008),139-212; Jean
Baudrillard,Simulacra and Simulatigrrans. Sheila Faria Glaser (Ann Arbor: MichigaR,1994),
especially 1-7. Girard’s work on mimetic desirejsead across numerous works; however, one keystext
“Mimesis and Violence,” inThe Girard Readered. James G. Williams (London: Crossroads, 19946p.
For Girard’s analysis of early modern drama, Aééheater of Envy: William Shakespeékew York:
Oxford UP, 1991). For a works that attempts to tizecabout early modern conceptions of mimesis, see
Refiguring Mimesis: Representation in Early Modeiterature, ed. Jonathan Holmes and Adrian Streete
(Hatfield: Hertfordshire UP, 2005) and A.D. Nutta#ll New Mimesis: Shakespeare and the Representation
of Reality(New York: Methuen, 1983Neither the essays Refiguring Mimesigior Nuttall's book
explores the connection between mimesis and irgtpon even though both works cite Auerbach as a
point of departure.

3% Jonathan Holmes and Adrian Streete, “Introducti®efiguring Mimesis4.

397 |n fact, playwrights’ rejection of the classicalities and their rejection of traditional versiasfs
mimesis are perhaps not unrelated. As | will argaely modern playwrights attempted to distancé the
plays from reality rather than seeking to creatigations of reality. Likewise, their plays did nattempt to
imitate time and space. Since their plays wereconstructed as imitations of reality, they did abbose

to play by the spatial and chronological ruleseality, and by not playing by these rules, the piaghts
were producing anti-mimetic works of art, so thiecgon of classical unities and anti-mimesis are
mutually reinforcing.

398 AuerbachMimesis 16-17.

399 AuerbachMimesis 21.

310 AuerbachMimesis 19.

311 AuerbachMimesis 13.

312 7wicker, “The Constitution of Opinion,” 209-300.

313 For a methodical description of how reality camerebe fully divorced from fiction, see John Searle
“The Logical Status of Fictional Discourséyew Literary History6, no.2 (1975): 319-332.

314 This function of performative utterances is clgahlamatized withirEastward Ho As | argued in the
previous chapter, Touchstone cannot disagree witbkSilver's performance or interpret it as anythin
other than it is (an expression of his reformedati@r) because his repentance is constitutiveeof t
performance of his repentance.

315 Judd D. Hubert should be credited with recognizhag performative utterances or texts are
incompatible with mimesis. Hubeit|etatheater: The Example of Shakespdarecoln: Nebraska UP,
1991), 1-3.

318 AuerbachMimesis 13.

3"Douglas Bruster and Robert Weimafmplogues to Shakespeare’s Theatre: Performance and
Liminality in Early Modern DramdNew York: Routledge, 2004), 2. For a shorter ir®f Weimann and
Bruster’s argument, see Weimann, “Authority and i@eentation in the Pre-Shakespearean Prologue,” in
Telling Stories: Studies in Honour of Ulrich Broioh the Occasion of his B@irthday, eds. Elmar
Lehmann and Bernd Lenz (Philadelphia: B.R. Gruh@8?2), 34-47. Although Bruster and Weimann
recognize that stage-orations comment on the phayisetic status, their work does not focus on mimes
or audience interpretation. Rather, they are isterkin how the prologue legitimizes and grantbauity

to the playwrights and actors. Dougles L. Peteedsa recognizes the link between stage-orations and
mimesis, but does not connect mimesis to interpogtaHe is concerned with how Shakespeare’s
beginnings and endings (but not necessarily prasgund epilogues) explore two different theories of
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comedy, which rely on two different conceptiongrafmesis. Douglas L. Peterson, “Beginnings and
Endings: Structure and Mimesis in Shakespeare’sd€dign,” inEntering the Maze: Shakespeare’s Art of
Beginning ed. Robert F. Wilson, Jr. (New York: Peter Lab§95), 37-54. For other works that explore
early modern prologues and epilogues (but not t@inection to mimesis), see G.S. Bowe6tudy of the
Prologue and Epilogue in English Literature froma®hspeare to DrydefLondon: Kegan, Paul, Trench,
1884); Autrey Nell Wiley, “The English Vogue of Fogues and EpiloguesModern Language Notes,
no.4 (1932): 255-257; Wiley, “Female Prologues Epidogues in English PlaysPMLA 48, no.4 (1933):
1060-1079 and A.D. Nuttall, “Epilogue,” @penings: Narrative Beginnings from the Epic to Nwvel
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 233-250.

