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ABSTRACT

This dissertation considers why several characters on the Early iM&tie
choose to remain silent when speech seems warranted. By examininguhesEirnces
and effects of self-silencing on both the character and his/her commuanigye that
silencing is an exercise of power that simultaneously subjectikesilent one and
compels the community (textual or theatrical) to ethical self-exainimathis argument
engages primarily with social philosophers Pierre Bourdieu, Alain Badiou, a
Emmanual Levinas, considering their sometimes contradictory &eag the ontology
and representation of the subject and the construction of communityorggide the
Early Modern plays of William Shakespeare, Ben Jonson and Thomas Kyd, these
theories reveal a rich functionality of self-silencing in the cdstekgender relations,
aberrant sociality, and ethical crisis. This multi-faceted fonetity creates a singular
subject, establishes a space for the simultaneous existeneesabjlct and his/her
community, offers an opportunity for empathetic mirroring and/or insight,rerdly
leads to social unification. Silence is, in its effects, cveatt engenders empathy and

ethical self- and social-reflection.
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CHAPTER 1
"LOVE, AND BE SILENT": STAGING SILENCE
Imagine with me, Cordelia upon the stage. A princess, she stands alone before
her father and his kingly retinue and international guests, suitors foahdrand lands.
He proposes to award her, the youngest and dearest of three daughters, ihiahds
if she will, in purple prose, out-perform her sisters’ expressionstefrz love. Her
father awaits confidently her profession. And she refuses to speak.ilSipeak:
“nothing.” When Cordelia declines to “heave/[her] heart into [her] mouth” (1.1.93-94)
early in Shakespeare’s King Leahe executes a rebellion of silence with a provocative
bounty of meanings. Her silence simultaneously mobilizes and subverts thalfamil
social and political authorizations of speech, the capital of reighitgnical methods,
effectuators of social valence, nihilating fractures of representand performances of
love. Her silence destabilizes not just her fictional community, battlaésscommunity it
represents, and the one to whom it presents. In contrast to Gloucestali&y tasiusion
of his bastard, Cordelia enacts radical self- and social-severaooger to signify
absolute allegiance. She employs paradox not to reveal incompatible staisyibut
points to the unifying path beyond them. In other words, in her disobedience lies
obedience. Her unwillingness to articulate love signifies her deeper andjemiee
affection, as Kent and the King of France clearly perceive. Somes# thanifold
layers of meaning have been previously extricated and illuminated by thdughtf
scholars, but the antithetical power and function of self-silencing remadh&rted.
This dissertation presumes to analyze moments of staged selfrglentight of recent
theories of subjectivity and sociality to argue that self-sitepfunctions to subjectify

the silencer, expose civil anomie, and restore social unity.



Discussion about silence has taken two primary forms in recent sciymlarsh
silence is oppressive and silence is inaccessible. The critrsplgotive that those who
are silenced endure oppression has been fruitful in both analyzing patriagd aloms
as well as in reclaiming lost voices. Deconstruction, on the other hand, tedgied
meaning may be found in the margins rather than in the text, but ultimatejyaded
marginal silence as inaccessible, its meaning, therefore, lackiengnilgant potency.
These perspectives are not sufficient to fully account for the axétiéd silences richly
employed in literature, and leave a void in our theoretical treatmet¢néasi While |
recognize that to analyze silence in any way, is to ask it to “spealo,’hmeke meaning
of it, some modern theories of subjectivity and sociality allow us to do salinesway
that grants silence a power and significance of its own, not dependentamsing
language, not a marginal meaning. In an effort to focus on the power aspect ef silenc
and to set this work apart from the silence-as-oppression perspective,diuesen to
look specifically at examples of self-silencing. Choosing silence wiesth seems
warranted pointedly exercises a type of resistant power that isediyeavoked in Early
Modern literature. Silence is most easily accessed theatrioalljte stage we are able
to see silence at work in a community, as it were. Although plays are, eécauificial
microcosms and thus not necessarily “real,” the simulation of relibtysaus to watch
silence work without being dependent upon textual exposition. Thus | wibkeng at
instances of self-silencing on the English Early Modern stage. These egaofipl a
look at philosophy in action, as we see the effects and affects afesilen

Before exploring the plays, | want to say more about both the silence and the
philosophy I'll be referencing, as well as provide the historical coimexhich the
analysis is placed. The silent moments I'll be considering aretéuttay various types

of characters and at varied times but they are all self-inaligdtke character
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independently chooses not to speak when urged to do so by either convention or
community. | will not be studying pauses, aposiopesis (incomplete or brokenexh¥ype
or textual elisions. Nor will | be looking at the stereotypical sil@famotional
extremes such as grief or joy. | focus specifically on sileftassurprise us, and these
may manifest diversely as absolute silence, embodied silenc@revas
representational speech. Significant about most of these momérgsattention given
to the character’s silence. Not only is their silence unorthodox, isublivious, self-
conscious silence; silence that is intended to be recognized as,sdled¢bus intending
to communicate something. However, this express parameter does ngblgargiere

in the outworking of silence. Especially in regard to gender, we will fiadsitences
that are nearly imperceptible at the lateral level of the coniedact reveal their self-
consciousness from the metatheatrical perspective. My guiding questiogltbut is
what does this silence mean for the character’s subjectivity and hevit ddkect the
community? This dissertation marshals philosophic work about languageGtaiity
and community to theorize what in fact these reflexive, self-silemmgents are
accomplishing.

The contemporary need for a viable social ethic is anxiously acuteficgicin
the aftermath of the attacks of September 11 and the “war on terror.” Although the
undermining of authority accomplished with postmodernism established a healthy
skepticism toward social and political structures, it failed to produgeding communal
ethic. The post-structural cycling of differences in conjunction with ogicél
ambiguities opened an appreciation for the Other, that has not quite sdcceede
managing mutually contradictory beliefs within the global communigycRoanalysis,
never especially focused outside the subject, continues its nsticisgcling of what is

Real and Imaginary, but is not particularly effective in dealing sdthality. As Alain

3



Badiou has written, “moral philosophy disguised as political philosophy” led to
reactionism and paralysis, “philosophy was reduced to being either alabori
justification of the universal character of democratic values, ogailtic sophistry
legitimating the right to cultural difference against any univestspietention on the part
of truths.® Today’s thinkers, therefore, are resuscitating and re-formulatag iof the
human, even while maintaining their skepticism toward authority and episigical
certainty. The expectation is that a revised conception of the humantvdriae a
viable behavioral and political ethic. To study the human is to concethie sfibject,
and perhaps surprisingly, this study of subjectivity converges upon silévitie
language one has familial and social relationships, political opiniongtdfils, in short,
a constructed identity. Apart from language, however, theorists tesnpatto access
what unifies. Note that apart from language does not necessarily nwaio fanguage,
does not necessarily obtain essence. Rather, accounts of humanity lookiat&ihand
language, partly what precedes it, but also what limits it and defindsdith Butler has
recently written,
If the humanities has a future as cultural criticism, and cultutatism has a
task at the present moment, it is no doubt to return us to the human where we do
not expect to find it, in its frailty and at the limits of its capatit make sense.
We would have to interrogate the emergence and vanishing of the human at the
limits of what we can know, what we can hear, what we can see, what we can
sensé.
Butler's emphasis on knowledge via sense perception is highly relevaetdattomes
of this dissertation. With the aid especially of Pierre Bourdieupn/aidiou and
Emmanuel Levinas, | hope to consider what it means subjectively, reatbady, and
ethically for a human to communicate at the limit of language: seffege. That non-
linguistic communication entails a sense-able knowledge acquisition redelations

afforded by self-silencing then inform upon the epistemological, ontologicadthiuzl

nature of sociality.



