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ABSTRACT

‘MY RESOLUTION’S PLACED AND | HAVE NOTHING OF WOMANIN ME”:

THE SUBJUGATION OF SHAKESPEAREAMOMEN

By

nader A. Nicholas

The sexist aura of early modern Engla@aneated the pages of Shakespeare’s
texts. Humoralism and strict homilies were everysghenaking it impossible for the
playwright to ignore the view of Woman as a ledssng. Since the primary goal in the
theater has to be to fill the house and therebyenaafirofit, Shakespeare could not afford
to turn a blind eye to the customs and beliefsi®fjeneration. Whether he bought into
such subjugation himself is irrelevant; he woulgténto incorporate at least a trace of
sexism within his writing in order to make it redbte to theatergoers. If an audience
cannot connect to a text or a production in any,whasy will quickly lose interest and the
art will not make an impact or generate revenudight of the need for relatable art, |
intend to prove that female subjugation can be fe®@ughout even the most unexpected

Shakespearean text.
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NTRODUCTION

To be a woman in Renaissance Englarsdtavhe silenced. It meant you were
dominated. You were less than human. Early modegiligh women property, just like
the horses in the stable or the chicks in the cdbfs is not to say Shakespeare’s
England never experienced a revolt or any kindeofdgr-stimulated backlash, but
merely that the predominating aura was overtlysteXihis palpable sexism was
particularly ironic, considering Queen Elizabethids on the throne for almost half a
century—forty-five years, to be exact. As | will@are, even the English queen could
not completely extricate herself from the presatigender binary. Even her rise to
power was not met with full appreciation; Elizabstlegitimacy was questioned often
throughout her rule.

With a strong undercurrent of ineqyadidturating Shakespeare’s society, it is
impossible not to notice traces of such sentimentise writing of the time. In his essay
entitled “Fiction and Friction,” Stephen Greenblatplains that sexual difference is the
one difference that cannot be overcome. He writdale writers of the period regarded
gender as an enduring sign of distinction, botthesense of privilege and in the sense
of differentiation. A man in Renaissance societg Bgmbolic and material advantages
that no woman could hope to attain... All other diigant differential indices of
individual existence—social class, religion, langeianation—could, at least in

imagination, be stripped away, only to reveal thdarlying natural fact of sexual



difference” Ghakespearean Negotiation8). If we cannot surpass gender oppression in
“real” life, how can we ignore it in our art? Whatart if not an imitation of life?

The existence of such an unavoidabfyregsive art does not prove that
Shakespeare or any of his contemporaries boughthrd ideology themselves, but we
must remember their ultimate goal was to genermat@uaience for their productions.

Like everyone else, they needed to be making atpnodrder to eat. Shakespeare, like
all the rest, would be forced to depict at leastasanale domination in all of his shows in
order to appeal to the masses and thereby sussaindiinhood.

Takel'he Taming of the Shrevor instance. This play is the obvious example of
the silenced woman. While women like the mouthyekaduld get away with being rude
and boisterous at the beginning of a play, theydctoat sustain such momentum up
through the play’s conclusion. Shakespeare seemkee tree to run the gamut of
emotions within his female characters just so lasdpe chose to silence such unruly
women before the show’s end. Whether his boistenmrmmen were married off or killed
off, their opinionated ways had to be eventualliyshort.

| propose that societal norms inevigdiieed into literature and consequently that
there are noticeable traces of female subjugatia@ven the most unexpected of
Shakespeare’s plays; thaming of the Shrevext is not the only example of the unruly
female in need of dominance and control. While maanye argued that Petruccio
eventually does come to love Katherine, | posit th still important to acknowledge
his initial greedy intentions. As with most Shakemsq@an characters, their behavior is not
always consistent. | do not plan to argue that Sspdéare penned one dimensional

beings; inconsistencies are what ultimately maleaitters feel like they are “real”



people. Hidden in these inconsistencies are clarsiits that speak to societal
influences, though, and that is important to ackiedge.

In this paper, | am planning first tifeo a backdrop of what it meant to be a
woman, both politically and biologically, in earyodern England. Such a groundwork
will offer both medical and theological explanasaas to why degradation was so
prevalent. | will be using th®ILA style manual and guide to scholarly publishiag
document these findings. Having established exadtigre women stood conceptually
during this period, | will then launch into clossadings ofAntony and Cleopatral he
TempestandThe Second Part of the Life of Henry the Fouhthdoing so, | will
examine one play from each of Shakespeare’s mostipent genres: tragedy, comedy,
and history. | will show that each woman'’s relabip with a man inevitably degrades

her in some way; her life, unfortunately, is migdrby her society.



CHAPTER 1: A SOCIAL EXPLANATION FOR THE TYRANNY OSEXISM

Part I: Early ModéVomen in Theology

In order to establish exactly what thatiety was like, we need to shine a light on
the four hundred year long women'’s rights debazaet, @f which took place during
Shakespeare’s time. In her essay “Early Feminisofjhand th&uerelle des Femmes
1400-1789,” Joan Kelly begins by explaining thaobe the French Revolution women
not only wielded no political power, they also hremlvoice by which to complain. Kelly
writes, “Because there was no women's movemeriynopean society before the
French Revolution], it has seemed legitimate tovalhe men who spoke on behalf of
women to figure just as much, and usually moreaj thamen in such accounts” (Kelly
5). By acknowledging that women were rarely evemmpiéed to vocalize their own
problems, let alone solve them, we can see whene &6 the tension would have started.
Given that hundreds of years later men are oftiériret mouthpiece for female concern,
we can only imagine how silenced sixteenth-centumynen felt.

Christine de Pisan was one of those$adand she chose to push back and to
speak out, launching this four-century-long womeights debate in 1402 (Kelly 5).
Called theguerelle des femmethe debate developed most early feminist thinkind

included three basic positions. These positiongwer

1. The defenses of womext belong to thguerelleand the educational
writings related to them are almost all polemidalthese writings, women took a



conscious stand in opposition to male defamatiahraistreatment of women. Their
ideas arose as a dialectical opposition to misogyny

2. In their opposition, tearly feminists focused on what we would now
call gender. That is, they had a sure sense thatekes are culturally, and not just
biologically, formed. Women were a social grouptha view of early feminists. They
directed their ideas against the notions of a dirfesex that flowed from the
misogynous side of the debate and against thetabsleaping of women to fit those
notions.

3. Their understanding o$ogyny and gender led many feminists to a
universalist outlook that transcended the accepatae systems of the time. Feminists of
thequerelleappreciated how their opponents’ misogyny refi@t¢he social position of
their male authors. By exposing ideology and oppgp#ie prejudice and narrowness it
fostered, they stood for a truly general conceptibhumanity. (Kelly 6-7)

The third position is perhaps the most directlyelated with Shakespeare’s writing.
Here feminists acknowledge that the same misogdyely bpponents applied was also
impacting many male authors of the time. Such aenation depicts all Elizabethan
and Jacobean texts that were penned by men asablevproducts of a sexist
environment. The fact that women like de Pisan vesentually able to fight back by
drawing attention to this misogyny does not indécatrapid shift toward equality. In her
essay, Kelly explains that early feminist theoringd momentum through “the
humanistic form of literacy some women acquiredlgvhiwas being denied to women as
a sex” (Kelly 7). Her assertion indicates that worhad to fight to learn how to read and
write before they could begin an endless cyclagifting for other reasons.

The irony of the situation, however swhat literacy allowed women to move
away from the Church and toward humanism, a cong#ptan even more narrow view
of the female. Neither the Church nor humanismelvell Woman and Man stood on
equal footing, but the Church did allow women sabraand sainthood if they lived in

their prescribed submissive, cookie-cutter roldge dnly way women could achieve

sexual, even political, equality through humanisaswo become viragos and be



considered exceptions to their sex (Kelly 8); hursianbrought with it an audience to
listen to a woman’s ideas, but it also carried aviggudgment. Kelly’s assertion that
vocal women chasing equality were viewed as “exoaptto their sex,” suggests that the
population of the time was hesitant to see the fersax as a whole in any kind of
authoritative role.

If women were not to be in charge, meuld clearly have to take their place. In
her book entitlecGhakespeare and the Nature of Wondesiet Dusinberre explains that
it was important for men to keep their wives sulsivis because, “The household was the
microcosm of the State, and women'’s subjectionpgph@aradigm of civil order”
(Dusinberre 79). If you view yourself as a repreéatwve of your government, it is not a
stretch to believe a certain amount of paranoiacoane with such responsibility. The
fear of what would happen if you acted outsidehefhorm kept people compliant.

According to a popular sermon of tmedientitled “An Exhortation Concerning
Good Order, and Obedience to Rulers and Magiftfaties social order was ordained by
God and therefore disobeying it was equal to digmigeGod—which is why the fear of
noncompliance was such a powerful motivator. Thimea quotes Saint Paul, saying,
“... But they that refift [the power of God], or aagainft us, fhill receive to themfelves
damnation” Certain Sermons or Homiliekd8). A man refusing to subdue his woman
was going against the social order, the Godly graled was asking for damnation as a
result. Damnation, the ultimate punishment, waswithe realm of possibility for being
“against us.” The sermon goes on to explain thahgpeople were to obey the laws of
their time unconditionally, whether they were jasunjust. The example of Pontius

Pilate is brought up to showcase how even the wlickiers receive their power from



God and therefore it is not lawful to go againginthunder any circumstancéseftain
Sermons or Homilie$09-110).

As this popular sermon excerpt demaassy; the religious doctrine of the time
called for complete obedience on every level ofshaal ladder. There may be no single
more powerful motivator than one’s spirituality alichain of command was built into
their physicabnd metaphysical lives, it would be quite difficultitbagine breaking it.

Dusinberre explains:

Shakespeare would have heard many tiroesthe pulpit the State-authorised
Homily ‘Concerning Good Order and Oleedie to Rulers and Magistrates,’
opening with an eloquent apostrophbegree which makes Ulysses sound like a
civil servant. Elizabeth, sponsor & thomilies, was as fine a propagandist as
any of her Lancastrian ancestors. Waresonly one link in a comprehensive
catalogue of relation: ‘Some Kings d&rdhces, some Inferiors and Subjects;
Priest and Laymen, Masters and Sery&athers and Children, Husbands and
Wives, Rich and Poor: and every oné naed of other: so that in all things is to
be lauded and praised the goodly cofl&od: without the which no house, no
city, no commonwealth, can continue andure, or last.” (Dusinberre 79)
This homily goes as far as to say no “house” catluena social change. With such
preaching being common, it is not surprising Shp&ase would have to be cautious how
he penned his female characters; the ideologysofitmie was telling him independent
women were a threat not only to the broad termi&tgg¢ but tohim personally. His
specific household was in danger of crumbling idieénot polish the links in the chain
of command. By making the threat personal, theesixth century Church of England
could be sure it had everyone’s attention.

The Church did not leave this punishtogren for interpretation, however. When

it identifies no house, city, commonwealth, etanigeable to last, it explairnsow daily



lives would crumble. The sermon warns: “No Manlfmae or go by the highway
unrobbed, no Man fhall fleep in his own Houfe odBmkilled, no Man fhall keep his
Wife, Children, and Poffeffions in quietnefs, dlirtigs fhall be common, and there muft
needs follow all mifchief and utter deftruction..(Certain Sermons or Homilie06).
Through a close reading of this homily, we canteaé Englishmen were terrified into a
kind of obedience of their own. They were madeet &s though they had to obey a
Higher Power that told them to suppress the womehaeir lives.