%18 For the most part, | will investigate these stagations in isolation from the plays they frame thos
because | am uninterested in the stage-oratioasaeship with the text it is a part of. Instehdm
interested in the broad trend of early modern amtiresis that can be located in prologues. So theegb

of the prologues is not of great importance. Stighould be pointed out that studying prologues i
isolation from the works they frame is historicgligtified because the early modern stage-oratimre
often dislocated entities that were not always eated to the content of the play. Tiffany Stera ha
established that prologues were not always writtethe playwright; they were often written by a niem
of the theater company who specialized in writinglggues. Furthermore, some prologues would only
appear on opening night or would be taken frompdag and used in another. Also, when stage-orations
would appear in print, the epilogues and prologuvesid appear together either at the beginning drafn
the text. And within some collections of plays,thlt stage-orations for all the plays would betpdrat the
beginning or end of the collection and not direettier or before the play they are connected ltoshort,
early modern stage-orations were free-floatingtiestand so can be studied as such. See Tiffaap, SA
Small-Beer Health to His Second Day”: Playwrigftsplogues, and First Performances in the Early
Modern Theater,Studies in Philology01, no.2 (2004): 172-199.

319 There are too many of these to cite here. Fepeesentative example of a stage-oration thatfasks
kind judgment, see the prologue to Thomas DekKens Shoemaker’s Holidaffor an example of a stage-
oration that sets up the plot, see the prologughttkespeareroilus and Cressida

320 arrived at this number by locating all the pguies and epilogues between these dates listecoimas
L. Berger, William C. Bradford and Sidney L. Sorgiexd,An Index of Characters in Early Modern
English Drama: Printed Plays, 1500-16Q0ambridge: Cambridge UP, 1998). | was unabletate all of
the stage-orations listed in this text either beeahe editors made mistakes, they were working fro
different editions or because they included spesblyecharacters that take the form of stage-oratburt
are not labeled as epilogues, prologues or industido locate the stage-orations, | referencethalkarly
modern editions of the plays listedAm Index of Charactergia EBBO and whenever possible consulted
the physical text. It should be noted that althofig Index of Characterdoes not contain a listing for
inductions, it seems to include inductions withlpgues. | assume this means that the authors ¢enfla
inductions and prologues; however, if this is & tase, then | may have overlooked some early mode
inductions within my analysis. It should also beetbthat although other scholars have arrivedfereit
numbers of stage-orations, the difference is mihimhkich suggests that my list of stage-orationfigdy
complete. For instance, Wiley calculates that fadB8 to 1642 forty-eight percent of extent plays
included a stage-oratioAn Index of Charactersts 671 plays produced between 1560-1639 (irctud
lost plays and Latin plays), so presumably Wileyrfd somewhere around 322 stage-orations. Bruster an
Weimann, who also rely ofin Index of Characterdind that 268 plays from 1560-1639 that contain
prologues, but they do not include epilogues. Witdhe English Vogue of Prologues and Epilogues,”
255. Bruster and WeimanRyologues to Shakespeare’s Theatte

321 Merry Devil of Edmontoned. William Amos Abrams (Durham, NC: Duke UP, 294

$220ne of the purposes of this prologue is to limét satirical effect on the audience. As we will b,
same effect is produced by other plays throughraittiesis. The playwrights tell the audience thatplay
does not correspond with reality in order to assiieeaudience that they are not being satirizeds;Tim

the special case dhe Vow Breakemimesis has the same superficial purpose asvamesis.