Although structures of authority pervade readings of subjectivity analisnc
silence is not a strategy of hegemonic regimes, who are generallyneyesied in
shaping perspectives, often via propaganda. Self-silencing is aofitte
disenfranchised, which is not to suggest that it is equivalent to beingsspprinto
silence. On the contrary, choosing silence suggests active agemayghlit is often
resistant agency. Even more strongly, we might say that at the momelfitsiiesicing,
the subject is at his most liberated. This choice, made publipigrates the silencer
from his community, but because he still belongs to the community, he occupies and
points to the threshold between human ethical and civil practicen this position, the
self-silencer activates a temporal, auditory space for etlaftattion while still
remaining a part of the subjectifying dynamism. The witness to thsilegicing, on the
other hand, must grapple with the sudden appearance of the “gap” of being, that
inarticulate space that somehow effectuates the transfer of nonifeitging’s
appearance in the sociality. Slavoj Zizek might call this philosaphirangling of the
witness a “short circuit” or a “parallax view."The standard definition of parallax is the
apparent displacement of an object (the shift of its position agdiestkground), caused
by a change in observational position that provides a new line of sight” Thé)self-
silencer effects a change of perspective in the observer by defyingatiques of speech.
Zizek argues that in a true parallax view, no synthesis or mediationdretlserved and
observer is possible. This does not necessarily preclude, howeveratiotifiamongst
multiple observers, the sociality.

| propose to analyze silence in different characters highlighting,dveeli
differing metaphysical quandaries that each present. For women, silersehais
guestion of epistemology—how can we know when silence is signifying and what then it

means? Villains and tricksters test our understanding of ontology, promptimgsls
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what is real, of what is the social fabric constructed: evil, goodfal® And revengers
require us to consider the ethical obligations of community. Epistemalagyiogy, and
ethics are, of course, inextricably bound together and so we will makersedo all, but
the various characters’ personal circumstances initiate diffeeisponsive emphases.
That this should be so reflects, | think, the paradigms of sociality in whiathéracters
are embedded. For this reason, it has proven illustrative to utilizé thewésts to
unmask the communal webs in which these characters reside.

Because | am attempting to access interiority through silence and anglabk
self-silencing as a social action, | will be utilizing the schemas aminelogies of
particular social theorists to map the relational connections andmgsas they seem
appropriate to differing characters and situations. Rather than seleaéintbeorist in an
effort to illumine all, | am using three. Just as different chamctevose to self-silence
for different reasons, and just as the effects of their silengedepending on the
silencers role in the community, so varying theorists best accessctabretworks in
force in the different plays. None should suppose me to believe thattibessts have
some special access to the truth of Early Modern sociology. Rather | us¢hih&ers’
ideas as implements of interrogation. The benefit of using arecuiaéories of social
relations, regardless of any metaphysical truth-value, is thattteay a revelatory
pressure on that to which they are applied. The effort to fit ace#étschema onto a
social network necessarily reveals something about both the schema agiavtiré.n
For our purposes here, the focus is on the network. What happens to our understanding
of misogynist Padua and its “silent” shrew if we apply Bourdiou’s concépisldand
habitu® What does Badiou’s schema of inclusion tell us about tricksters lago and
Dauphine as well as their victims? What can Levinas’ notions of prgxieweal about

Hieronimo's self-silencing? These are not historical so much & sod cultural
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guestions. Their answers offer insight into relational attitudes gret&tions that, |
think, distance Renaissance playwrights from their Early Modern connectidrough,
these plays produce echoes of the self-silenced that resonate stillthedigelational
obligation, the social embeddedness of being as a source of agency is muchatednplic
by the identity tourism and self-authorization manifested in today’s soeidia. It is a
subsequent project to address the specific historicity of these digsovEor now, the
effort is to use underlying relational structures to discover w@iprises, complicates

or confounds the social interactions of self-silencers and their cormesuso that we

may better understand the function of silence.

The social theory of Pierre Bourdieu, though not as contemporary as the
subsequent philosophers engaged here, offers the great advamiemeéspthe choices
and consequences of a sociality whose exercise manifests their urglbaijefs.
Bourdieu’s concept of linguistic exchange, social capital as welbaschess to
subjectivities as they manifest withirfield anddoxaallow us to find self-silencing
where it is undisclosed. “The principle of practices has to be sought instined i
relationship between external constraints which leave a venblarargin for choice,
and dispositions which are the product of economic and social process#e timatre or
less completely reducible to these constraints, as defined at allpamoment.®
Although highly reductionist, Bourdieu’s analytic framework for conceiving of
behavioral motivations nonetheless proves revelatory as to subjaatngation within

confining social roles as we encounter in Shakespeare’s The TamingShfréve In

some ways, this play may be conceived almost entirely as an indictmegtadfsactice
and habit. However, Bourdieu’s establishment faéld of behavior permits us to
assume a revelational meta-stance oriented toward the operationgiotthe

community. Thus we can perceive that self-silencing is used as altagistance to
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social tyranny. As such, however, we must acknowledge that unlike other stetiofes
of silence that are also resistant, gendered silence is investaedrigtidn. It best
conveys ethicality and authorizes personal agency when it is not peteaivesistance.
This type of silence stands alone in this regard.

Alain Badiou’s thesis in Being and Eveontology is mathematics, places

subjectivity in the context of set theory, wherein we are urged to comsidedividual as
a multiple. While there is singularity of circumstance, one norehes part of a set, a
singular multiple. This terminology articulates a universality in luegerience that is
readily recognized, but also attempts to demonstrate how subjectiveeagparan
encounter and illustrate ontological truth. In a given ontological situativet, appears
as one is actually one multiple of many in a set. As such, what is relaé fapparent
one is real for the multiple. Badiou argues that a subject encagnéetiuth event is a
subject only within the process or action of the unique situation. A iadtion of the
situation, the subject place is that of a multiple. The social effébe set makes a
multiple of the self-silencer, who, in his singularity represents eihetts back to the
community themselves, those who belong to the same set. In this way we egstaunttl
the unifying power exerted in the act of self-silencing. The communityetpiooks for
speech, they are met unexpectedly with silence that initiatesatiedl thought process
involving the presence of human life, the meaning of said appearanceraed)eent
ethical imperatives. This reflective thought process alignsaherzinity in their own
belonging, even as it may affect the silencer’s relation witlsehe Badiou’s theory is
thus most helpful in drawing out the ontological questions of being and being as

multiplicity that we encounter in Othelbnd_Epicene

Like Badiou, Emmanuel Levinas conceives of being socially and extra-lipgual

He configures the sign of being not in speech but in proximal relation to anothe
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“Signification as proximity is thus the latent birth of the subject..aAatent birth, it is
never a presence, excluding the present of coinciding with oneselfigor @¢ontact in
sensibility, in vulnerability, in exposure to the outrages of the othiee. stibject is the
more responsible the more it answers for, as though the distance betamkthie other
increased in the measure that proximity was increased....The laténbfitine subject
occurs in an obligation where no commitment was made. It is a fraternity oricibmpl
for nothing, but the more demanding that it constrains without finality attwutiend.”
The social responsibility of the subject here is all the more intrggsince it is not
manifested in speech, but in silence. Or what Levinas calls “facedbdfeoximity.
“Saying is not a game. Antecedent to the verbal signs it conjugates, it@thistic
systems and the semantic glimmerings, a foreword preceding languagése it
proximity of one to the other, the commitment of an approach, the one for the other, the
very signifyingness of signification” (5). We might easily parahe silence that
signifies with the ethical imperative summoned with proximity—both recuisensing
presence (visual, intuitive) and neither require language. Theemtyeof social
meaning that Levinas posits is inescapable. Transversing the gaplodingnbeing
accrues interest, social indebtedness that place it in a perpetuaiutaliis relation of
obligation to the Other. Levinas, most of all, illumines the ethical and entipathk of
self-silencing.

Using these theorists, it is possible then, to position the study dilsgi&ing in
this intersection of the personal and the social. Both one and the ottie; fidly one
nor the other, self-silencing occupies that threshold place that philes@ybecurrently
interrogating to derive both subjects and ethic. The choice tailsglfe is an individual
one, and in order for this choice to be meaningful both for the silent ontbassdwho

witness it, we must study the choice in its circumstantial miliéit is the case that the

9



subject is always in some relation to others, how do we understand trastioter
especially in the case of a silent subject?

I have referred throughout this analysis to those who encounter desedfrg
moment as “witnesses,” although, more accurately, they should be calledéetist of
the silence. These persons comprise the community of the self-silemcethdrusually,
in the moment of self-silencing they are awaiting some type of comntiomideom the
silent person. The communicative act of self-silencing soliaésponse from its
community, but the response is one of thought, not necessarily action, although
behavioral revision is generally warranted. The solicitatia@ifjtsiherent in the self-
silencing, is an act of power used tactically both for and against thewotynT his
opposition should not be thought of as hostile, though it may in fact feel that way.
Although the silent one separates from his/her community, that sepafiéorsimply
illustrates a pre-existing isolation that the silence is designesgobve. We might
consider this move along Kirkegaardian lines as Zizek has intatptetevery
translation of ethics into some positive universal frame alreadgysethe fundamental
ethical Call, and thus necessarily gets entangled in its inconseselscthe only true
ethical stance, therefore, acceptance of this paradox and its ca@il¢8g). This is the
call of the self-silenced one: a demand that witnesses/listenerdemths shared nature
of the human, and correspondingly, the appropriate ethical procedures for human
sociality. The silent person does not advocate a particular bthioeminds the
community of the ontological presence of and need for an ethical reality.