“An Homily of the State of Matrimonys ia more obvious example of a sermon
depicting the injustice women were up against. 3érenon details the “wife’s duty,”
while a list of demands the husband must obeynseaiently omitted. It explicitly says
this duty is to “perform subjugation” to the hustdgiMcDonald 286) because just as
Christ is the head of the Church, so too is théand the head of the woman (McDonald
287). The homily paints the picture of women wieedhusbands because they cannot
make their own rational decisions. A clergymanhaf time would have explained, “...
For the woman is a weak creature, not endued wighskrength and constancy of mind.
Therefore they be the sooner disquieted and thelgdomore prone to all weak affections
and dispositions of mind more than men be, anddigthey be, and more vain in their
fantasies and opinions” (McDonald 286).

Even while attempting to protect thenwam, the homily simultaneously manages
to degrade her. It explains, “But yet | mean nat gnman should beat his wife. God
forbid that, for that is the greatest shame thatle® not so much to her that is beaten, as
to him that doth the deed” (McDonald 288). The nsamade out to be the victim even

while enacting physical harm on his woman. Sinaesheame from being beaten is not



nearly as great as his, she does not have thed padimission to leave her husband
(McDonald 288); she is told to “take it not too idd’ (McDonald 288). This is her only
condolence.

The ninth chapter of William WhatelysBride-Bushalso deals with spousal
abuse. In it, Whately declares it “seems” too inugifor a husband to beat his wife. He
wonders, “But whether [the husband] may correa [thfe], yea or no, with blows,
because it seemeth too impious in him to do it,tandservile in her to suffer it, that is a
guestion” (Dolan 223). Whately goes on to say lees@nally, would be “loath” to allow
husbands to treat their wives like slaves, but h&ems this point by asking a serious of
guestions, among which lies, “Is this to err in luele—to smite her on the face, or to
fetch blood or blueness of her flesh?” (Dolan ZPHA¢ fact that Whately even has to ask
whether abuse is the wrong choice is an outragéaPs he is familiar with the homily
on the state of matrimony and therefore rememlimatsthe husband is the real “victim”
if he abuses his wife. Perhaps Whately believesvifeereally will “take it not too
heavily,” since that is what the Word of the Lomkshold her to do.

If the obedience and matrimony sermadose were not enough to terrify the
average English citizen into social complianceragheere plenty of scriptures willing to
do the job. Even now in twenty-first century Americis a common belief that Eve, the
first woman, was the cause of the first Sin ontedtoser examination of the primary
Bible of the Elizabethan and Jacobean erasGigeva Biblereveals that Eve is not the
lone sinner, however. In tlg@eneva Biblethe passage that describes The Fall begins,
“Now the ferpent was more fubtil then anie beafthef field, which y Lord God had

made: and he faid to the woman, Yea, hathe Goedle daid, Ye fhal not eat of euerie



tre of the garden?'@enesisl). Here we can see the serpent was the onetigatesthe
original sin; it is described as being “more suliti@n any beast of the field,” which
automatically sets it up to be a shady charadtes.through the snake’s prompting that
Eve eats from the forbidden tree. She does notamtrilee idea on her own.

She also does not enjoy the fruit andven; Adam does not protest when she
gives him his share. THeeneva Biblesimply says, “So the woman... toke of the frute
thereof, and did eat, and gaue alfo to her houfatidher, and he did eatGenesis).

If he somehow did not know the fruit he was eatiage from the forbidden tree, he
would nevertheless be guilty of ignorance. If Adaas aware of where the fruit came
from, the couple would be guilty of the exact saimeof disobedience. It seems plausible
the latter could be true. Tl&eneva Bibleexplains, “... they heard the voyce of the Lord
God walking in the garden in the coole of the dayd the man and his wife hid
themfelues from the prefence of the Lord God antbegrees of the gardenGénesis

8). Adam tells God that he hid himself becausevin@s“afraid because he was naked”
(Genesidl0), but it is also possible he was ashamed by idnénad done. His insistence
on transferring the blame over to Eve could coroefsuch a terrible feeling of guilt.
God yells at Adam for eating from the tree, antieathan simply acknowledge what he
had done, he puts Eve in the hot seat by tellind & is the one who gave him the fruit.
Adam fails to mention he never protested eatimy ttied to stop his wife in any way.
This shifting of blame onto the woman is depictedeceptable since both God and Eve
make no fuss over it and Adam suffers no consecspseinecause of it. This religious
example is one people have been told to model likes after for thousands of years,

which indicates a sort of female scapegoating ¢ejptable.
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In spite of the fact that Adam alsongid, God grants him domination over Eve.
Eve’s punishment is as follows: “Vnto the womarfdue, | wil greately increafe thy
forowes, & thy conceptiés. In forowe fhalt thougtiniy forthechildré, and thy defire fhal
be fubiect to thine houfband, and he fhal rule dbhee” Genesisl6). Not only does God
curse Eve with painful child labor, but he says inesband must rule over her. He uses
vague language and does not specifically tell Athamto rule over Eve, leaving a wide
range of interpretations. WithouBable that directly specifieeowthe husband is to
“rule over” his wife, early modern English clergymeere free to preach that such
instructions were literal; every Adam had to litgraominate his Eve.

Even Adam’s punishment is an indirégpsn the face to Eve. God begins by
saying, “Alfo to Adam he faid, Becaufe thou hafegbd the voyce of thy wife...”
(Genesidl7). TheGeneva Biblescolds Adam first and foremost for listening te hiife.
God does not simply say man is condemned for e&timg the tree; he says man is
cursed for “obeying the voice of his widad eating of the tree.” Mentioning eating the
fruit second almost makes the consumption an afiaght.

After reprimanding Adam in this way, @&5goes on to say, “... curfed is the earth
for thy fake: in forowe fhalt thou eat of it allaldayes of thy life”Genesisl7). This
passage is particularly important because the ed@ngoned homily does not seem to
acknowledge that God says Adam is the reason tttie isacursed. Eve’s punishment is
the only punishment that seems to stick. Eve’s wesk is at the forefront of sixteenth
century English thought.

From church sermons preaching aboutwiife’s duty” to aBible that promotes

female scapegoating, we can see women like de Regha lot to fight against. When we
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remember that often times women could not vocdhe& own concerns, the
discrimination surpasses being intolerable. Ther€@hof England painted Woman as a
weak creature in need of guidance; these samedjuidmen did notvantto be guided,
however, and thus an outcry like tipgerelle des femmegas sorely needed. Early
modern English theology promoted the obedient wowmlan silently took her place in
the social hierarchy, and thus we can see how thedd diligently contributed to an

oppressive, sexist atmosphere.

Part Il: Early Modernovwien in Medical Science

While the idea of the weak woman wasaiely theologically emphasized, it was
also supported medically. Outside of tAenesiexcerpt, women are defined as both
mentallyand physically weak. One of the medical conditions wlas thought to be
predisposed to impacted her biologically and everafty. Women were thought to
develop a medical condition that could only be dumo ways, one of which was sexual
intercourse. During Shakespeare’s time, there waspalar condition plaguing young
women called “the virgin’s disease” or the “gre@ksess,” which appears to be anemia.
In her book entitledHumoring the BodyGail Kern Paster explains that the condition was
treated with either blood-letting or with marriadg€umoring the Body9). Such a
treatment process implies that there was an unidgrhelief that women do require
sexual intercourse to be healthy; yet they werd @il are) judged for doing so. If

intercourse could be viewed as a medicinal cueywig it simultaneously as “dirty”
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really put the woman in a difficult predicament.o8td she choose to “cure” her disease
and lose her reputation or to remain ill in ordeuphold her image?

If having to choose between reputasiod health is not demeaning enough,
Paster proceeds to explain that “the virgin’s dseavas viewed as an inevitable medical
condition a woman (and only a woman) must suffeh# does not eventually have
intercourse. She finds viewing one woman’s healtblem as a problem that all women
have particularly problematic, claiming that redwra specific person’s medical problem
to an issue that will eventually plague all mareagge women strips a woman of her
individuality (Humoring the Bod®1). Through Paster’s analysis we can see thefgre
sickness” not only forces women to choose betwieemn health and their reputations
(supposing they can’t get married quickly), bualgo takes away their unigueness.

In her book, Paster also points out ithaeducing virginity to a medical
condition in need of a cure, the institution of mege loses its connection to personal
desire and even individual choidduymoring the Bod®2). Arranged marriages for
political gain were already taking desire and cbaat of the equation, and thus the
female predicament becomes that much more intdkerab

The double-standard fixation on virggrdoes not solely center on marriage,
though. Men were out to prove their romantic indésavere “pure” at all times. Even
doctors of the Elizabethan and Jacobean eras wekenf for ways to be certain. The
French physician Laurent Joubert believed he halliyrstumbled upon a tell-tale sign of
virginity by examining the way a woman urinateds Higic was that a virgin’s “womb

pipe” would still be tight and narrow and thereftwer urine stream would be “more
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unfettered and clear” than a non-virgin’s. Suchcem pipe would make her “piss
straight and far, in rather the same manner asré (Raster 43-44).

This fear of a loss of chastity impacdb®th a woman and any future children she
may conceive, meaning her sexual burden extended generation to generation; the
“mistakes” she made could never conceivably bedibeg. Dusinberre explainghy all
the fuss over a woman'’s virginity came into plait the heart of the double standard lay
the concept of virginity as a property asset. Viityiis more cherished among the upper
classes who have more property to dispose of... ¢fembastard’s intruding on the
succession of property dictated virginity in bridesl faithfulness in wives...”
(Dusinberre 52). Such a world view paints womea ageans to an end and not an end in
and of themselves. You married a woman so you doaNe children with her and
thereby pass down your family name and propertys &id not marry her so you could
tell the whole world how much you loved her.

If those reasons for having childrea ot disheartening enough on their own,
Joubert’s other “findings” attempted to explaintth@men’s bodies were “less refined”
because of this need to bear children. Accordirtgrig a woman’s blood has to be more
watery in order to provide nourishment for babiet)e blood was not watered down, the
woman would not be able to generate the quantiégle@. Therefore, he argues, there is a
medically justifiable reason female blood is “imfget” (Paster 80). When both the
clergymenandthe physicians are portraying women as a lesseglitss easy to see why
such an upsetting mentality thrived.

In her booKhe Body Embarrassed: Drama and the DisciplineShame in

Early Modern EnglandGail Kern Paster shares Joubert’s claims aloegs$id claims of
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other physicians from Shakespeare’s time, suclamed Hart. Hart concluded that
women urinated frequently due to their “idle andesdary lives,” (Paster 41) but Paster
indicates viewing women as essentially lazy isthetmost embarrassing viewpoint. She
conveys to modern readers that menstrual blee@diegs to be more shameful than any
other bleeding, as it can be seen as a punitiveegsobecause it is involuntary (Paster
82). Paster writes, “Menstruation comes to resertidether varieties of female
incontinence—sexual, urinary, linguistic—that seagepowerful signs of woman'’s
inability to control the workings of her own bodyis not too much to argue that these
historical signs of uncontrol bear implications foe ideology and politics of
reproduction that we live with still” (Paster 8Baster is able to link incontinence of the
female organs to “linguistic incontinence,” gos$ipcause the mentality of sixteenth
century England associated overproduction of offe@mwith overproduction
everywhere else (Paster 45). Through such an onplification, women are made to feel
shame toward the workings of their bodies.