32 william SampsonTheVow Breaker or The Faire Maide of Cliftghondon, 1636).

324 Annabel M. Patterson famously argues that thgsestpf rhetorical gestures are used throughout the
early modern era in order to both convey politit@&lssages to appropriate parties and avoid cengorshi
PattersonCensorship and Interpretation: The Conditions oftivg and Reading in Early Modern
England(Madison: Wisconsin UP, 1984).
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325 John Lyly,Sappho and Pha@d. David Bevington (Manchester: Manchester L$®1}. All subsequent
guotations are from this Revels edition and citiethe text.

3% John Lyly, The Woman in the Moged. Leah Scragg (Manchester: Manchester UP, 2006)

327 For the lack of a coherent early modern theorgreims, see Peter Holland, “The Interpretation of
Dreams in the Renaissance, Reading Dreams: The Interpretation of Dreams fronaer to
Shakespeareed. Peter Brown (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1999), 12%1Bor some of the differences between
early modern dream theory and post-Freudian dréaory, see S.J. Wiseman, “IntroductioRgading the
Early Modern Dream: The Terrors of the Nightew York: Routledge, 2008) 1-14 and Jeffery Masto
“The Interpretation of Dreamsirca 1610,” irHistoricism, Psychoanalysis, and Early Modern Crdfied.
Carlo Mazzio and Douglas Trevor (New York: Routledg000), 157-185.

328 Holland, “The Interpretation of Dreams in the Riseance,” 142-146.

329 0td. in Holland, “The Interpretation of Dreamstire Renaissance,” 145.

330 For more on early moderns’ ideas about the mateaizses of dreams, see Thomas Tr@ithe
General Cause of Dreanfsondon, 1691).

331 For the popularity of Hill's treatise, see Hollari@ihe Interpretation of Dreams in the Renaissdnce,
144,

332 Bevington also notes that this type of dismis$alreams is common, citing Kyd’s Cornelia, “We
dream by night what we by day have thought” (3.14&®& the proverbial expression, “Dreams are but
lies.” He also points out that this trope goesaaihhick as Chaucerf$ous of Famend “the Nun'’s Priest’s
Tale.” Bevington Sappho and Pha@81. For a summary of the early modern debatetahe significance
or insignificance of dreams, see Carole Levine abrieg the English Renaissance: Politics and Désire
Court and Culture (New York: Palgrave, 2008), egglgc2-5.

333 John Lyly,Endymion ed. David Bevington (Manchester: Manchester L896).

334 The early date of the performance is perhapssgguficant. The play would have been produced
before the playhouse riots discussed in the fliapter. So perhaps in the early 1580s playhoudiersces
did not pose as significant a threat as they dat l&dowever, by 1584 writers like John Northbrooke
Stephen Gosson, Anthony Munday and Philip Stubbdsafready published several anti-theatrical tracts
SO even at this early date, the public playhousse wnder political pressure to control their andéss.

33 Derek B. Alwes, “I would faine serve’: John LylyCareer at CourtComparative Dram&4, no. 4
(2000): 399-421; Michael PincombEhe Plays of John Lyly: Eros and Eli@ddanchester: Manchester UP,
1996).

336 Auchter,Dictionary of Literary and Dramatic Censorshixxi.

337 Auchter,Dictionary of Literary and Dramatic Censorship71.

338 John FletcherRule a Wife and Have a Wjfed. George Walton Williams, ifhe Dramatic Works in the
Beaumont and Fletcher Canoad. Fredson Bowers, vol. 6 (Cambridge: CambridBe 1966).