This dissertation focuses on and aligns three sets/types of dramadictels
whose practice of self-silencing is remarkable: women, villairstricksters, and
revengers. The first chapter studies gendered silence. Thdesatirgy of female

characters has more variable effects, and demonstrates the impoftasicey social
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theory to access and articulate it. Gendered silence deploys ptiessrafconformity
to avert attention from personal agency. For women, their silence paralyosutalerts
while condoning the idealization of feminine silence. What the mascaimenanity
sees reflected in female silence is an ethical ideal, thenedesithe woman confirming
their desire for the ethical. In either case, the community is calleithical
consideration. The second chapter looks at the villain-trickster. Thasacters are
perhaps more commonly separate, but the social effect of their selfisg is similar so
I will consider them together. Villains and tricksters both viopatblic trust and practice
dissimulation upon the community. When their deceptions are revealed, theiciynm
experiences outrage, naturally, but also a sense of shame and humiliatias.iftise
inexcusable and inexplicable nature of crime and deception causesrthinity to
engage in self-reflection. It sees its own dark heart, and experiencegahstthme,
which functions to call the community back to an ethical norm. TheHagter explores
revengers, individuals who redress an injustice, usually murdéth#heuling powers are
neglecting, or more frequently, in which they are complicit. The reveetiequishes
his own liberty, a self-sacrifice that self-silencing mirroving the community to an
empathetic and ethical subjective experience.

While | do not wish to suggest that these functions of self-silencing dtedito
these character types or to Early Modern literature, it is negessfocus on specific
circumstances in order to articulate the functionality of silence.ahiaporia that is
experienced, and so the unique experience informs both its function and its meaning
Consequently, before exploring the self-silencing tactics of theseaatkr sets, it will be
helpful to remember some historical circumstances of this timénfioatned Early
Modern England’s understanding of silence and sovereignty. | am focusing |yriomari

English plays composed during an approximate twenty-year span from 1588 to 1610

11



encompassing the late Elizabethan and early Jacobian period. Although ety beog
is a philosophical analysis of self-silencing, and not about making aisgesibrical
claim, it is nonetheless helpful to recognize that there were poltichtultural
considerations of silence and sovereignty circulating at the timess thays.

The late medieval period had seen a rise in vows of silence as common monastic
practice, and the Carthusian Order, among others, had instituted prattdest,
devotional reading. These silences are early examples of the dysaoia silences |
will be exploring in this dissertation. Far from being an absence ortheisk silences
were supposed to allow their practitioners to disengage from the érenatiice of self-
fashioning in order to better understand divinity. The silence of the monkttesh@iod
to speak, or at least to be heard. The devotees relationship with God aredtiis evas
nourished, and thought to flourish, with silence. Although for monastic partisjpan
silence yields its benefits primarily to themselves and the Godatbeship, it was
thought that their example would register for many the spiritual and sokial imsself-
silencing. Jessica Brantley writes, “This oscillation betweemibst private of eremitic
devotions and a demonstrated engagement with more public, pastoral conaerns is
hallmark of late-medieval Carthusian piety, and it finds reflectioh lothe verbal and
in the visual arts® Thus we see that this silence is also an effort at social unitjust
as we will see in the theatre, it is the response of silence, wheahsjs customary, that
provokes new understanding and transformation.

In response to the treason trial of Thomas More, Parliament passadaista
1541 that read in part: “[whomever] obstinatlye refuse to answerelgitethe same
offences...or...stande muett and will not speake, then such pson or psons so refusing to
answere or standing muett shalbe convict judgd and demed guyltie of the ttihge...

Contrasting with the common law right not to incriminate oneself witb@pehis
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statute initiated a shift in the English government’s perspectisienice. No longer was
silence an epistemological enigma, it now constituted guilt. Apmately fifteen years
later, Queen Mary’s inquisitorial use of tle officiooath resulted in several Protestant
martyrs’ burning at the stake. The oath, administered before thegatrd was
informed of any charges against him or her, was a vow to answer truthfylyuastions
that might be asked. Many refused the oath on legal grounds and others eqijivatate
those who took the oath and subsequently chose to remain silent were corvitted a
guilty. Public attention to the epistemological nature of sileree further excited in
1583 when the Archbishop of Canterbury decreed thatxladficiooath was mandatory,
and any who refused to take it were condemned as guilty without the trialyby jur
promised in the Magna Carta. The Archbishop’s move, criticized by Lord Byrghtd
Francis Bacon, was nonetheless supported opportunistically by both Elizabeth | and
James |. Christina Luckyj points out that both accusers and accuséckpraiéence, the
first obscuring the charge against the second, and the second preseriramas

More’s words, “the secrets of our hearts [of which] God only is the ju@gested in
Luckyj, 33). As Luckyj writes, “Silence in the late sixteenthtagnwas a site of

conflict between the authorities who paradoxically both enforced and edtiaand the
subject who found in it both oppression and licence” (36). This paradox of silehce wil
repeatedly appear on the English stage.

If the silence of an interrogated person must be understood as assent, silence
suddenly had definitive meaning: “Yes, | did commit murder or treason”; I'desa
Catholic or a supporter of Essex.” Parliament’s action éffdgtturns the silent agent
into an interpellated object, it “subjects the subject” to acsakinterpretive reality. This
oppressive legal action coincided with the brief surge in governrheséactioned

torture of persons suspected of harboring information useful to the crown gagehitral
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rising conservatism of the English government. As Elizabeth P. Hanson has
demonstrated, the torture was an effort to “discover truth,” areepisendeavor more
than, though certainly not apart from, a penal Sneikewise, the silent assent statute
reveals an epistemic imperative, choosing to insist on its own intetpnédemation
over no information. And in assigning meaning, it acknowledges subjedt\stience;
it recognizes that silence is not absence or nothing, it is, in the epasliaiment, an act
of resistance to authority by an agent. Thus the bill legally inatadtthe abstract
concept of silence with subjective agency, even while it anxiouslydigmi¢ agency its
resistant power by assigning it a ventriloquized voice. As long as thexdban
speakers, there have been those who choose to be silent, and aside theokicey hist
record of rhetoric, there is, in its shadow, always an acknowledgmelgnufesas a form
of discourse. The silent subject did not first appear, then, aarRani passed its bill,
nor was it necessarily a previously benign entity now made insidious, evenatrivia
political machinations. But the bill functions as sixteenth century Englaxglgit
legal recognition of the power inherent in silence. No longer coulBlihgbethan or
Jacobean governments afford to leave its subjects in peace.

Censorship is another context in which the monarchies grappled withesilenc
We might initially suppose that state-sanctioned censorship was an oppesiin,
silencing civil dissent and squelching public discourse. Deborah Shugerdrpwe
demonstrates the oversimplification of this assumptioBhuger reveals that the
surprising goal of Early Modern censorship was not to protect politiealagies, but to
discourage libel and slander. Shuger’s research demonstrates higamd&jority of texts
condemned by the Elizabethan proclamations are...stuffed with defamatory hay. M
are products of the Roman Catholic slander machine on the continent serhk to

have been operating at capacity throughout the late sixteenth ancesariyegnth
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centuries” (93). (The Protestants and Puritans took their turn durires3amign.)
Referring to the “...social operation of language, the ways in which wordsdario
knit—or sever—the political and moral ligatures that collecyil@hd a people into
community” (89), Shuger argues that the censorship apparatus wadatestatot curb
libelous civil failings. “In the most literal sense, defamation ¢amcerns civility: how
people should behave toward each other. It is the means by which a society firetects
social and religious ‘sacredness’ of its members, shielding them fisarit,icontempt,
and degrading exposure” (98). This reading of governmental censorshils theea
importance, to the Early Modern mind, of silence in maintaining socialite T
governmental censor indeed imposes silence, but it is silencing hegerSsees the
censorship effort arising out of a reflexive expectation that Engtistety is rooted in
Christian virtues of truth and charity and a “theological right to pyiv601). For our
purposes, it is illuminating to recognize the way in which the monarchidsassored
silence to secure the social ethic. Relinquishing his own “sacgéd to privacy, the
self-silencer exposes himself to scrutiny, to a “reading” beyond hishembtaol. An act
so startling, that just like civil censorship, the self-silencer dratiention to lapses in
civility.