In early modern England, womanhood described in even more demeaning
ways, however. Paster explains that it was believethen menstruated because they
were considered naturally plethoric due to theldeg moister temperament. “Their
bodies—and here the argument becomes very cirtulaed—were naturally less
soluble, since by virtue of its colder temperatinar blood tended to be slower moving,
clammier, grosser,” she writes. “Its natural atités were also the attributes that, when
magnified or increased, described disease. Itvaite-in the hierarchical logic peculiar to
Galenic humoralism—that the finest female blood eas pure, less refined, less perfect

than the finest male blood, and, one infers, theemmtclined to corruption.” After
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offering such an explanation, Paster interpretdihdings as a way of saying that in
early modern England nature dictated the bloodahen was “readily classifiable as
superfluity or waste” (Paster 79). The case sedmée that as long as “nature” was
blamed for female “shortcomings,” a woman’s degtiatiawvas of no consequence.

Other than being overtly offensive, ithea of female blood being “inclined to
corruption” and “less refined” was significant mat it prohibited women from traveling
alone; not only were they feelinferior, but they were to ieeatedas inferior too. In
early modern England, women were not allowed talgwad or even go into the city or
commonwealth unless they had a person with “resgéttiood, a person of authority,
with them (Paster 90). The need for women to hhgeatult equivalent of a babysitter
infantilizes them, suggesting they need a chapet@neake wise decisions.

John Skelton’s late-28entury poem “Tunning of Elynor Rumming” is a pem
example of the fear of the unsupervised woman ePasterences it, breaking down the
poem into a metonymic chain. She writes, “...a womwan leaves her house is a woman
who talks is a woman who drinks is a woman whodégRaster 46). This rapid
progression of assumptions accurately mirrorsaleclof Skelton’s contemporaries.

The early modern English seemed togoaitee more than just a woman’s blood
or urine as “other,” however. Bodily functions cenaing reproduction were not the sole
recipients of stigma. Humoralism, which was a papubedical theory during
Shakespeare’s lifetime, explained that men’s bode® thought to be hotter and drier,
while women’s bodies were thought to be colder mwode spongy. Paster explains, “In
humoralism, the coldness and sponginess of fertesh, frelative to the flesh of men,

become traits of great ethical consequence by mxptathe sex’s limited capacity for
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productive agency, individuality, and higher reasgnAs with everything else in this
cosmology, states of consciousness and cognitiaeengss were ranked in terms of
cold/hot, most/dry. Waking consciousness was thbtgghe a hotter and drier state than
sleep; rationality was less cold and spongy thatianality” (“Humoring the Body” 78-
79). In essence, humoralism depicts women as ndoptive, common, unintelligent,
dull, and irrational.

According to such a medical theory, veomvere thought to be biologically
predisposed to behaving in these ways. Whethatyesl@ehavior was consistent with the
stereotyping of the time or not, early modern EstgBociety nevertheless found a way to
judgmentally interpret her actions. If she hadaalil of masculine heat and decided to
show it, she was thought to be temperamentallynsistent. If she hid the flash, she
backed up the stereotype that women were not cagdihat emotionHumoring the
Body79-80).

Shakespeare’s Beatrice from Much AdouttNothing is struck with just such a
masculine heat flash when directing Benedick to@&iAudio. She laments, “O God, that
| were a man! | would eat his heart / In the maygidate” (4.1.303-304). Such a
proclamation would not have been viewed favorady] hence she is married off only
one act later.

Paster goes on to suggest Shakesplearplayed into his time period’s perceived
link between bodily temperature and the mind’s @mgaokition because the
psychopathology of early modern thought “means ¢nabodiment is everywhere

assumed in affective discourse, just as bodilyresfees always assume an affective
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context or consequencef@moring the Body5). This passage alone supports the theory
that the critical way women were viewed can neefully separated from a given text.

The inability to separate a medicinalwof women from a given fictitious text is
underscored when we consider how long such mettiealy persevered. The ideology
humoralism presented was pertinent for hundreg®afs. Late-fifteenth-century
German calendar woodcuts that offer emblematic @saq the four shades of
humoralism (sanguine, choleric, phlegmatic, andam&olic) seem to have inspired
writers like William Congreve approximately two tdred years after their creation. In
these woodcuts, the woman'’s signifying functionttigrovide a neutral social
background for the men’s temperamental self-disSplelamoring the Bodys0).

What is even more problematic is thahiese cuttings “neutral” seems to be
synonymous with “victimized.” In the woodcuttingpeting choler, the man is beating
the kneeling woman; the sanguine woodcutting shb@snan making unreciprocated
sexual advances toward the woman; in the melanahobdcutting, he has his head in
his hands while the woman looks away from himjie ast and different woodcutting,
the phlegm woodcutting, the two are both playirgjruiments. The phlegm woodcutting
is the only woodcutting where both man and womanaatively participating. Paster
explains that the woman is only fully expressiveoamthe plegmatics because the
“normativehumoral woman is temperamentally constrained,sarcth behavioral
oppositions as might be implied by temperamentadelifsameness are here kept out of
view” (Humoring the Bodg5). Choosing to keep the behavioral oppositioribuiew

sends the message that acting against the steesotygs frowned upon greatly.
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This pressure women ostensibly wers@iieed to portray submissive social
roles was likely intensified by the fact that a wamis behavior was scrutinized by every
society, not jusher society. In her book entitlethings of Darkness: Economies of Race
and Gender in Early Modern Englandim Hall explains how the bodies of white
English women were on a platter for all the woddsée. She writes, “The bodies of
white English women become the map upon which impdesire and national identity
are marked” (177). If a nation’s identity dependsyou, the implication is that your
every move is being carefully controlled. To takis idea a step further, it means a
woman’s actions were representative of femalengssvehole, not her own individual
whims. Just as reducing marriage to a medical stuigs a woman of her individuality,
so too does viewing her as a part of a whole, egpié the larger schema that is The
Female Gender.

Medical discourse concerning the fentaldy takes what may be its most
complicated turn when Nathaniel Highmore’s findirsge considered. Greenblatt quotes
the seventeenth century English physician, sayBghow much more the Masculine
Atoms abound in a Female Infant, by so much theerttwe Fetus is stronger, healthier,
and more Man-like, a Virago'Shakespearean Negotiation8). One would assume that
femininity and corresponding fragility would be deed “healthy” for females since that
is what is pushed upon them. It takes quite then@itioning of the mind to comprehend
that being less healthy could have been the goarfgone—and yet Highmore’s
findings stand. Greenblatt says the physician’sds@emonstrate how weakness was
built into the gender ideal. He writes, “One peautonsequence of this view was that

normal women had to submit to the weaker internakyple, to accept a certain debility,
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in order to achieve full female identity, an idépthat itself entailed submission to a
man; women were bgefinitionthe weaker sex"Shakespearean NegotiationS).

The lengths people were willing to ggptove that women were indeed the
weaker sex were astounding. The French surgeon disgoParé perpetuated the
Aristotelian belief that female genitalia is badlicgust male genitalia pushed up inside
of a woman $hakespearean Negotiation8-80). Paré goes through an in-depth
explanation of which male body parts are the edentaof which female body parts. One
would think seeing the woman as simply a “diffeféaind of male would hypothetically
equalize her, but this is where Galenic theoryuihés and strikes down any sense of
harmony. One of the physician’s theories posits although women were a sort of
“defective” male, they were nevertheless inferiecduse they were unable to “birth”
their genitals due to their naturally colder stateat was required in order for them to
drop down Shakespearean Negotiatiod8).

To complicate matters even more, tiveseeenth century physician Jacques
Duval also blurred the lines between Man and Womaeggnizing that virtually all
males are effeminate even after coming out of tamiwand do not transition into states
“befitting an adult man” until childhood is compefShakespearean Negotiation8).
According to Greenblatt, he also presents the sevpicture of the woman as a virago
and makes it clear that both sexes contain bothe'haamd “female” elements. In his
most famous workOn Hermaphrodites, Childbirth, and the Medicinae&tment of
Mothers and Childrerf1612), Duval cites a seventeenth century herneatifhc man
under the age of twenty-five who had been livinggagoman for some years prior to

falling in love. The man, Marin, confessed his &tudentity to the woman he loved in
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hopes of marrying her. After escaping a death seetéhat resulted from the discovery
of his condition, the man longed to integrate hilins¢o “normal” English society in
spite of his non-normative circumstances. Greehblgilains, “Even Marin le Marcis’s
highly original improvisation, we might note, hdgetmost conventional of goals: a
publicly recognize name and gender, an officiadlgctioned marriage’Shakespearean
Negotiations’5). Marin’s goals show how deeply the patriarcdwadial structure
pervaded an individual’'s psyche; he felt the pressoi project a clear gender identity and
assume the corresponding social role no matter.what

Marin is not the only androgynous indual whose life depicts the inescapability
of early modern England’s gender binary. GreenBlatsay also depicts a real life
Viola, a woman choosing to live as a man. He tafisstory through a 1580 Montaigne
travel journal entry. After choosing to disguisedaf as a man and live accordingly, the
woman married another woman and the couple attehgleterosexual marriage for
four or five months. Eventually the transvestiteswigscovered, which set off a legal
proceeding and not a psychological examinatione@katt believes the woman
appeared to have been condemned to death “forsthefiyprohibited sexual devices,
devices that enable a woman to take the part cdrd eind not for deception
(Shakespearean Negotiatio®8-67). Not allowing a woman “to take the paraghan”
harkens back to Greenblatt’s point that sexuaédgfiice is the only difference that can
never be overcome. Even while attempting to livéhasopposite sex, the social
hierarchy inevitably seeks women out and lowersthetheir “appropriate” standing—
which we can see through Greenblatt’s assertionattma“violation” in the performing of

one’s expected sex role was treated as a capitad Ehakespearean Negotiatiod3).
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Medical theory during Shakespeare’stoffers numerous explanations for the
rampant sexism that permeates the writing of tm®geFrom writings explaining the
natural “impurity” of female blood to an examinatiof her “womb pipe” that would
ensure virginity, physicians of the early modermksh era fixated on bodily fluids as a
means to embarrass women into accepting their aslegcond class citizens. Biological

shame was a powerful, effective tactic used irstlecing of women.

Part Ill: Women, Culture, and SocigtyEarly Modern England

All of the aforementioned biologicalpediments to equality also resulted in
lifestyle barriers for women. Women were to remaithe home raising children; if they
were temperamentally unstable, remaining out dftsagd political matters would be a
viable option. Consequently, developing their casagonal skills was consequently
considered unimportant. After all, what good wostldnning female rhetoric do if a
newborn was to be the sole listener? In their b&toric, Women and Politics in Early

Modern EnglandJennifer Richards and Alison Thorne explain tloenan’s dilemma:

The acquisition and disseatibn of rhetorical skills is grounded in
masculine institutions (schools, universities, inhsourt), which are defined by their
capacity to generate and cement homosocial bondsyhich rhetorical skill comes in
turn to symbolize and consolidate. The means dititi®n is largely dictated by the
perceived end—that of service in the public sphdrem which women are
systematically excluded. Rhetorical skill is andlibgical and cultural badge of
personhood, indicative of a social identity thatrksaan individual as belonging to
various institutional networks. As such, it is inegily gendered, as well as marked by
class and status... (Richards and Thorne 72)
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It is true that pursuing higher education wouldédféra sixteenth century English woman
very little—unless the entire social structure aflg modern England were to shift.
Richards and Thorne point out that the reformeligbed women should be “learned
enough to instruct young children, but also cordiar managed in this role” (Richards
and Thorne 73). Since everyone’s daily lives wertered on what was considered
“functional,” the belief was that women should sohply try something because they are
capable of it; they should pursue only what wiliasthem in doing their jobs, in
maintaining their households. Men were free tonatteniversities to cultivate the
homosocial bonds mentioned above, but fosterirgnaesof community among women
was not a priority.