%39 This is not to say that this was the only reasoset a play in another locale. Early modern drams
interested in exotic or foreign places for manysoess, and foreign cities were not always and only
understood by the audience or playwrights as alogua for London or England. For examples of csitic
who explore the complex inter-relationships betwdnenforeign setting of a play and England, see the
collection of essays iBhakespeare, Italy and Intertextualigd. Michele Marrapodi (Manchester:
Manchester UP, 2004) and John GillBBakespeare and the Geography of Differg@ambridge:
Cambridge UP, 1994). And of course, there are naoseworks on early modern drama and post-
colonialism that show how playwrights and audiengeee interested in places other than England.

340 |ndeed, critics generally do not account for tifeetences between Italian Catholic and English
Protestant marriage law when exploring the Duclsessirriage; the assumption seems to be that neither
Webster nor his audience would be overly familithvioreign legal traditions, so any law dramatized
the London stage would be thought of and shoulttdsted as a representation of English law. For an
account of this difference between the two stdteis as it applies tMeasure for Measuresee Margaret
Scott, "‘Our City's Institutions’: Some Further Retions on the Marriage Contractshiteasure for
Measurg” ELH 49, no.4 (1982): 790-804. For a discussion of llmvDuchess'’s story is also a narration of
Arbelle Stuart, see Sara Jayne Steen, “The CrinManfiage.” For a discussion of hoe Duchess of
Malfi narrates English class conflict, see Frank WhighH&axual and Social Mobility.”

%1 The prologue is also asking the audience to ineatiat although they are in England, they sholittkth
of themselves as watching Spain. Thus, like thewhtoHenry Vdiscussed in the third chapter, this
prologue is attempting to produce a double-constiess in the audience.
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342 Thjs anxiety about female playgoers’ responseitnatic performance echoes the anxiety, described in
the third chapter, about female playgoers’ respemsmturalistic or illusionary performances. Hoegv
there is an important difference: here the prolaguet concerned that the women in the audienagtwo
understand they are watching a fictional represiemaThe prologue assumes that the female plaggoer
know that the play is a representation. The pradagiwconcerned about what the playgoers’ beliege th
representation is representing — England’s realitgpain’s.

3 AuerbachMimesis 13.

34 Thomas Middleton and Thomas DekKehe Roaring Girlin Thomas Middleton: The Collected Warks
All subsequent quotations are from this Oxfordieditand citied in the text.

345 For a description of the evidence that suggesty Mith’s participation in the performance, seerkMa
Hutchings, “Mary Firth at the FortuneEarly Theatrel0, no.1 (2007): 89-108. For a description of how
closely Mary Firth’s character and actions areespnted on stage, see Gustav Ungerer, “Mary Ftits
Moll Cutpurse, in life and literatureShakespeare Studi28 (2000): 42-84.

348 Critics, such as Valerie Forman and Tracey Sedijtigare noted how the play itself explores question
concerning representation through the languagewfterfeiting and cross-dressing; however, these
studies suggest that the play explores these guestiot as reflections on performance and playgding

to represent and comment on the economic and samiditions of early modern London. Valerie
Forman, “Marked angels: counterfeits, commoditzas] The Roaring Girl’ Renaissance Quarterh4, no.
4 (2001): 1531-1560; Tracey Sedinger, “If sightlahape be true’: the epistemology of cross-drgssm
the London stage Shakespeare Quarter§8, no.1 (1997): 63-79.

%7 And, of course, by asserting that her charaogst the prologue is participating in the long akstam

of fiction with lies that starts with Plato and wdinave been familiar to the audience through laeditrical
arguments.

348 The epistle to the reader in 1611 edition of tlay jplso seems to question the reliability of the
representation of Mary Firth by suggesting thatftag represents her as better than she reallyanas
claims that “tis the excellency of a writer to \@athings better than he finds ‘em”(21-22).