Although typically considered a time of literary and rhetorical flourishirg, th
Early Modern period had reason to experience a concomitant and deeplistalt of
language. The articulation and spread of calumny, projects of dissonyknd the
commonplace linking of tricksters with rhetorical skill creatadimate of respectful
suspicion of speech. Caution regarding language invariably reflecegrisé@mic crisis:
how can we know? How can we know truth? Allow me to postulate some of the
dominating contingencies that have shaped this conclusidsigmhifying NothingBrian

Rotman demonstrates that the Renaissance witnessed the developmera-signet
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signs without referents, signs that gesture to metaphysical nothirtgriEssse meta-
signs, found in the Hindu zero in counting methods, paper money in capitalistdinanci
systems, and the vanishing point in the visual arts, all manifesteg smaultaneously
in the Early Modern world. This confluence of events created botlgmpti,
psychological and philosophical rift in metaphysical reality thatfisated throughout
cultural productions. This rift reverberates, | believe, in the many andaresilénces
found in the literature of the period, both poetic and dramatic. Inasraigilence is a
sign whose referent may or may not exist, it too is, pragmatically, asigetaand
accordingly, it shares the same power as the other meta-signs: ilatebigntological
certainty. Silence makes “a thing” out of a “non-thing,” and is unknowatde, while it
demands response. Like the numeral zero, silence functions relgtidradfects other
things (meanings) without having a discreet, discernable meanirfg #seRotman
says, “The effect of meta-signs is to draw attention that repréisantaa fiction” (57).
Failures in representation also manifested during the Protestamtrfaébn
wherein Martin Luther objected to the Catholic Church’s sale of indaokge
Indulgences, David Hawkes has argued,
...represented fetishized labor. They were representations of human actions,
which were ascribed supernatural, magical power in the popular iniagina
Their role was essentially financial. Just as money establishediamef
representation which enables us to conceive an equivalence between human labor
and various objects, so indulgences provided a common denominator which
made it possible to imagine an equivalence between penitential tasks/ae
grace®
The signifying power of indulgences was undermined, but perhaps more devastatingly
was the representative authority of the papacy. The Reformatdogad especially
acute concerns about representation for England because of the partittanry

VIII's split with the Catholic Church. By appointing himself head of therChof

England, he not only represented God politically but theologically asaxediting a
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dominance of representation that rendered his legitimacy suspetiierfaore, this
already dramatic and distressing claim to authority was complicatég tyief but

vexed reign of his Catholic daughter Mary, and then another subsequeminrewider
Elizabeth I. Of course, this overweaning representational positioeweasmore fraught
when the office is held by a woman. By the end of the sixteenth century, England w
actively exploring the nature of representation, and grappling with porrding
philosophical skepticism about knowing what is real or what is true.

This epistemic crisis was aggravated by the rise of capitafishdismantled
seemingly tidy distinctions of class, ownership, and ultimately identis/capitalism
makes an object of human labor, that which is human becomes exchange-ablegsale-abl
Because labor is an object, it dehumanizes the laborer; he himself babenobject,
exchange-able. Furthermore, the acquisition of objects becomes the signtibyf,ithut
the objects remain alterable, trade-able and thus not truly identifiixchange value
negates any inherent value, and turns everything including people, intcodatem
That the forces of capitalism were coming to dominance in the Early Modern e
exacerbates the already raging suspicion of representation and undetecores
ontological skepticism with which the period is often defined.

This particular historical confluence of epistemological problemnifests, |
believe, in the persistent problematizing of representation. egt@alvell’s 1987 book,

Disowning Knowledgemade a surprising claim: Shakespeare’s characters were not

responding to the representational skepticism of their age by seekimgvtotk solve
epistemological mysteries, but were seeking to avoid knowing or being Kfowra
naturally self-interested way, many characters wanted to know, datsgeduce, and
manipulate others, but spent the bulk of their energies on concealing Wesrisain

“the gaze,” which, as Cavell points out, results in a sense of shamearSarderemy
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Benthem’s Panopticon, in Cavell’s formulation, the gaze was experiencedrdigigion
into the private, inner spaces of the subject. Even seemingly p@gpveaches to
gaining personal knowledge such as the desire to love demonstrated byaCQowdtd
Lear, or the citizens’ desire to look upon and admire their hero Coriolanws, wer
interpreted by Lear and Coriolanus as violations. Although Cavell doesmsitler
silence directly, there seems to be every reason to avoid speech if ang, @eCavell
argues, to avoid being known (interpellated) or becoming a part of a corrupted
community. In fact, it would seem that silence is one of the better waysstryge
subjectivity in an age where the self is always subordinated to thechotize
monarch’s religious impositions, religion’s own behavioral expectationsriaa
constraints such as the sumptuary laws, and even cultural (and Jitmavgntions as to
acceptable speech and action. Cavell's reading revealsithextraordinary behavior
of the self-silencer who invites public scrutiny, but without controllingnitsrpretation.
In effect, the self-silencer throws the gaze back upon the witnessngsultheir sense
of shame.

Problems with representation are especially acute in a study of silEnee.
silent subject can only be approached obliquely. No diaries, legal recortigior ot
cultural matter can exist which document the subjectivity of the silehe moment of
their silence. The action of silencing oneself can only be accessetoil@ction,
remembering a silent response, or by observation of another. Evenfisideseler later
recounts his moment of silence to another, he is already a differenttsaobgged by
the act of silence, if nothing else. This inaccessibility is, of couaseppthe power of
self-silencing, but for my purposes it creates an interpretive quanazras that faced
by Parliament’s inquisitors. Unlike Parliament, however, | proposertsider the

effects of silence by examining other types of forensic evidence tio i@aconclusions.
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Answering such questions as: who self-silences, under what circumstahaesappens
when they do, how does their community react, and does silence function to persuade
should provide enough data to draw some meaningful conclusions. Since part of my
governing assumption is that silence is a form of rhetoric, | intend torexgpecifically
the literature of the Renaissance for my investigation.

This choice is based on two factors. First, representationalriasitl
notwithstanding, | do believe literature offers a perspective espegsafyl to the study
of subjectivity. Literature may be, in fact, the only way to witnespénrmance of
historical silence. On stage there is, at the least, an attemptdateettre experience of
human discourse, silence included. As such, it offers the best opportunianime
how the silent subject functioned in Early Modern England. Furthermore itakatr
performance complicates the reading of silence insofar as thatspsgposition mirrors
that of the interrogator, both seeking to know and understand. And as theafourc
silence’s interpretation, both are subjectified in the process sgdwator, however, is
deeply engaged in his own self-silencing, a fact acknowledged repeaye@enaissance
playwrights. Literature’s dynamism of subjectivity warratggosition as the primary
source for my study of the mechanics of the silent agent.

The second reason for focusing on literature is the special discomfgrt Earl
Modern theatre repeatedly expresses toward its own representational ioocuphée
self-consciousness and reluctance of many period plays to claimionaugtenticity
reveals a hesitance toward representation that, | believe, is dkimfailure to present or
represent found in the silent subject. Several recent books hawoeeelxible
problematics of representation for the early modern culture. Arnolér@liThe Third
Citizeninterrogates the parliamentary conceit of a voice for everyenitizoting its

conflation of actual presence with representative presencewisi& Dympna

19



Callaghan’s Shakespeare Without Womesikes present the implications of absence,

exploring the effects of failed theatrical representation on cufturaations of racial

and gendered identities. Jon R. Snyder’s Dissimulation and the Cultuzeret

explores actions of dissimulation as a cultivated®attltimately these works all occupy
the chasm between a presumed ontological reality (socially construcitteorise) and
its inexact representation. | believe my analysis of the sildijest will participate in
this discourse by showing that silence, as an intentional failure tceepres often a
paradoxical position of autonomy and empowerment.