Even with a female queen sitting onttirene, England’s gender stereotypes
continued to thrive. In her bodkhanging the Subject: Mary Wroth and Figurations of
Gender in Early Modern Englantaomi Miller reminds us that Queen Elizabeth | “...
was able to command her male subjects through adepdf her society’s discourses of
sexual difference in the face of resistance ana epposition” (Miller 111). Elizabeth |
had to acknowledge and cater to the sexism ofduent @ order to be an effective
monarch; she could not do away with the gendermrpiagher time, only use it to her
advantage. The queen could not claim her sex wasoneelated with her ruling abilities.
Instead, she had to play the game and pretenktmatedge her “downfall” of
womanhood. In her famous speech that has beconvenka® “Speech to the Troops at
Tilbury,” Elizabeth | declared, “I know | have thedy but of a weak and feeble woman,
but | have the heart and stomach of a king, arallohg of England too” (Miller 112).

Elizabeth I's rhetoric provided a model of the kimitbalancing act that was required of
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any woman wishing to attempt to rise above herugadijon. Miller points out that
women can never truly separate themselves frormage of frailty, which is the
problem of being trapped in “an order prescribedigymasculine” (Miller 112). Even
while attempting equality, sixteenth century wonheid to degrade themselves.

Choosing Elizabeth’s path of acknowladdgemale “shortcomings” wasn’t
without its share of backlash, however. In the \&ame year Elizabeth | ascended to the
throne, John Knox publishéthe First Blast of the Trumpet Against the Monstrou
Regiment of Womgii558), a treatise condemning gynecocracy. Irirdegise, he claims
that female rule is contrary to Nature, an insuiGiod, and finally “the subversion of
good Order” (Miller 111). Knox had written the ttes@ in order to oppose the rule of the
Catholic Queen Mary, and although the pamphletneagpublished until the Protestant
Elizabeth had become queen, Elizabethan societyseeback up his assertions. They
backed them so much so that state legislationdarifteenth and sixteenth centuries
strengthened the household as an instrument cdlsmmtrol (Kelly 23).

Even if Elizabeth | seemed to be tigarehead for dominant females, the fact
that she achieved all she did through an elabgaatee of trickery speaks volumes. Yes,
she was powerful, but her power catheughaccepting her “weak” role, not by
dispelling it. What little progress that was madayrhave only been in terms of female
morale—which James | instantly ruined. He workdently to discredit England’s
previous ruler by attempting to view women as aleladl over again. Miller describes
his speeches as being focused on “women in geagisdxualized bodies needing to be
ruled” (Miller 113). According to Miller, James ligritings prior to his reign

characterized “the drawbacks of female rule” inusdized rather than political terms
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(Miller 113), but once he ascended to the throne&® given a megaphone to conduct
his inequality tirade.

As if James | somehow had not alreamhyegar enough, Miller notices that he
enjoyed putting women in the same category as s&xyvhorses, and dogs, saying they
could all be “put to bodily use” (Miller 113). Thisvel of subjugation cannot go
unacknowledged. After 1603 and the death of ElitaheShakespeare was writing in a
country whose ruler stripped women of their humaaligies. It is unlikely that he too
bought into James I's tyrannical ideology (which vam see by acknowledging what
spitfires characters like Beatrice are), but thatild not have made the king’s painful
words any less powerful. Given that Shakespearenwawriting in a vacuum, he had to
cater his plays to the masses to be able to makenaney. Therefore, at least a
modicum of the sexism perpetuated by his king wialde inevitably leaked into his
texts so he could continue to make a profit frosvaiiting.

Given that monarchs were the figurebdadtheir nations, any sexism they
perpetuated would reflect back on their townspedpleretending to acknowledge her
gendered shortcomings, Elizabeth | inadvertentlpgteiated the oppression of her time.
This is not to say she had another choice, butvoeds keep with the bias of the time
period nonetheless. There need be no explanatitmrasv James | perpetuated the
gender hierarchy; by constantly referring to themsexualized terms, he reminded his

people where a woman'’s true value lies.
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CHAPTER 2: PREJUDICE THROUGH LANGUAGE AND PERFORMANE

England’s monarchs impacted more thiahthe tone of Shakespeare’s plays.
Kim Hall has found some direct correlations betw@emen Elizabeth | and
Shakespeare’s Cleopatra. Hall looks to the Ditcplayrait of the Queen to make her
case, explaining that the English queen litera#ly kingdoms at her feet just as Cleopatra
metaphorically has kingdoms at her feet. She gaoéds cite the passage in Act 1, Scene
5 where Alexas tells Cleopatra that Antony intetedsy kingdoms at her feet and sends
her the “treasure of an oyster” (1.5.45-49). Halinps out that where the two differ,
however, is that Cleopatra’s pearl is unlike Eletls virgin pearl, which we can see by
the way it is described. Antony refers to his gstthe “treasure of an oyster,” not “a
pearl”; this word choice is important because chap#o include the word “oyster”
continues “the conflation of sexual and materialt@nge.” Oysters were long thought to
be an aphrodisiac (Hall 158) and Hall is quick eanp out that Antony chooses sexually
charged terminology to describe Cleopatra’s pearhielvis significant because it
perpetuates the hyper sexualized image of Womarsevhomary appeal is procreation.

To conclude this exploration of whaitmanhood signified in early modern
England, | would like to focus ointony and Cleopatraecause | believe it to be one of
the most surprising examples of the subjugated wvam&hakespearean drama. When
this particular Shakespearean text comes to maadiers and playgoers are likely
inclined to associate Cleopatra’s bossiness anduiek tongue with her dominance of
Antony. | will introduce my own findings that spettkthe contrary momentarily. For

now, | would like to examine what others have haday on the matter.
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Paul Barry’'s book Lifetime with Shakespeare: Notes from an American
Director of All 38 Playoffers insightful commentary on not only the antibat takes
place onstage, but also on the action that is ethitbm sight. One of Barry’'s most
powerful points concerning the relationship betwAatony and Cleopatra is that none

of their love scenes are ever shown. He writes:

... where are the love scenesimony & Cleopatr& First of all, there is no
thunderbolt meeting; that happened teetioe play began, and that’s the first big
problem. Romeo, Juliet, Troilus, CrdasiHenry VIll, and Anne Boleyn all fare
better, because we witness the meefitige lovers, the phenomenon of love at
first sight. We may be aware that Aytomet Cleopatra when she was the
mistress of his mentor, Julius, butasen’t shown that first encounter. Then,
where are the one-on-one love scehedptrer's meetings and partings?
Shakespeare simply gives us no montergsbstantiate the great love story.
(Barry 89)
Barry’s observation is particularly astute; it fsem too easy to spend time interpreting
what is there on the page and neglect to menticat s been omitted. By excluding all
intimate scenes, this “great love story” becomeshmore of a political drama. In fact,
Antony spends a good chunk of the play not eveegypt, let alone in Cleopatra’s
bedroom. At one point in his analysis Barry reteré\ntony and Cleopatra as “ageless
teenagers in the ferocity of their lust” (Barry 9@&hich underscores how much their
union was not publicly respected. Cleopatra haddpatation of a “whore,” and even
when she did fall in love and have faithful intems, she could be seen as nothing else.
This mark of “impurity” was irreversible.
It was irreversible because, as théngagoes, history is often told from the point

of view of the “winner.” The dominant force is thae writing in the history books,

preserving its legacy. Barry depicts this trengjrag
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Maintaining the affair with Cleopatragpite [Antony’s] arranged political
marriage to Octavia, sister of Octav@lzgesar, in 39, could hardly have helped
him strategically. Certainly the conf@mrary media never seem to lack stories of
politicians who sacrifice their caretrglalliances with mistresses and prostitutes.
History usually treats theses affagsianply disastrous lapses in judgment. Some
powerful leaders caught in such scas)dikle Henry VIII, may prove
invulnerable if political opponents dogxploit the affairs. But posterity does not
generally call them love affairs; themen involved are either prostitutes or are
characterized as prostitutes. (Barry 90
Regardless of their intentions, the women in sufdira would be characterized as
prostitutes because the rationale humoralism atesti has not been completely
dispelled; stereotypes portraying the ideal mekkste women are alive and well.
Humoralism not only had a great impact on Westeedigine, but it was not until the
nineteenth century that the bacterial theory oéaé& came into play and replaced it
(Humoralism and its InfluengeThe longevity this medical theory had means Wt
have only been straying away from it for approxiehatwo hundred years, or roughly
three generations of people. While this line ohkimig may seem very archaic to the
Millenials, it is not unfathomable to their grandgats. When gendered stereotypes are
put into perspective this way and we acknowledgg’tk still influencing us hundreds of
years later, we have a better chance of graspstdpw persuasive they would have
been during Shakespeare’s time.
Although a strong medical “explanatidai why women were the lesser sex
could have been rather persuasive on its own, wat aisio remind ourselves such
theories would have been made infinitely more péuldry sexist scriptures and

sermons, as we have seen. From the Homily on Oheslihat stressed breaking the

societal hierarchy eventually resulted in damnatiorthe Matrimony Homily which
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literally says women must “perform subjugationtbeir husbands, the religious doctrine
of early modern England would not allow for equabtment of the sexes. T&neva
Bible itself provided the Elizabethan and Jacobean @jomis with reasons to question
Woman'’s integrity. Elizabeth | herself, too, coulot fully transcend her time period.
Therefore, it is no stretch to believe the secdadscmentality surrounding women
during Shakespeare’s time inevitably seeped o@#uye; it did, after all, permeate all

other aspects of life.

Having examined early modern Englamgipressive gender binary, we can now
turn our attention to examining how this subjugati@nslates onto a reflective or
possibly prescriptive “life” upon the stage. Altlgbuthe female characters in
Shakespeare’s plays don’t seem to be treated andeate citizens all of the time, there
are still strong undertones of oppression thatameh noting. It is no real surprise that
Doll Tearsheet fronThe Second Part of the Life of Henry the Foustindeservedly
demeaned. She is, after all, a lower class prostiher treatment is not unfathomable
even in twenty-first century America. What may berensurprising is that Miranda from
The Tempess also manipulated and disrespected. Even omateeisland in the middle
of nowhere, this suppression seems to be so ergrarnShakespeare’s representation of
humans that it happens even without any kind oiesalcinfluence. Althougihe
Tempests largely a comedy, traces of the hierarchy ofyeaodern English society
pervade it nonethelesBhe Tempesioesn't provide us with the most shocking example
of a woman lacking substantial power, however. géd@ fromAntony and Cleopatra

steals this thunder. We see Cleopatra trying térobAntony’s every move, but is this
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just the mark of someone who'’s deeply insecure™gak look at what's going on
between the lines illuminates her truly weak self.