349 Miles Taylor, “The End of the English History PlayPerkin Warbeck SEL48, no.2 (2008) 398.
3%Howard Felperin, “Shakespearéienry VIII: History as Myth,"SEL6, no. 2 (1966): 227. Irving Ribner
disagrees and argues thinry VIl actually follows Holinshed more faithfully thanstearly history

plays. Matthew H. Wikander convincingly argues thath Ribner and Felperin are correct because “in
Henry VIl the chronicles are extensively used, but radicaifyranged.” (199). Irving RibneFhe English
History Play in the Age of Shakespe@ginceton: Princeton UP, 1957); Matthew H. WikandStrange
Truths: English Historical Drama in the Seventeedémtury,”Genre9 (1976): 193-214.

#1wikander, “Strange Truths,” 197; E.M.W. TillyartWhy did Shakespeare Writdenry VIII?,” Critical
Quarterly 3 (1961): 22-27.

#2\ikander, “Strange Truths,” 196-197.

%53 phyllis Rackin Stages of History: Shakespeare’s English Chronigtesca, NY: Cornell UP, 1990),
13.

%4Indeed, Rackin finds that Shakespeare’s earlptyigilays are also interested in early modern ikeor
of history. She maintains that the “historical gtfihat Shakespeare’s history plays] tell is alstaay of
historiographic production.” Rackistages of History61. Thus, Shakespeare’s problematizing of mimesis
through irony in the prologue téenry VIl can be seen as part of a larger trend of earlyenmod
historiography

35 Taylor, “The End of the English History Play,” 400

3¢ Matthew H. WikanderThe Play of Truth and State: Historical Drama fr@hakespeare to Brecht
(Baltimore: John Hopkins UP, 1986), 1. Note thak&lvider points to the beginning of the seventeenth
century as the time when the new historiographyabeg impact the stage, and Rackin finds evidenae t
the new early modern theories of history are inflieg Shakespeare’s history plays at the end of the
sixteenth century. The precise time that playsahegsponding to the new historiography is not that
important for this study since, as pointed out ahdhkis trend seems to dovetail with the largandref
anti-mimesis. That is, the new historiography did cause anti-mimetic tendencies on the stagegirath
anti-mimetic tendencies always existed on the eadgern stage and the new historiography correspond
with this already established trend.

%7 Rackin,Stages of History2.

%8 RackinStages of Historyl9; see also Taylor, “The End of the English éfigtPlay,” 397-398.
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39 For a full treatment of this separation, see Tayhe End of the English History Play,” 396-399.

30 Taylor, “The End of the English History Play,” 399

31 Jonas Barish,Perkin Warbeclas Anti-History,"Essays in Criticisn20, no.2 (1970): 154.

%2 Barish, ‘Perkin WarbecR 154. The other major departure from the receislenicle is Katherine’s
refusal to remarry.

353 Barish ‘Perkin Warbeck 159.

%4 The Revels % edition, which this study has relied on throughgittralizes “end,” so the last line reads,
“shall crown the ends.” This appears to be a typmistake. Clive Hart’s Oliver and Boyd edition and
Leah S. Marcus’s Arden edition both use “end,” ardher edition cite any textual variants of thisrd
Indeed, the first quarto of 1623 and the third tpaf 1678 do not pluralize “end.” Thus, | have ©ad
“ends” to “end,” even though | continue to relythie Revels edition. This slight difference will loece
fairly significant later in the argument. Webst€he Duchess of Malfed. Clive Hart (Edinburgh: Oliver &
Boyd, 1972); Webstef,he Duchess of Malfed. Leah S. Marcus (London: Arden, 2009).

3% fame, n.1a Second edition, 1989; online versiomedtber 2010.
<http://www.oed.com:80/Entry/67941>; 23 February 20

3¢ Stanley FishThere’s No Such Thing as Free Speech: And it's adGthing ToqOxford: Oxford UP,
1994).

37 patterson comes to a similar conclusion withindiscussion of censorship. She also finds that
censorship can in fact produce creativity. Thougmlarguing, more broadly, that material and ecanom
forces, not just state censorship, is also prodecRattersorCensorship and Interpretatioi3-31.
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