Apart from the theorists | have spoken of in this chapter, | will mat@urse to
several other scholars in the subsequent chapters of this diesertatexamining

Katharine in The Taming of the Shrémvchapter two, Frances E. Dolan serves as a

sparring partner, and Elizabeth Gruber offers important revelatigightrinto
gendered, knowledge-seeking projects. My analysis of villains andteisk(in Othello
and_Epicengin chapter three is critically dependent upon Wayne A. Rebhorn’s aalysi

of the Renaissance trickster and Thomas M. Greene’s formulation oficgritethe

work of Ben Jonson. The fourth chapter on Kyd’'s The Spanish Trag@tprmed by,
and then dramatically differs from, studies by C.L. Barber, Katharinengisdlaus and
Carla Mazzig'®

The “age of eloquence” may be called thus because it grappled waethiairtn,
with rhetoric as a way of knowing, and much of literary history has been cod¢erne
understand the ways in which language and articulation participate in knowledige
subject formation. Thex oficiostatute, however, serves as a marker of a corresponding
rhetorical problem of the early modern era: the silent subject. Déspitegal and
political upheavals connected with these Early Modern statutes on sitiergcattention

has not been given to the ways in which self-silencing may construct, conthin, a
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confirm personal agency. Neither has silence’s influence on aoitynbeen analyzed

or even acknowledged. Nor have critics considered the ways in which pleedes
political expediencies played out culturally in Early Modern England. My purpdbési
dissertation, then, is to explore these areas by using literatuppay af access into the
nature and effects of self-silencing. From sermons exhorting parishiongame their
tongues,” to suspected treasoners willing to endure torture rather thararoakrced
confession, to the many characters populating the early modern stage who chmose t
silent, self-silencing is a common, but little understood phenomenon of the p@riod.
more accurately, the phenomenon of choosing to be silent is not limited to an ¢ne, but
anxious skepticism of the Early Modern period presents an opportunity to stusiietit
subject when its epistemology is both concentrated and variously figured.

Returning to Cordelia, we see she is no longer alone on the stage in her silence.
Standing beside her are other characters, male and female, young andangingf v
classes and social authorizations. They are all silent. Andtathassilence is directed
toward one another, but then as one, they turn and look at us. What are theing@nvey
What do they make us feel? Is it Stanley Cavell's shame? s it a duiwathem? A
personal failure made manifest; a social problem neglected? tQasswith Cordelia,
simply love. Does this presentation of silence compel our empathy andigthidab
we, like Lear, now recognize “true need?” (2.4.268) Do we, like Edmond, have “some

good [we] mean to do”? (5.3.245).
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Notes to Ch. 1 “Love, and Be Silent”: Staging Silence

'William Shakespeare, King LedEd. by Russell Fraser (New York: Signet 1998):
(1.1.92). All further references will be to this edition by act, scene and line
number.

2 Alain Badiou, Being and Everifrans. by Oliver Feltham (New York: Continuum,
2006): Xii.

% Judith Butler, Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and VioléNesv York:
Verso 2004): 151. Butler addresses issues of the ethics and the humane in
musings composed after the terrorist attacks of September 11.

* Jonathan Gil Harris, Shakespeare and Literary Th@gxford: Oxford University
Press, 2010) writes, “All the major theoretical movements of gteémtury—
from formalism and structuralism to deconstruction and actor-networkytheor
from Freudian and Lacanian psychoanalysis to feminism and queer theory, from
Marxism and poststructuralist Marxism to new historicism and postcélonia
theory—have developed key aspects of their methods in dialogue with
Shakespeare” (3).

®Slavoj Zizek, The Parallax ViewfCambridge: MIT Press, 2009). All further citations
will be to this edition with page numbers cited. ZiZek’s Lacanian pergesct
are put to work here in a compelling discussion of among other things,
epistemology.

®Pierre Bourdieu, The Logic of PractjcErans. by Richard Nice (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1980): 50. All further references will be to thisoedivith
page numbers cited.

" Emmanuel Levinas, Otherwise than Being: Or Beyond Ess&rees. by Alphonso
Lingis (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1981p@nting, 2009: p.139-
40. All further references will be to this edition with page numbeesl cit

8 Jessica Brantley, Reading in the Wilderness: Private Devotion and Peblormance
in Late Medieval Englan{Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007): 22.

® Christina Luckyj, ‘A Moving Rhetoricke’: Gender and Silence in EMbdern
England(New York: Manchester University Press, 2002): quoted included on p.
33. All further citations will be to this edition with page numbers noted.
Luckyj's comprehensive chronicle of perspectives on silence is ameliy
valuable resource.

1% Elizabeth Hanson, Discovering the Subject in Renaissance England @tkw Y
Cambridge University Press, 1998). Hanson explores epistemic effdtisy
manifested in legalized torture.
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" Deborah Shuger, “Civility and Censorship in Early Modern England,” Censorship and
Silencing: Practices of Cultural Regulatiéd. by Robert C. Post (Los Angeles:
The Getty Research Institute, 1998): 89-110.

2Brian Rotman, Signifying Nothing: The Semiotics of Zd@tanford: Stanford UP,
1993). All further references will be to this edition with page numberd icite
text.

¥David Hawkes, IdeologyNew York: Routledge, 1996)2Printing, 2006: p.33.

“Stanley Cavell, Disowning Knowledge in Seven Plays of Shakespéadated Edition
(New York: Cambridge UP, 1987). All further references will be te édition
with page numbers cited in text.

!5 Oliver Arnold, The Third CitizeiiBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2007);
Jon Snyder, Dissimulation and the Culture of Secrecy in Early Modern Europe
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2009); and Dympna Callaghan,
Shakespeare Without Women: Representing Gender and Race on the
Renaissance Stag@New York: Routledge, 2000).

'® Frances E. Dolan, The Taming of the Shrew: Texts and Coras York: St.
Martin's Press, 1996); Elizabeth Gruber, Insurgent Flesh: Epistemology and
Violence in Othello and Mariam,” Women’s Studi82:4 (2003): 393-411,
Wayne A. Rebhorn, “The Emperour of Mens Minds’: The Renaissance Trickste
as Homo Rhetoricus,” Creative Imitation: New Essays on Renaissdncatlie
in Honor of Thomas M. Greenkd. by David Quint, Margaret W. Ferguson, G.
W. Pigman lll, and Wayne A. Rebhorn (New York: Medieval and Renaissance
Texts and Studies, 1992): 31-65. Thomas M. Greene, “Ben Jonson and the
Centered Self,” Studies in English Literature 1500-1900 10:2 (Spring 1970): 325-
348. C.L. Barber, Creating Elizabethan Tragedy: The Theater of Marlmve a
Kyd, Ed. Richard P. Wheeler (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988);
Katharine Eisaman Maus, Inwardness and Theatre in the English Reoaissa
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995); Carla Mazzio, Thedntate
Renaissance: Language Trouble in an Age of EloguéRbédadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2009).
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CHAPTER 2
"MY TONGUE WILL TELL": SPEAKING SELVES
It is, perhaps, paradoxical to begin an account of self-silencing with a study of
speech. But paradox weaves like a thread between the two, uniting them as well a
defining them. If we are to study how one works, we must unravel the paratibintta
them. Speech, it is thought, reveals the mind, and in revealing the minds ttiecal
subject. Silence, it is presumed, conceals the subject. But of coairsase of these
assumptions belies the complexity of their function. Derrida and othezseffactively
dismantled the commonplace of speech as revelation. Lacking an ontological
correspondence to its referent, speech confounds revelation. Speech irdenttsamit
means, and means more than it intends. Its ultimate revelation is its texiveefailure
to represent. Silence, on the other hand, has been left in relative pelageedAfor the
most part, to enjoy a quietude of critical inquiry. | propose to agitategihise
however, and discover the effects of self-silencing upon a subject arel egthmunity.
Does silence indeed conceal, permit dissembling and subterfuge, or does ieedse op
as a revelator? If so, what is revealed, and about whom? Since selfigiltike
speech, is a highly contingent activity, its meaning and effects derivedieom
particulars of its usage, it is imperative to turn now to the play witbhwihpropose to

engage this analysis: William Shakespeare’s The Taming of thevShre

Performances, adaptations and scholarship of Shakespeare’arimg Bf the

Shrewhave focused on answering an important question left unanswered in the text:
Katherine tamed?Is her final speech on the submission of wives spoken sincerely or
ironically, perhaps with Mary Pickford’s infamous wink? The playlensabout the
sincerity of her speech. Despite attention given as to how to read Katbepeech,