Let us start by reminding ourselveg tha only way Cleopatra can even keep
Antony’s attention is by seducing him. In her b&Hhakespeare and the Nature of
WomenJuliet Dusinberre quotes A.C. Bradley, sayindié€Exercise of sexual attraction
is the element of [Cleopatra’s] life; and she hegaloped nature into a consummate art”
(Dusinberre 67-68). Bradley does not refer to skatieaction as “an” element of
Cleopatra’s life, but “the” element of her life. i§hs the metaphorical basket in which
she keeps all of her eggs, which is particularbbpematic for a woman; this kind of
supremacy brings with it a great shame and thusp@lkea is demeaning herself even
while attempting to exude temporary dominance. Dlusire writes, “Unchaste women
have a sense of betraying their own sex becaugetimav that their weakness will be
taken as female weakness rather than as an indiweckakness” (Dusinberre 55).
Whether Shakespeare’s females intend to reprdseintentire sex, they do nonetheless.
In the second act, Enobarbus makes a statement\wbmen as a whole, saying, “But
there is never a fair woman has a true face” (R®.1There are many other rampant
female stereotypes lintony and Cleopatréhat indicate women were viewed as a
collective. The idea of viewing one woman as repmégtive of the larger collective of
womanhood makes every play a kind of morality p&ayg because of this mindset a
woman with a loose tongue and loose legs has nicebat to be subjugated and
ultimately punished.

Even without the shameful effects efimy to power through sex, it's painful

because this kind of power will never last. Duén&vitable aging and the mundaneness
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born from intercourse devoid of a personal conoec¢iCleopatra’s “power” over Antony
is temporary at best. Antony says outright thaivbeld rather spend his time having fun
than discussing anything “harsh” (1.1.46-48); #dsnission shows the shallowness of
their connection and thus audiences understarchjisrmanence.

This impermanent connection betweenecharacters allows Cleopatra
periodically to dominate Antony politically and ghgally, but never emotionally. From
the very beginning, Antony knows he will have teddt up with her. His will power is
what'’s lacking, not his awareness. He says to Hini9dese strong Egyptian fetters |
must break, / Or lose myself in dotage” (1.2.11fA\e view his relationship as a sort of
sexual addiction, the clichéd first step in recgvisrsupposed to be admitting there is a
problem. Antony has already moved beyond step griédtime we meet him and thus
his “recovery” is already in progress.

Even the language he uses to descishedt indicates its temporariness. He says
he must break his Egyptian “fetters.” Fetters,lackles, are used to restrain prisoners.
Being a prisoner is usually a temporary situatmme will typically serve his time and be
released. Even life-long sentences often offepthssibility for parole.

Regardless of this association of tledw/fetters,” it does unarguably carry a
negative connotation with it. In many early modeomtexts, love is referred to as a
“disease,” perhaps because emotional “uncontrof thaught to be a feminine quality
and thereby a weak quality. Such a negative vielovad could easily have rubbed off on
Antony, which we can see by his choosing to desdrib affections in negative terms. If
he was ever actually love and not simplyust, choosing to use pessimistic words to

describe his union suggests whatever connectioromwes there has dissipated.
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Antony’s reaction to his ex-wife’s deatlso seems to suggest his feelings for
Cleopatra are waning. He says, “What our contemigtis often hurl from us, / We wish
it ours again” (1.2.120-121) after finding out Fallhas died, which could indicate his
desire to get back together with her. He seemgefiakd incapable of loving anyone but
himself, making Cleopatra a victim of lust. The @wélust” carries with it the assumption
of transience, and thereby we return to the pbiat Cleopatra will never have
dominance over him. The only thing impeding theemual break-up is their deaths.

“Fetters” isn’'t the only word worth exaning in order to showcase Cleopatra’s
sorry predicament. After speaking to the soothsametony decides to return to Egypt.
He says, “I will to Egypt; / And though | make thmsarriage for my peace, / I'th’East my
pleasure lies” (2.3.37-39). It is worth noting tloatr male protagonist never says his
“love” lies “I'th’East.” While it is true that in aler to keep with the iambic pentameter
Antony would need a two syllable word, he coulddasid “sweetheart,” “darling,” or
another pet name appropriate to sixteenth centurgtship. The word “pleasure” has a
very sexual connotation and returns us to the aferdioned connection between lust
and impermanency; Cleopatra currently has some suthyAntony, yes, but we must
guestion its longevity. Antony does not refer te@latra as his “love” until he’s lost a
great deal of his power (4.4.15). We must condidiar he says “love” at this point in the
play just to keep Cleopatra faithful and not beeahese are his genuine feelings.

The symbolism found in Lepidus’s dissios of crocodiles is also particularly
enlightening and could be another lens through wtocexplore Cleopatra’s
mistreatment. While drinking with Antony, Caesardather captains, Lepidus wants to

know what Egypt is like and only asks about itscodiles (2.7.37). He fixates on no
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other animal. Udo BeckerBhe Continuum Encyclopedia of Symlsdgs crocodile
symbolism is “frequently associated with the synidilof water” (Becker 72). If we
explore what Becker’s book has to say about watercan uncover that, “As an
unformed, undifferentiated mass (regardless of dvat is spring, lake, or sea water), it
symbolizes the abundance of all possibilities erghimeval beginning of all that exists”
(Becker 322). Therefore, it could be interpreteat thgypt is a land of “abundant
possibilities.” This viewpoint has a positive coteten. For the purposes of this play,
Cleopatra is considered the personification of Eglypfact, that's Antony’s pet name for
her. If we interchange Egypt the woman and Egyptciuntry, we are able to view
Cleopatra herself as “the abundance of all poss#sil” Viewing the Egyptian queen as
the embodiment of “all possibilities” paints heran optimistic, positive light, which
suggests her subjugation throughout the play cbeldnwarranted.

Among Becker’s other symbolic interteins of water is one that emphasizes
the importance of early modern England’'s genddedihces. Becker explains that water
can also be seen as “an element of the union aisi@s” (Becker 323). If this is the case
in Antony and CleopatreCleopatra must ultimately find a way to be stgrpizally
feminine and subservient because her partner, Antsm masculine, powerful warrior.
The yin must balance out the yang, and since thszutiae, powerful role is already
being forced on Antony, Cleopatra must contort éiéiato the corresponding
submissive piece or cease to exist. Her haughfyulisive personality makes this an
impossible task, and thus she must defect to ther laption.

Antony even seems to know how impossieminizing his partner would be.

From the onset of the play, he seems completehetlioff by her personality. He points
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out that Cleopatra is “cunning past man’s thoudht?.141). He says this in an abusive
way, which is yet another indicator he knows hedsde leave her. He does not seem to
genuinely believe she falls to pieces when he reegbut rather that she is a wonderful
actress. It is interesting, though, that he retie@tser as “cunning.” Can Cleopatra be all
that cunning if Antony’sawarehe’s being manipulated? Look at lago fr@thellg
everyone kept calling him “honest lago” becauseviiBms were unaware they were
being deceived. Cleopatra’s targets know where $teyd. Yes, lust is a powerful
emotion that can override such awareness—but motgreently. The expression “eternal
love” persists, not “eternal lust.” Cleopatra’snsparency will not allow her to remain in
a position of power indefinitely. The fact that stees Enobarbus fooled is of no
consequence because he is not at the top tiee clatial ladder.

Antony seems to be the one who is necareing. He’s full of excuses and
attempts every twist of the tongue to get back @é@sar’s good graces. While arguing
with him, Antony claims he didn’t “deny” Caesarequest to lend him arms, but
“neglected” it (2.2.97-104). Everyone in the roonoWws Antony is at fault, including
Antony. Earlier in the play we saw his view of itiaa when he said, “O, then we bring
forth weeds / When our quick minds lie still...” (1105-106). Antony knows not taking
action “brings forth weeds.” Regardless, he i$ siiing to twist the situation in his
favor—and succeeding. As soon as he half-heareguiiogizes, Lepidus buys into it,
saying, “'Tis noble spoken” (2.2.105).

Antony is clearly unwilling to see &sition from a different perspective and
wants to “win” at any cost. We can see just how Rwtony will stoop by examining

how his marriage to Octavia comes about. Shockjriwyis the one who spurs that

34



conversation. Agrippa plants the seed, but Antaggrtily accepts the invitation
(2.2.131). His desire to be in a favorable polltstanding easily trumps any and all
feelings his significant other has; he does nat dane makes the main woman in his life
feel like she is a second-rate mistress by marrgorgeone else.

Let us pause for a moment to acknovdetig fact that the aforementioned points
focus on how Cleopatra can effect Antony. The avdy she can achieve even transient
influence is by going through a powerful man; shaot a presence in and of herself.
She must latch onto whoever is top dog at the motoeremain relevant. Antony knows
Cleopatra must attach herself to a man in ordeetsignificant, so he throws some of her

past sexual conquests in her face:

| found you as a morsel cold upon

Dead Caesar’s trencher; nay, you wdragment

Of Cneius Pompey’s, besides what hatters,

Unregistered in vulgar fame, you have

Luxuriously picked out. For | am sure,

Though you can guess what temperanoeldive,

You know not what it is. (3.13.119-124)
Even more embarrassingly, they are not alone whisrheated exchange takes place.
Enobarbus, Charmian, and Iras are all presentp@temis blatantly degraded and called
a whore publicly. It is arguable whether she didetieed the degradation she faced
throughout the play, but the defamation is thenmeetioeless.

Cleopatra is the one being openly demeedor her sexual exploits, but
Enobarbus reveals Antony may also know the heatasfy a luxurious bed. While

relaying the story of how the couple met, Enobatiells Agrippa, “Our courteous

Antony / Whom ne’er the word of ‘No’ woman heardag...” (2.2.232-233). If the
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story Enobarbus relays is true and Antony neves Sag” to women, how faithful can he
be? Furthermore, the fact that Enobarbus neediedltale Antony’s lascivious ways in
his story says Antony is frequently being proposiéd by women. This snippet of
Enobarbus’s dialogue makes Antony seem like egantalf a modern-day player.
During the Jacobean period, cuckoldry was a gigats a loss of power; Cleopatra
would seem to be experiencing the female equivaktatickoldry.

If Antony’s reputation does not creat®ugh romantic upheaval, Antony and
Cleopatra are not even shown kissing on stage muati€ than half of the play is over
(3.11.69). It is true that Shakespeare was a mimstmahen it came to giving stage
directions, but the fact that he does pepper lagsplvith strategic ones tells us the this
delayed public display is intentional. Antony waitstil he lost an important battle at sea,
until he is in big trouble with Caesar, to be appiately affectionate with his girlfriend.
It is possible that up until this point he beliewsde could never possibly leave him; now
that he may not be the most powerful man she knbe/gs willing to put in a bit more
effort. It took a tragedy to force Antony to kiskeGpatra in public when they are not
even in front of anyone “important”; if played trt@the script, such a lack of affection
completely debases her regardless of whether sliga®it or not.

Whether Cleopatra understands all efstaysher authority is undermined, she
nevertheless knowsig being undermined; she realizes her huge limitati@mne admits
she cannot get what she wants without the helgh&fre when she says, “That Herod’s
head / I'll have; but how, when Antony is gone hfdugh whom might | command it?”
(3.3.4-6). She knowsayingwhatever she pleases is far different frdamngwhatever

she pleases. When she triesltovhatever she pleases by commanding a fleet of war
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ships, she finds herself unable to do so and flteesror. This moment shows that
Cleopatra cannot hold her own and consistently éh@nainant force in the play.

The anxiety she displays when Antonyasaround her should have been the
strongest indicator of her secretly weak demeddoe minute she is calling for music,
the very next she is changing her mind and cafiimg game of billiards—which also
gets instantly nixed. The severity of her indegis®obviously sped up to accommodate
the length of the overall play, but the point tG#opatra cannot make decisions and is
obsessively clingy is still obvious. When the paiseparated, she seems to waste much
of her time in a dither and accomplish very litdentony, on the other hand, is usually
highly productive. Antony’s focus compared with Qpatra’s flightiness shows us he is
more in control of himself; Antony does not spemsthme fretting over what Cleopatra
may be doing in his absence, but Cleopatra’s eaetign is based on Antony. She is
always talkingo or abouthim. Even the dream she talks about before shemtsm
suicide is about him. This intense dependence raatallity to function on her own make
Cleopatra seem like a puppet without a puppeteéghdit Antony, she is useless
because she has decided that all of her eggs dog#l that proverbial lust basket.

One of the most obvious examples ob@&tra’'s dependence occurs in the
second scene of the play. While childishly poutstyg goes off looking for Antony to
make sure he sees her pouting; she does know adiftérat throwing a temper tantrum
does not work without witnesses. She tells Enolmtbubring [Antony] hither” (1.2.80)
and audiences assume she wants to whine in hikmealbarbus never has the chance to
fetch Antony, however, because the lover entersdbm as soon as the order is issued.

Rather than speak to him, Cleopatra haughtily seoayt of the room with her train right
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in front of him. Such an action makes her seemdik®rnery toddler. Being likened to
such a young and underdeveloped person shows tinerlessness to which this queen
has succumbed. She cannot rely on her rhetorie fgebsuasive, and thus she must make
a spectacle to be heard—which is quite degrading.

This fixation on her partner may alsdicate an assumption that audience
members do not want to get to know her personadgpendent of Antony (after all,
every choice that's made must be made to selltsgké/e never see Cleopatra giving her
backstory to Charmian or simply engaging in lighttted gossip with Alexas. We know
very little about her, and what is more, we woubd @ven have the tidbits we do have if
she were single. She is only relevant to the dbecause of her ties to Antony. This is not
a compassionate position to be in.

Returning to the mention of the debatleea, Cleopatra asks Enobarbus, “Is
Antony or we in fault for this” (3.13.3.)? Knowimvgho is at fault will not alter their
military strategy from this point forward. We mdeth assume that Cleopatra is simply
asking because she is insecure and needs somertontfos moment. By focusing non-
productively on her own hurt feelings, we see Clgds weakness. If Antony were to
instruct her to take some course of action afterttirmoil, we may rightly assume their
roles would be instantly reversed and she would d¢ike a frightened child.

This is not the only frenzy Cleopatieoivs herself into, unfortunately. Her
reaction to Antony’s marriage to Octavia also shbesinsecurity. She is being fidgety
with her speech even before the messenger cantheldad news to her, interrupting
him about five times. Her jitters take a turn foe worse in her last speech, which

includes more hyphens than her previous dialogiel(21-121). The use of hyphens
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indicates she is even interrupting herself at ploisit because she is having a total
meltdown.

Her dialogue in the first act remindstiat a good portion of her insecurity
comes from her vanity. Cleopatra confesses thatwhg” a “morsel for a monarch”
(1.5.28-35). Saying “was” here indicates her arnbdeehavior may be a mask at this
stage in her life. Since she cannot stop agingyslheontinue to be less and less secure.
She will also wield less sand less power. The éigre to Time’s damning hand, of
course, is death. It seems entirely possible tteatdea of never aging again was in the
back of Cleopatra’s mind when she chose suiciderAdl, we do not see her
contemplating such a permanent decision for vamng.I&he has no Hamlet “to be or not
to be” moment. If she genuinely still believed lmks could sway the most powerful
men, perhaps she would have thought twice befarehpsing the asp.

Surely we cannot pin Cleopatra’s decisp kill herself solely on the death of
Antony. It is true that she seems obsessed witimdr@ wanting to keep him in her life
even after he intends to kill her. She will notedhe monument to give him a proper
goodbye after he has been fatally stabbed, howé&werrisk of getting captured
outweighs her desire to be with him one last tiBlee is too timid and afraid for her own
well-being to sacrifice anything for Antony.

Cleopatra demonstrates this same nergnargy even in the way she chooses to
commit suicide. While speaking to the clown, shgsséHast thou the pretty worm of
Nilus there, / That kills and pains not” (5.2.2423»? She has made up her mind she
wants to die, but she wants to do so in the masfil way possible. Caesar’s last

speech proves Cleopatra was looking for an eaghdé&ar [Cleopatra’s] physician tells
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me / She hath pursued conclusions infinite / O eemys to die” (5.2.348-349).
Searching for such a docile exit really paints @bgca in a sad, lonely light. After
perusing these “easy” ways to die, she choosesadl giper as her executor.

It is not a coincidence she settlesugeath by snakebite, though. According to
Becker’s encyclopedia, snakes were frequently asemsexual symbol and were
considered both masculine (due to its phallic shapd feminine (due to its engulfing
belly) (Becker 263). We must remember that regaelté any knowledge Shakespeare
may have had of African cultures, he was still wgtto please an English audience. This
desire to please Englishmen means their social si@rould have been the ones being
spotlighted, so Cleopatra must not survive the sbités; she chose to thoroughly
incorporate masculinity and sexuality in her lifedashe paid the ultimate price. She must
be made an example within the morality play tradial framework | have discussed.

What is more, Egyptian culture somesirdepicted Fate in the form of a serpent
(Becker 264). If we run with this idea, an aspikdl Cleopatra is likened to Fate itself
killing her. Such a death, whether self-inflictadnot, could stand as punishment for
sexual impurity, abundant masculine energy emag#tom a female, and even
infertility. Although Cleopatra had children, Shakeare’s Cleopatra never conceives by
Antony, by the man she claims is the love of Herlwhich is what sixteenth century
English society would have told her to do. Theiitliey Shakespeare’s Cleopatra
experiences directly contradicts the historicalopkgra, and thus we can acknowledge it
as a deliberate attempt to bend to early modertidtnigleals.

Becker’s encyclopedia also explairat #erpents were often kept in Roman

houses as symbols of family spirits (Becker 265)-elwimakes Cleopatra’s death by
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serpent rather ironic. Through Becker’s findings, @an see the fictitious Cleopatra kills
herself with the symbol of the family spirit, evlrough she had no traditional “family”
with Antony. This decision could speak to her desiravoid fulfilling the traditional
nurturing mother role—which is another reason tieke of Fate could want to condemn
her.

Continued digging into Becker’'s encyadia reveals that the asp, the exact kind
of snake Cleopatra uses to commit suicide, is esyorf evil and callousness (Becker
25). In order to kill her the asp must bite heid #mereby she is literally devoured by evil.
When contrasted with Antony’s death, Cleopatrajseaps to be surrounded with far
more judgment and negative connotations. Antong biesword, and according to
Becker, swords seem to have more of a positive gpgovconnotation (Becker 290-291).
Becker writes, “Often, the sword is primarily a maymbol of martial virtues, especially
of manly strength and courage...” (Becker 290). Keigping with masculine values
underscores the importance of the gender binatlyeofime; the sword’s strength is
“manly.” Although Antony fails to kill himself sealessly, his mishap is not as
permanently degrading as insinuating Fate devoUtedpatra because she lived a
masculine, non-traditional life.

Fate could also have devoured the Egymiueen because of her vanity. After

seeing her lifeless body, Octavius Caesar gasps:

O noble weakness!

If they had swallow'd poison, ‘twoulgpaar
By external swelling: but she looksli&leep,
As she would catch another Antony

In her strong toil of grace (5.2.33834
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Such a line indicates beauty mattered to Cleogatea after she would be able to reap its
benefits. Her society condemned the highly sexadlizoman. It did tell her she would
be an object of desire no matter what, though. Brimks illustrates this idea perfectly
while trying to convince the queen not to go in&dtle. He tells her that if horses and
mares both participated in battle, the horses wbaltbo preoccupied riding the mares to
accomplish anything else (3.7.6-8). Essentiallgophtra received conflicting messages
about sexuality, thereby making it difficult forti® do anything right.

The means by which this queen commatadide are worth examining, but it is
also important to note that she died mid-sente@tmopatra’s final words are: “As sweet
as balm, as soft as air, as gentle— / O Antony! ay,N will take thee too. / What should
| stay—" (5.2.305-307). In Naomi J. MillerGhanging the Subject: Mary Wroth and
Figurations of Gender in Early Modern Englgndiller explains that women of
Shakespeare’s era were instructed to remain clelstiet, and “above all’ obedient
(Miller 109). Even in death, Cleopatra is commitimvo of these cardinal sins by being
unable to hold her tongue and going against Ocsa@mesar by killing herself in the first
place. In order to avoid any kind of social turmseilch a publicly disobedient woman
would likely have to be punished during the Jacalera. (Cleopatra is always “in
public” because her actions are being depicted stage.)

Given the level of Cleopatra’s disolegaie, some may say it is a wonder she
survived as long as she did. In word and deedssheth rash and violent, which
demeans her even without the intervention of Antdgman or not, generation after
generation has revered the powerful tantrolledindividual. Cleopatra was definitely

not that individual. When an unfortunate messebhgegs her the news of Antony’s
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marriage, she physically beats him and threatens $aying, “Bring it to that, / The gold
| give thee will | melt and pour / Down thy ill-etting throat” (2.5.33-35). She makes the
poor man repeat himself several times, knowingviell he has to stick to the same story
and therefore will continue to be tortured. By nmakihe messenger continuously back
up his message, Cleopatra has made it clear alWahts is a scapegoat, a punching bag.
The inability to harness her rage and use it pridely makes Cleopatra a rather weak
woman; giving into one’s impulses takes no efforala

ThroughouAntony and Cleopatrave can see a great deal of foreshadowing
dialogue that lets us know a particularly debadigiy is shining on Cleopatra, even
within her own relationship. Many of the charactgpeak in a sexist manner, particularly
Enobarbus, who seems to be Antony’s best frientteSihey are so close, we must
wonder how many of his ideas have taken root iroAys mind, which would be
particularly problematic for the Egyptian queen.eQr the strongest examples of sexism

occurs when Enobarbus is comforting Antony aftdvials death. Enobarbus says:

Why, sir, give the gods a thankful gam. When it

pleaseth their deities to take the wif@a man from him, it shows
to man the tailors of the earth; cortifgy therein, that when old
robes are worn out, there are memloensake new. If there
were no more women but Fulvia, then yaua indeed a cut, and
the case to be lamented. This griefésvned with consolation;
your old smock brings forth a new petéit: and indeed the tears
live in an onion that should water thagsrow. (1.2.156-163)

This belief that all women were essentially intenceable was widely held. If we recall

Enobarbus telling Agrippa that Antony never said™to a woman, we can see Antony’s
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behavior seems to indicate he’s of one mind witbl&mbus on this issue. Cleopatra, like
all sixteenth century women, was subject to dedraaldimply by existing.