surprisingly little attention has been paid to the fact of the question. Invedings,
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answering the question has become a favorite critical past-time, ibutading why we
ask this question in the first place remains unexplored. The reasoning behiadkhi
seems obvious: that which the play neglects to tell us nonethelesglfierorsix of our
interpretive understanding of the play. While | don't disagree withifahigulation, | do
think the play means something even without a clear answer to the “isish& she
tamed” question, or rather that the ambiguity is an interpretive paiseif In failing to
explicitly reveal Katherine’s true motivations, Shakespearespltte audience or reader
in that most anxious-making of positions for the Renaissance (and perhaps dostas):
of ignorance. Our inability to neatly categorize and contain the endihg pfdy, as

well as anxieties arising from that inability, transform us intaatét or an Othello,
seeking to know what cannot be known. It is, perhaps, the play’s goal thasdetdts
silence on the matter we continue to think about and discuss Katheringstehand

her relationships long after the curtain falls. Since Katherine’'sparagency is the
scaffolding upon which most arguments—either for or against hefdraregion—are
built, embracing the ambiguity of the play necessarily offers its ownartsvihe taming
guestion. But the compelling need to resolve the epistemic quandary ekisalos
compulsive need to know and the corresponding search for a knowledge methodology.
The play, like theatre itself, ultimately promotes a subversive ecangument to the
cultural ideal of transparency: perform an identity in order to pressrvdentity. In so

doing, The Taming of the Shrewails subjectivity, gender relationships, the social and

representational function of theatre as well as philosophical skepticism
Shakespeare’s silence about Katherine’s interiority implidategiage as a

failed epistemology along with Othello’s ocular proof, and Hamlet’s iaréstulations.

Furthermore, and unlike other of Shakespeare’s work, rather than tinyiesolve

epistemic quandaries in the manner of a Hamlet or Othello, the chaniactdne Taming
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of the Shrewstrive to create them. In this play, possessing public knowledge of an
individual grants power and dominance to the community but denies thiliradiv
representational autonomy. Consequently the individual must cultivateritypst order
to retain personal agency. As the play demonstrates in its presentafioristbpher
Sly, Bianca, Petruchio, and Katherine personal power is obtained Vie petformance
not public revelation. This performative obstruction is set agdiastdcial expectation
and idealization of transparency. As Holly A. Crocker says, “When tlyebplgins,
identity seems to be transparent, correspondence among appearanceapegoanmd
absolute essencé.”The community at large seems to assume that both speech and
silence reveal the true person. To better grasp the notion of sociefsgipes, and the
influence they exert upon personal subjectivity, it is helpful to borrovegerms from

sociologist Pierre Bourdieu and apply them to_the The Taming of they Shitee

metadramatic conceit of a play within the play introduces what BBewedieu would
call the “field” of investigatior{. Thefield is a social space with encoded rules and
relationships training us, as well as its subjects whose behagitsstate and reinforce
it, to the functionality of the community. THield of the induction introduces the
Petruchio/Katherine story as representational fiction within aseptational fiction.
Their story, however, takes place within the soibédl of patriarchal Padua, conceivably
a stand-in for contemporary England. This plot, occurring at a double-steperémm
the audience and “reality,” seems to require the wholesale creatiagpata for its
being. It presents, in other words, a stage behind which it enacts.its tal

And indeed it is being that is at stake here, being and how we access it:
epistemology. As the hostess threatens Sly with stocks and calls hinue,"rog
(Ind.1.2) Sly claims a venerable family line, that he is nobler theimtoxicated

appearance and behavior reveal. Easily dismissed as drunken boastingjaiBhy’s
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nonetheless raises the question of how identity is determined. To the Hustess

thief; to the advancing Lord, he is a beast, a drunkard, and even a vision ofl &gt
(Ind.1.35). Butto Sly himself, he is a man of consequence bound by no ordinary laws.
This claim to intrinsic nobility is useless in the face of Sly’sautk and degrading
performance, no one, including presumably the play’s audience, believes himt Nor, i
seems, are we intended to. Sly is displaced from his ordinary experiehite arew,
elegant environment, clothes, and social interactions surprise amdiedrifim. He
reflects on himself and what he knows of himself. “Or do | dream? Or haveniettea
till now?” he wonders (Ind. 2.69). Reality is no longer apparent to Sly; eveedlity of
his own identity is undermined in the presence of the nobleman’s luxwoousodities.
Kate, of course, will experience a similar displacement when she Risituchio’s home,
and as Garber notes, “the suspension of certainties and the interchaygefataatity

and illusion result in a heightened self-awaren@sa.self-awareness that in
metatheatrical terms, now extends to the audience as well.

And yet, Sly is not precisely self-aware; he may be self-concernedgsbut hi
knowledge of his identity is confused and unsure, we might even say unaware. Itis,
however, a key moment of reinvention whose success depends upon Stgisiepis
engagement. The jesting Lord uses both empirical and social means ofatec8ptiis
surrounded by the luxury items of the nobility: costly clothes and food, sweet mdsic a
fine art. However, if Sly simply woke among fine things he would not, asdf L
hopes, “forget himself.” He would still be Sly, just Sly among fine objects.
Consequently, the Lord directs his servant Barthol'mew to pretend hgsgsi8ble wife.
This theatricality on the part of the servants is key to activatiriy the confusion and
the transformation. Sly’s new community destabilizes his self-caoocemtd constructs

a new identity for him. The consistency and verisimilitude of their peeace is
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critical to the joke’s success as is demonstrated in the Lordjthig directions as to how
the page should act his role, even suggesting the use of an onion to etxifuiined
tears. Itis, then, the social performance of the Lord’s sexthat most effects Sly’s
transformation, not simply the new physical circumstances. The conyncogidttes Sly's
self—or, from another perspective, there is no Sly without his socialgyabdndons the
tinker he knew and embraces his new socially and materially construatéityidé hus
the play begins with identities that are only real insofar as thegoarally performed.
Sly’s noble lineage cannot be real since he behaves like a curylsub&ieves
Barthol’'mew is his wife because he performs the role. In the thegilayahg field,

nothing is what it is. Reality in The Taming of the Shiswerformance. The Lord’'s

microcosm of willing performers mirrors that of Padua where sutdesgial
interaction requires performing (or conforming) to expectation.

Shakespeare is always most interesting when he violates generiaégpsand
that is true for the popular taming genre as well. Kate appearsitdedfzom the taming
genre insofar as she is at least as famous for her silenceshas $golding tongue. As
Frances E. Dolan has remarked, “...she is characterized more by #ilend®y speech
at several important points in the pldy3ilent as Petruchio confirms the marital
arrangement with Baptista, silent as he drags her off to his haas¢hafwedding, and
silent about whatever may or may not have motivated her taming, Katlsepeeeived
as an enigmatic character. She purportedly disallows the Paduan pubbyg, and
extension the reader, access to her private thoughts, if indeed, she has any. Dol
continues, “These moments of silence baffle critics, actors, and dget¢iow do we
know what Katharine thinks, feels, and wants?” (24). This is indeed thalajueistion
to ask of a silent character, and it is the one critics most frequestgnao Katherine,

but I am not persuaded that Katherine is as silent or as unknowabliécasaeuld have

28



her. Katherine strikes me as voluble and accessible. The insebghavior of her
family and community elicit justifiable reactions from her thated a woman who is
witty and clever with words, sensitive to public appraisal, versahtisdcial hierarchy,
and cognizant of her own social role. Kate’s manner of speaking through most of the
play is in fact highly revelatory of both her social identity and leesqnal subjectivity.