Let us suppose, for the sake of arguntleat women did have the chance to be
respected. These women would need to personifitibiadl femininity in order to even
be considered for that respect. The Octavias oivtréd had the greatest hope of being
respected because chastity, silence, and obediea@dl stereotypically feminine
characteristics. Compare, for instance, Octavigggtion to being betrayed by Antony to
Cleopatra’s reaction. Octavia says, “Ay me, mogtahed, / That have my heart parted
betwixt two friends / That do afflict each otheB.§.79-81)! She does not hit anyone or
even curse. She simply says the equivalent of, fOl,Not only is her language
respectful, it is brief. This short passage ish# says about the matter, thereby
upholding the agreement of silence her sex is béonieh return, the men in the room
comfort her, going as far as to say, “Each heaRome does love and pity you” (3.6.95).
Cleopatra, as we will recall, has the oppositetreacrshe is long-winded, vulgar, and
downright abusive.

We must also recall Becker’'s symbolibiat saw water as “an element of the
union of opposites” (Becker 323). If we once agi&en Cleopatra to water, Antony
must serve as her opposite. This enraged behallsiirito the category of traditional
masculinity, thereby leaving Antony to temporatéke up the role of feminine
counterpart. With peers like Enobarbus, this welver be acceptable. Early modern
English society will not allow Cleopatra to “redtidatony to a woman—which appears
to be exactly what she’s done. After fleeing froattle, Antony laments, “Take [my

treasure]. O, / | followed that | blush to look ui¢3.11.11-12)! Blushing was typically
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considered a feminine act, which was unbecomirggrafisculine male. Antony admits
he has “fled [himself]” (3.11.7) before he blushesn attempt to apologize for his lost
masculinity. Apologize he must, for being in thespion of a feminized male was not a
desirable position. Enobarbus begs “transform wsoaomen,” (4.2.35-37), while
Caesar says, “Women are not / In their best fodgwst®ng” (3.12.29-31). Clearly,
sixteenth century English society would devour saicble reversal before long.
Nevertheless, Cleopatra cannot fully feminize Hées®l thus she is still stigmatized and
subjugated thousands of years later.

* * *

Let us turn now td he Tempesind take a look at the position of its female
protagonist, Miranda. Her father, Prospero, tedislne has been marooned on an island
with him since before she turned three years otdh& onset of the play, her father is the
only human contact the young girl has ever had.s€qguently, she does not fully
understand Jacobean societal pressures becausasshething with which to compare
her own life. In spite of this lack of exposurewmsver, the traditional gender hierarchy is
engrained in her subconscious. This innate knovdedder “lesser” sex does not mean
that Miranda is traditionally silent and obedidnit when she does go against her father
she does so in a timid manner; her most disobedns to visit a boy and tell him her
name. She is far from being the unchaste, boissebmll Tearsheet, yet Miranda is
subject to her own level of debasement nonetheldssdegree of dishonor Cleopatra,
Miranda, and Doll Tearsheet feel varies, of cousg,none of the women are completely

exempt from degradation.
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When we first meet Miranda, her father Prospetoyiag to tell her what has
happened to them. Near the onset of one of hislisppeeches, he stops mid-sentence to
ask, “Dost thou attend me” (1.2.78)? Depending batwhe actress playing Miranda
chooses to do, Prospero could be saying this becheshas started doing something
distracting like fussing with her dress or pickitmvers. Prospero has to stop speaking
and tell Miranda to pay attention two more timestafis initial reprimand. She might
not be downright bored, but she is only about diftgrears old and therefore plagued with
a wandering mind. Someone with this kind of a latkocus would be easy to
manipulate; we must wonder if she even hears alllgft is being said to her.

The first private exchange she has Welrdinand would suggest she does not.
While trying to compliment Miranda, Ferdinand inadently admits he has been
seduced by a lot of women. He says, “Full manyda fd have eyed with best regard,
and many a time / Th’harmony of their tongues hatity bondage / Brought my too
diligent ear” (3.1.40-43). This passage makesunsidike Miranda could just be one of
many, a “notch in his belt,” so to speak. Givert tight before this admission he has to
ask for her name, it is not farfetched to assuraedlthough Ferdinand is trying to pass
his emotions off for love, they are no more thast.lu

Miranda is not offended, though, because she doesnderstand. In fact, she
does not even acknowledge that he has admitteeling la serial dater. She tells him she
does not remember seeing any woman'’s face that isar own and then launches right
into how much she wants to be with him and only.hi®s, Miranda is sheltered and
only a teenager, but she is also a victim of attechpape. One would think such a

traumatic experience would cause a woman to pienguard, particularly if the
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traumatic experience was Hest sexual encounter. Given that this experience does
seem to have resulted in being more cautious entate around men, Miranda comes off
exceptionally naive for a fifteen-year-old. Genlgrataivety is not seen as a positive
quality to possess, and thereby Miranda is disgrégdooking ignorant.

The fact that Caliban’s attempted rape is incluidethe text in the first place
shows just how highly sexualized women were. Evea cemote island with no real
societal influence, a woman must still act as gealof desire. What is more, Caliban
says he would have “peopled else / This isle wihdans” (1.2.350-351) if the rape had
been successful. He specifically mentions proaseatiot pleasure, which drills into
Miranda’s head that intercourse is a means to draad not an end in and of itself. Such
ideology creates the chaste and fragile women eaolyern England valued.

What Caliban says prior to complaining about reaht able to “people” the isle
also establishes Miranda as the fragile flowerwHees, “[Prospero] didst prevent me”
(1.2.350). The fact that Prospero was the onewve Baranda shows that she was not
strong enough mentally or physically to ward off bkave. Her father had to intervene
and save her. In the “list of characters” displalgetbre the text of the play, Caliban is
listed as “a savage and deformed slave” (Lindley 8Be stigma that deformed
individuals are somehow weak does exist; wheth@ootit is a fallacy is irrelevant
because that unfortunate mindset is out there déggs. In light of such a mindset, some
audience members would surely have believed Miraagable of saving herself. Since
she cannot, she could be viewed as even more pEsgdhan the ideal submissive
woman. Miranda is not able to take control of hendbody, both literally and

metaphorically.
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We can also see this lack of bodily autonomy tghothe fact that she is not the
one who determines who she is allowed to date fétber has the final say in whether
Ferdinand will be her match, which could be onesoeavhy Miranda is so upset by
Prospero’s initial roughness with Ferdinand. lirige that she could simply want her
father to like Ferdinand because it is a commotireemt for lovers to want their
parents’ approval of their partners. It is justiksly, however, that she is coming to grips
with how Prospero can forbid her from seeing Feaddth Her exact words are, “Pity
move my father / To be inclined my way” (1.2.44%14Through this statement we can
not only see that Miranda is not fully autonomdug, we can also see a bit of
stereotyped sexism seeping through. She says s lpdy is inclined “her” way and
not “Ferdinand’s” way. Although she is speakingbahalf of a desire they both share,
men of any generation do not typically want to bee@d; women, however, are told it is
just necessary in some instances. Prospero’s daughnts to be pitied, thereby wanting
to flaunt a certain amount of weakness.

Alongside desiring pity, Miranda also seems to tadhers to view her as
humble. Her humility is almost at the point of leself-deprecating, though. She was
only about three years old when she was exiled hettfather, but even knowing this
cannot stop her from saying, “Alack, what troub&ds | then to you” (1.2.152-153)!
Rather than acknowledging their exile was not hattfand toddlers are completely
blameless, she feels terrible for being an extrghten her father's shoulders. She
responds to the education she has been givenimilarsmanner. She says, “Heavens
thank you for't” (1.2.175). A simple “thank you” wd suffice, but adding “Heaven” to

the reply shows the intense gratitude Miranda fedtsst over-the-top thank you
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exclamations or apologies tend to feel like theakpeis being hard on herself, as if she
is somehow suggesting she does not believe sherth tine trouble.

Miranda also has a particularly extresection when Ferdinand tells her he
loves her. After crying over her “unworthiness,”rida swears, “| am your wife, if you
will marry me; / If not, I'll die your maid. To bgour fellow / You may deny me, but I'll
be your servant / Whether you will or no” (3.1.8%)}.8The young girl has not had the
opportunity to be conditioned by any kind of sogjeto how can she know she is
“unworthy” without a point of comparison? It woudgbpear the implication is that this
submissive ideology is somehow innately female abida’s behavior is reminiscent of
Helena fromA Midsummer Night's DreantHelena’s love, Demetrius, doesn’t love her in

return, and yet she tells him:

| am your spaniel; and, Demetrius,

The more you beat me, | will fawn oruyo

Use me but as your spaniel, spurn tni&esme,

Neglect me, lose me; only give me leave

Unworthy as | am, to follow you. (2.042207)
Miranda’s desperate, passionate reaction to Ferdisavords seems to suggest she, like
Helena, would be her love’s spaniel if he fell oftitove with her. Her use of the word
“servant” underscores this pathetic dependenced8és not say she will love Ferdinand
forever and leave it at that; she chooses a suks¢mword to convey her desperation.

The word “servant” isn’t the only dedirag word exchanged between the lovers.
In order to find out whether Miranda is a humam@pirit, Ferdinand asks, “My prime

request, / Which | do last pronounce, is — O youneley — / If you be maid, or no”

(1.2.424-426)? By “maid” he means “human,” but “dias, of course, also a sexually
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charged word frequently meaning “virgin.” One ofdieand’s initial questions for
Miranda could be interpreted as extremely persohtde sheltered girl understood what
her new suitor was asking, she would likely feebamassed and therefore vulnerable.

If we choose to give Ferdinand the lgenanly benefit of the doubt here, we have
concluded too hastily; he does eventually flatask Miranda if she is a virgin. He says,
“Q, if a virgin, / And your affection not gone fortl’'ll make you / The Queen of Naples”
(1.2.446-447). He seems primarily concerned withésgirl’s chastity. This makes
Miranda seem a bit like a commodity, which is delgrg. The importance of a woman’s
chastity was no foreign concept in the Jacobeanndri@h indicates how intricately
sexism was woven into the fabric of society.

Miranda does not understand her debasgrthough. Even after such an
interrogation, Miranda is willing to do anything benefit Ferdinand. Her desire to please
him causes her to offer to carry his logs herselie can sit and rest. This causes a bit of
a role reversal to momentarily take place. Miraisdi@ying to step into the shoes of the
provider and move Ferdinand into the shoes a treyfeywould wear. We have seen
how well a woman behaving in a masculine mannekaafor Cleopatra. Therefore, it is
for Miranda’s benefit that she not sustain thigr@&lthough he does end up
“condescending” to carry the logs for her, we nrestember the pair is on a desert
island; how much of a blow to his reputation ig there are no withesses?