Stereotypically, a “shrew” is a woman with a well-exercised tongue.shitgav
speaks, usually pejoratively, in contrast to the ideal woman who it silee ballad
“The Cruel Shrew” written by Arthur Halliarg (c1625) illustratésewish verbosity as
the male narrator tells bachelors a cautionary tale of his “ungifes”

She never lins her bawling,

her tongue it is so loud;

But always she’ll be railing,

and will not be controlled..(cited in Dolan 250)
As scholars have frequently remarked, this ballad links women'’s speéch wit
insubordination. The problem with shrews, then, is not simply that they, dpedkat
their speech articulates independence and rebellion against authoriysSbuld be
either male or female, but when a shrew is female her speech undetingrgeender
hierarchy naturalized religiously, culturally, and legally in the Resaace.
Accordingly, when we meet Katherine she is using her considerable inéulbthose
who have insulted her, and in doing so demonstrates resistance to theiryaatteoriter.
Her first lines of the play interrogate her father’'s desiredaoryrher off before Bianca, I
pray you, sir, is it your will to make a stale of me amongst these mgfe$37-8). The
clever wordplay of stale (joke or prostitute) and mate (with suggesstif mirroring and
marriage, as well as a defaulted chess game) reveal her réahdvinguistic dexterity.
Her query might suggest the fun-loving banter of Much’Ad®atrice, except she is not

speaking to or before an indulgent male community. Interestingly her qudetis not

immediately follow her father’'s announcement. She actually speaks dméetly
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Gremio’s very rude reaction to Baptista's decision, “To cart hermatie says, “She’s
too rough for me” (1.1.55). Does Katherine speak at this point because sherhas be
publicly insulted, and her father has inexplicably allowell Katherine specifically
addresses her complaint to her hierarchical head, her father, nobGemmsulter,
drawing Baptista’s attention to Gremio’s slight and Baptista’sriailo provide the social
protection a father is obliged to offer. Minimally Baptista hirfhskbuld respond to
Gremio’s insult, maximally he would not put her in a social position destined
disappoint so many bachelors. Even after Katherine’'s reminder, though (@ &glisto
respond thereby allowing Horatio to criticize her as well. Katherimgsramagnifies,
along with her verbosity. The curiosity here rightly ought to be upon the medw Pa
who so defy common courtesy as to publicly insult a woman, and upon Baptista for
permitting it. Their symbolic violence reveals this dysfunctional gany’s failure to
care for those it subjects.

Again, Pierre Bourdieu offers some helpful sociological terminology. The
behavior of any given agent, the Paduan men or Katherine, for example, candok term
their habitus their subjective dispositions that derive from the objective conditbthe
field in which they are considered. In this case there aréiéldz the metatheatrical
one of Sly’s world, and the patriarchal Paduan community, which may be astand-i
England itself in the minds of the play’s auditors. Within the patriafaelof her
community, we see that Katherine, in habitus,is socially ostracized for her failure to
perform in accord with socigloxa Doxa, in Bourdieu’s definition, are the prevailing
beliefs and values of a sociality that are naturalized into authority; the
“presuppositions...of the game” (66). The patriarcftedaso ingrained in the Paduans,
however, has failed to accommodate a woman who does not want to be publicly taunted

and humiliated, but has no one to defend her. Kathelftiradsgusarises from these
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neglectful characteristics of tiiexa® Thus thdield of Padua is implicitly criticized for
the distortions of patriarchy manifest in Baptista, Gremio and HorteHKsitherine’s
failure to recognize or participate in the doxic requirement for femsiieace reveals
her social ignorance, however. Katherine does not understand the naturalof soci
identity as it is constructed in the play. Hwabitus her social being, experiences the
conseqguences of misconstruing tlexain which she is situated: she is bereft of social
capital and unmarriageable.

By calling her, quite publicly, “rough” and “devilish,” Gremio and Hortensio
simultaneously affirm and insure the community’s, and the reader’s, tant#irg of
Kate’s character. As Althusser has demonstrated, to interp€l#tterine with shrewish
monikers is the social equivalent of making her a shfelikewise, the public name-
calling insures that she will be a shrew since it, and Baptistasdd respond to it,
elicits an outraged response from Katherine. In this way Katherineipatdis in
constructing her shrewish reputation: she verbally objects to heraatsient in the
community, trading insults, threats, and even violence. Theoreticaliythmot
community and Katherine herself are invested in maintaining this amaarg. Although
Katherine objects and complains, her objections and complaints reinseribze.
Although the community rejects her for her shrewishness, they nonetbeftissie to
publicly offend and humiliate her. Even Baptista and Bianca scapegoatikathe
benefiting presumably, from their own subsequent social inclusion. The gycle i
mutually affirming in that it offers both Katherine and Padua confidentieeir
rhetorical epistemology and performative sociality. By calling Katleex shrew, Padua
insures that she will be one; by responding to the insult, Katherinaui®dsd her social

role and how to fulfill it.
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Is it only a role? Is she actually a lovely girl, as obedient as theflibsing? It
seems unlikely. Katherine’s participation in her interpellated ityesuggests that she
behaves this way willingly. While options were few for women, the one choice
Katherine certainly has is to remain silent in the face of her offendhe does not, and
is construed as a shrew. Her continuing participation in assuringdiar agsiracism,
coupled with her private behavior indicates that Kate is indeed “cursaah&theless,
this initial exchange in the community suggests that her shrewishtydemniot so simply
constructed. The complicity of Baptista, Gremio and Horatio demon#teapeersonal
force ofdoxaand social ostracism. The shared belief in Katherine’s irasgibdld by
the Paduan men must be seen as culpable in shaping the reality not only of the Paduan
community but of Katherine herself. Though she does not choose silence iattaas
verbally defy her accusers, but succeeds only in cementing their accusétisnsiclear
how much of her shrewish speech derives from a shrewish nature and how much from a
reaction to a socially unjust persecution. Just as the servantiedrgaf Sly creates a
new identity for him, so do the Paduan men make Katherine into a shrew. Thalyboth S
and Katherine participate in this creation reveals the epistgmier ofdoxa of social
beliefs, as they are manifested in public speech. In other words, simegs has
become dabitusfor Kate—an identity she might perform that makes space for her
within the confiningdoxaof her community.

It is useful, at this point, to bring Bianca into our analysis for tmerast she
offers to our understanding both of Kate’'s speech and the Renaissanad sileak
women. The sisters’ relationship is fraught with tension and competitioty dBawe
see Bianca pleading to be released from the ties with which Kattmasngound her, but
Katherine demands first to know which of the suitors Bianca prefersingdrar not to

dissemble. The warning completes a chain of metadramatic refereacasttonly offer
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our only early access to Bianca'’s interiority but link habituswith performance, and
consequently insincerity. As Baptista bustles Bianca indoors afterymoing his plan
for the marital disposition of his daughters, Kate expresses fiastrgith his favoritism,
“A pretty peat! It is best / Put finger in the eye, and she knew why” (1.1.78-9). The
implication here is that Bianca, as the favored daughter, should summon séinial arti
tears to show her own displeasure with Baptista’'s decision. Presumatdatsawould
flow naturally if she felt true frustration or sorrow, but thenee rzo tears and Katherine
refers to a theatrical trick to make the eyes water insinudtatgBianca often uses such
tricks to gain Baptista’s sympathy. Further, this moment echoes one nutiegion
when the Lord advises Barthol’'mew to use an onion to elicit tears in hisrparfoe.
These layered metadramatic moments remind auditors of the maptaselfield in
which these agents move, suggesting that Bianca is role-playing befda¢hlee and all
of Padua. Bianca is not an entirely persuasive performer, howeverrikathat least,
believes she is something other than what she seems. Certainly Braspaisse to
Baptista articulates a suspiciously conventional obedience “Sir, tqpleasure | humbly
subscribe” (1.1.81.). Katherine’'s eagerness to fulfill the role refighcoupled with her
suspicions of Bianca indicate that she, unlike Bianca, is not pretendiggsomething
she isn't. Socially influenced or not, she is a shrew. Bianca’s nhature, ainéndnand,
remains unclear.

Access to Bianca's interiority, unlike Katherine’s is thwdrat most early
attempts. Overhearing Katherine's bickering in the initial sceramid sees some
entertainment to be enjoyed, but Lucentio is enraptured by Biancaii‘Bw other’'s
silence do | see / Maid’s mild behavior and sobriety” (1.1.70-1). Tranio respiidi, “
said, master. Mum, and gaze your fill” (1.1.73). Tranio lightly mocks Lucentio’s

confused construction of both sentence and senses. His synesthetic sjleasseand
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through silence he knows Bianca. To him, her silence epitomizes desictknin
qualities: mildness and sobriety, and as he says minutes later, wisdom ang/ rasdest
well. And yet Bianca'’s interiority is in no way accessed at this maniamntentio’s
epistemology reveals more about him than it does about the woman he prafésges
Lucentio’shabitusconforms to theloxaof patriarchy; there is no need to know more of
Bianca than her silence. Bianca’s silence transparently conveys kttychiad
obedience. Itis clear that Heabitus like Lucentio’s, conforms to the dominatidgxa
She performs the role of the ingénue, represents the maidenly itb#heasuitors fall
for it. Bianca’s prosaic obedience before the watchful audience of hersstombined
with Katherine scoff at its sincerity suggests, however, thatcBienot what she seems.
For the audience, Bianca’'s contextual silence and the theatriciairés that accompany
it suspiciously mystify her character’s interiority.