This attempted masculinity is not Miranda’s ong/tb Cleopatra. Just as the
Egyptian queen was overly rash and dramatic, sestbiranda. When the girl sees
Ferdinand in danger we see a bit of this kind e§peality emerging. She has not known

the boy for more than about five minutes, but tleught of him getting hurt brings her to
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her knees—literally. The stage directions indicdte kneels before wailing, “Beseech
you, father” (1.2.473)! She is instantly willing tlo absolutely anything for a perfect
stranger, including go against her only family @adetaker—and she does not stop the
theatrics there. Miranda actuatlsieswhen she later sees Ferdinand hauling logs. She is
not upset because he is in excruciating physidal pat because she thinks he has too
high of a social standing to be doing menial laBdthough her societal norms would
have indicated Ferdinand is indeed “too good” tdlbeering” himself in such a way,
tearing up is nevertheless an extreme responsanti's over-the-top antics make her
seem infantile, which results in less societal eesp

Putting aside all of the problems ofdtgand and Miranda’s courtship, their
actual “marriage” is no feminist dream either. Véhgiving Ferdinand his daughter’s
hand in marriage, Prospero says, “Then, as myagifi,thine own acquisition / Worthily
purchased, take my daughter” (4.1.13-14). Prospays Ferdinand worthily “purchased”
his daughter, which brings us right back to theeftentioned idea of the woman as a
commodity. It also reminds us that Miranda has berdily autonomy and Prospero has
the ultimate say in who she will be given to. Torbw a line from Juliet’s father, “An
you be mine, I'll give you to my friend” (3.5.191).

Prospero does indeed give his daugabtbis friend, the son of the king of
Naples. As soon as Miranda’s father establishesuion, he has to say, “Look thou be
true! Do not give dalliance / Too much the reinetrongest oaths are straw / To th'fire
i'th’blood. Be more abstemious, / Or else good higtur vow” (4.1.51-53). It is possible
Prospero is simply being over protective and Fendihhas not gotten too cozy with

Miranda; it is also possible Ferdinand really igihg difficulties keeping an appropriate
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physical distance from Miranda. If the latter is ttase, it is clear that Ferdinand’s “love”
runs skin deep—which returns us to the fact thatetkpression “eternal love” persists,
not “eternal lust.” If Ferdinand mslreadyhaving a problem controlling himself, his
loyalty to Miranda is on shaky ground.
* * *

Falstaff, like Ferdinand, is also asldsan perfect partner. TurningThe Second
Part of the Life of Henry the Fourtlve can see a more significant instance of a power
imbalance within a relationship. The situation besgw Doll Tearsheet and Falstaff
probably does not warrant the label “relationshiput given that at least a certain amount
of chemistry is present in their interactions is&fe to say the two are not “just friends.”
In Act 2, Scene 4, Doll hangs on Falstaff “likeenamarried wife about her husband’s
neck, hardly to be shook off,” as Henry V would gayhe Life of Henry the Fifth
(5.2.171-172). Falstaff, however, continuously elsgrects Doll. Shakespeare has Falstaff
accuse Doll of having a venereal disease she éadprg about town and then, in the
very same scene, he expects her to kiss him.

If such hot and cold behavior is natlpematic enough, Falstagays “Kiss me,
Doll” prior to the onstage kiss they have (2.4.230f course an actor playing Falstaff
has the freedom to choose whetheorter or charmDoll with this line, but given the
conversation prior to the kiss was centered ardnmte Harry the setting does not feel
particularly charming. Falstaff goes from yellingh&r to expecting her to be affectionate
in only a matter of moments. This hot and cold belrdeels vaguely abusive. It is
difficult for audience members (or readers) toaadlize what Falstaff is doing by

reminding ourselves that Doll is a prostitute aedjbb is to share her affections with
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everyone because Falstah't paying for Doll’s love. Their interaction givesadnole
new meaning to the term “stolen kisses.”

Kisses don’t seem to be the only tthegqg stolen here, though. Doll makes it
perfectly clear that Falstaff has her heart as.Weéhat is particularly sad is that this
confession comes at another point when Falstaffhiseae be rebuffing her emotions.
Right before telling him she loves him, Doll sa{By my troth, | kiss thee with a most
constant heart,” (2.4.241-242) and Falstaff replieam old, | am old” (2.4.243). Of
course this rebuff could be interpreted as a defemschanism on Falstaff's part; he
could be trying to imply that he is too old for seome young like Doll to love. His reply
could be another way of saying, “Nonsense.” Corelgrshis line could also be
interpreted as Falstaff allowing his mind to wanagain, thus ignoring Doll for the
umpteenth time. No matter how the actor choosesapthe line, though, the verdict
remains the same: Doll does not hear her affecteinsy reciprocated. She is putting
herself out there and being left emotionally raw.

Moving forward to the actual line whetlee says those three magic words, we
can see Falstaff’s response falls short once aBaithswoons, “I love thee better than |
love e’er a scurvy young boy of them all,” (2.4.2245) while Falstaff changes the
subject again: “What stuff wilt have a kirtle of8Hall receive money o’'Thursday; shalt
have a cap tomorrow—A merry song!” (2.4.246-247WHee interpret Falstaff's
response will always inevitably come down to eaxthvidual actor’s choice, but in this
case the actor seems to have two predominant gpoioce again: Falstaff is either
deeply touched and terrible at expressing hisrigslor deeply uncomfortable and

changing the subject because he does not shars idtilinate feelings. Regardless of
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which choice is made, we know the simple act ofiding reciprocating those words is
painful in and of itself.

Doll does throw out a quick, frantit|dve thee” earlier in the scene after
Falstaff is done fighting, but this confession donesseem to hold the same weight
because she is also very busy cursing Pistol tightt and there. Given that she herself
does not seem to be making a big deal out of tlwahemt, it is possible for us to infer
two things: that she does not expect an answer &k just theandthat she has said
this to him before. Taking into account that they, an fact, having intercourse, she
would probably need to be careful how she firstl Shiove thee” to him in order to
avoid scaring him off. There are, after all, matiyeo prostitutes capable of sleeping with
him that would not get emotionally involved. Thingiabout all of this could allow us to
conclude it is highly likely the casual nature loé ffirst “I love thee” we see was possible
because she has been planting this seed for soreeTherefore, in the previous
paragraph | have chosen to highlight the pain lzbhihat | deem is the more intimate of
the “I love thee” moments—at least for Doll.

Taken out of context and examined altime “I love thee” exchange is obviously
hurtful. To look at the beginning of this sceneyoadids insult to injury. We must wonder
whether Doll has cause to feel such strong feelimgise first place because, aside from
insulting her, Falstaff also makes a habit of igmgher. Right before Falstaff jumps into
the brawl with Bardolph and Pistol Doll entreatshf| pray thee, Jack, | pray thee, do
not draw” (2.4.177). Falstaff not only draws, betdoes not even respond to hduch

Ado About Nothing Beatrice gets upset and Benedick is so touclgdtebemotions he
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agrees to murder his friend, yet Jack Falstaff oapmen shout, “Watch out, woman!” in
acknowledgement of Doll.

Given that the nature of this relatlupss rather abrasive, it is no small wonder
Doll needs to stand up for herself and hurl a fenyflines at Jack between “I love
thees.” In giving the upper hand to the male, B#iss the first to insult Doll and his
insults seem to sting more than hers (which webgdbe fact that she responds to his,
while he usually ignores her’s). She does getjababout his weight and even gets away
with calling him “sirrah,” though. While all of thiyelling could seem rather toxic to
those of us on the outside of the relationship ilogkn, neither party seems to be
discouraged by the heat. When he leaves at théusooie of the scene, Falstaff sends
Bardolph back to fetch Doll so they can have whaliences assume must be a more
intimate goodbye. Falstaff will not even give hdrugy goodbye in front of the Eastcheap
crew, but then he makes it clear he is having d tiare leaving her. Doll does exactly
what she is told and does not even push for a pulds; it would seem as though Jack is
the one in charge here.

It is possible that Doll's very namelicates she is not going to be the one in
charge in her relationships. Momentarily puttinglaghe obvious provocative
interpretation of her last name, her first namegests innocence and even youth: a
“doll” can often refer to a child’s plaything. Wheve think of dolls, we first think of
caricatures of human beings devoid of feelingsautdnomy. Although it is sad, it does
appear to be true that the definition applicabltheocaricature can also be used on Doll
herself. When she tries to have genuine feelingseapress them, she is rebuffed and

even ignored. The old saying goes, “If a tree fallthe forest and no one hears it, does it
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make a sound?” | propose there is a connectiontbddell’'s romantic entanglement

with Jack; if she has strong feelings but theyrarebeing heard, what then? This all ties
to the second element she is being denied—andsthatonomy. Being able to express
oneself verbally is a big chunk of what makes @e fwill, right? Audience members and
readers watch as Doll has no one trying to restrairphysical actions, both in her sexual
pursuits and even when she is brandishing a keitaulse Pistol has angered her. No one
evenspeakdo her while she has got the knife, let alonesteghe middle of the
argument. She can do what she wants bodily, buivbeds are censored. I, of course, am
broadening the definition of censorship: censorshifts heart, is designed to prevent a
message from being spread. A message cannot kaspieis not heard, can it? In this
way, the willful ignoring of someone’s words actsaakind of censorship. Words are the
vehicles of our thoughts and thereby ignoring Diokes paint her as a kind of figure
“without” thoughts. Calling this lady “Doll” autontigally sets her a few paces behind

Jack, the male counterpart in this equation.
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SUMMARY AND@NCLUSIONS

Close textual examinations Ahtony and Cleopatral’he TempesandThe
Second Part of the Life of Henry the Foualhreveal traces of the female subjugation
that was also occurring off the stage. No litemttineatrical or not, is born in a vacuum
and thus it is subject to a great many societélemices. Plays, in particular, would have
to be extra sensitive to the mindset of their tpaeeods in order to generate audiences
and thereby make a profit. While novels, shortiesgipamphlets, and other printed
documents could all be circulated and read at iamg, tspecific theatrical productions
had a limited number of chances to make an impaemntertain. This narrow window of
opportunity meant playwrights like Shakespearetbdthd ways to crowd their venues
on “opening night.” While plays unquestionably negd@ certain amount of drama and
upheaval to maintain audience interest, they a¢salad a pinch of reality for viewers to
relate to and sympathize with. One such pinch alityecame in the form of the silenced
woman. She may be loud, she may be bossy, sheveaybe violent, but in the end she
will likely be either married or dead.

Such masculine women would have hdttdif lives in early modern England.
They were, after all, unnatural and going completgjainst the grain. The medical texts
told ladies they were impure, the religious textd them they were naturally in need of
guidance, and the gossip on the street warned theecure their inheritance and not be
“whores”—yet around all of the extreme judgmengythvere told not to take their
burdens “too heavily.” To don masculinity would dxee way to “take it too heavily,”

which was not a viable option in a world where etlencalendar depicted thorough male
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dominance. On the Shakespearean stage, choosjogaigainst the grain and live as a
masculine female would likely result in marriages ke have seen through the Marriage
Homily, matrimony brought with it obedience expéictas; thus, the belief is that such
rowdy women would eventually be calmed.

There’s a reason theerelle des femméasted four hundred years; the
patriarchy of Shakespeare’s time was not readgdedn its hold on Europe. Greenblatt
tells his readers about the existence of an el&bdonadical literature “on the purpose of
erotic pleasure—as that which enables men to owegdbeir natural revulsion at the
defectiveness of women” (Greenblatt 83); this seatit seems to have been a prevalent
one during the Elizabethan and Jacobean erase Imidhdle of such stark sexism, how
could any textompletelytranscend it? If art is to act as a representatfdifie, as the
saying goes, the oppression would have to be preSeme “representation” does not
have to be synonymous with “mirror,” the female i@degtion does not have to be
everywhergit does, however, have to surfaammewhereThis inevitable surfacing of
societal oppression is the reason even unexpetigkkSpearean texts contain examples
of sexism. Whether apparent in the language itgdiidden within the stage directions,

Shakespearean drama is peppered with unflatteandeged stereotypes.
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