Accordingly Katherine’s interrogation of Bianca’'s romantic degoes not
prove especially revealing about Bianca. Bianca answers Katlsegumestion of which
suitor she prefers in an unspecific manner: “Believe me, sistel,tbéahen alive / |
never yet beheld that special face / Which | could fancy more than any (@t2et0-12).
It is possible this answer is true; it is not textually apparentheh@&ianca notices
Lucentio, her future husband, as he gazes on her. But the response does not, as the
guestion required, select one among her suitors as most favorable. Instezad Bi
enlarges her circle of suitors to include all men alive, apparentlyrideférer answer
until the time that she is able to choose between that inconceivabbollastion.
Whether or not this is supposed to be a legitimate response, Kathsliakedies her and
Bianca’'s subsequent taunting of Katherine by offering up her own suitdftatteerine’s
love suggests that Bianca may be dissembling in order to annoy Katherine. 8ianca’

silence and her mask of orthodox behavior construct her, not Katherine, as the
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inaccessible entity. This epistemic challenge, of knowing the redil#ifence and
seemingly appropriate behavior, lies at the heart of Claudio and Heroligcioniuch

Ado About Nothing Claudio’s suspicion is that silence and obedience are only the “sign

and semblance” of virtue, not its substance. In this play, Katherine alemgpisious
about Bianca. “Her silence flouts me,” she says of Bianca (2.1.29). Kathernsgues
Bianca'’s silence not as virtue, but as a weapon of social warfarears of deception.
Katherine’s rejection of this manner of behavior suggests thaekiaé herself would
not dissemble her true feelings, that she would not deceive or withholchatfon about
herself from others. Thus Katherine's speeches, shrewish or othemeéke her
knowable to her community and to auditors of the play. Her articulatiors effeaccess
to her interiority. But Bianca’s silence reads as an intentsnal action designed to
secure her agency via performativity.

Bianca'’s suitors and her father all appear to be persuaded by Bianca's
performance, at least for awhile. Apart from Tranio’s initial h@eiteto participate in
Lucentio’s reading of Bianca, most of the men do engage in what Elizabetlr Gallbe
“ventriloquism, ...knowledge-seekers projecting their ideas ontoagetts.*” Bianca
is not precisely inert, but her intentional performance of slemz obedience render her
as much an object as is humanly possible. The bartering for her hand egmarri
emphasizes her objectified status. As Baptista remarks of thalnaar&ngements,
“...now | play a merchant’s part / And venture madly on a desperate mart” (2.1.318).
She is a necessary commodity in establishing a noble household. Just as 1By wa
persuaded of his new status until presented with a tearful wife, Paillel iwith
bachelors eager to marry and secure their own respectable sodiahpoEhe whole
appeal of the silent and obedient maiden to the Renaissance man is herdsinaiolssy

to act apart from his will. She is necessary, but she is, as Natashahiderdagued,
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simply another luxury good solidifying her husband’s reputdfioAs Gruber has
demonstrated, this illusion of control over the wife corresponds withussioitl of
knowledge. Like many male knowledge-seekers, Lucentio, at the momemkofgto
know Bianca, fails to understand that he is actually projecting his owlizatéean of
femininity onto her; he is not actually knowing her. It's worthwhile to reprirg he
portion of Gruber’s argument about Othedl® it pertains to the issues of knowledge-
gathering and subjectivity we're considering in Shrew

In assigning to its hero the prerogatives of the knower, Othbtiavs how
subject/object relations are embodied in gender difference and stagecanena

of epistemology. This dynamic proves typical of calumniated-womais.play

Such texts appear to raise questions about the identity and existencte
ontological essence of a particular woman, but the relevant narrattuedya

focus upon the torment and desire of man: it is his knowledge, usually hard-won,
that defines the epistemological journey inherent in the calundriatenan

genre. In proper Cartesian fashion, it is the knower — the man who seeks
knowledge of his wife — who is endowed with subjectivity. (395)

Lucentio’s reading of Bianca’s silence, then, subjectifies him ajettifies her. As
such it is an effective epistemology only insofar as one is seeking to knmsetves. It
offers little in the way of knowledge about that which is apart fromeHgtbus placing
Lucentio in a precarious position of unacknowledged ignorance: he doesn'ttaidve
doesn’t know.

Gruber’'s argument goes on to parallel, as does Elizabeth Hanson, the knowledge

guest as an act of torture, ending as it does in Otl@dln/’'s The Tragedy of Mariam

and in Elizabethan treason trials in the physical restraint, tortuiégradeath of the
questor’s object! As the citation from Gruber indicates, she finds the relationship of
guestor for knowledge and object of knowledge as uniquely male and female,
respectively. In Shrewowever, as we've just seen, it is Katherine who objectifies
Bianca, binding and striking her in an effort to access Bianca'’s sikmt ascertain its

meaning. The play’s narrative, like the ones Gruber refers to deaumsthe “torment
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and desire” of the knowledge-seeker, Katherine, and thereby Kathettireedse
subjectified in her epistemological quest. Katherine’s methodolodgagaculiarly
masculine insofar as she must immobilize the object of her quest. As @ritberof
epistemic endeavors, the seeker “...will only have knowledge of his arjeetshe has
been immobilized” (398). Bianca's silence was sufficient for btiogo read her as an
object, but Katherine must physically restrain her and even stiika ha attempt to
access her interiority. This may be because, as a woman and close reBisté she
knows better than to assume what silence means. And yet, Katherine iatBianea in
a manner similar to Lucentio’s ventriloquism. After Bianca confessesdiatity to

answer Katherine’s question, their brief exchange continues:

Katherine: Minion thou liest. Is’t not Hortensio?
Bianca: If you affect him, sister, here | swear

I'll plead for you myself but you shall have him.
Katherine: O then, belike, you fancy riches more:

You will have Gremio to keep you fair. (2.1.13-17)
Although Bianca continues to evade answering directly, Katherine norestihaierprets
her evasions as sufficient evidence of a response. She rejecta’8lank of a favorite
as a lie, and when Bianca fails to say that Hortensio is her fauaitecrine assumes it
must be Gremio’s wealth that is most attractive. Katherine's iigatisin of Bianca’'s
interiority is undoubtedly more thorough than Lucentio’s “ocular” effort, tgsiults in
the same epistemological error, her own subjectifying and Bianca&ibbyey, and it
fails to reveal Bianca'’s true nature. Katherine usurps the uniquely maiempo$
knowledge-questor in this scene, deploying masculine tactics andngami
masculinized victory. Thus she is further revealed as a shrew: sheyntditznio
submit to masculine authority, she assumes that authority for herself. nrakeuline
subjectivity, she remains fully accessible as a character. Slendeates the

transparency that Othello makes claim to: her words and deeds revesf.hatthough
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we’'re critically accustomed to thinking of Katherine as unknowabléjsaetrly stage
she is quite plainly accessed. Is this plain-speaking transparepadgisgrgiven that she
has been been raised—apart from feminine example—in a mascutioizadhere
plain-speaking, even insult-hurling speech is the norm? As Bourdieu haeidsc
Katherine’s shrewishabitus,though self-defeating, legitimates tthe@xaby exercising

its dominant modes of discourse and knowledge-gathering.

Of course, Bianca was raised in the same community and yet she seenteeto be t
feminine ideal. What accounts for the difference? Bianca h&féett the explanation
when, dismissed by Baptista, she obediently retreats indoors saying, “Mydmbks
instruments shall be my company, / On them to look and practice by mysel82(B)1.
Bianca echoes the Induction’s Lord who plans to “practice” his deceptiolyon S
Hearing this reverberation of the theatriield, the meaning of Bianca'’s statement is
altered from that which it conveys to Baptista and the Paduan bach€hag may hear
a plaintive loneliness, but attentive readers or audience membeibdieshe will use
artistic precedents with which to rehearse her performances. Sipayithe woman art
has idealized: chaste, silent and obedient. Patricia Parker netaselof artistic
precedent in her examination of Bianca'’s lessons, revealing that Biansiries” these
precedents in such a way that resists and shows wwkier would-be tutor$®> The
scene begins with the two arguing over who gets to sit with Bianca fitkt, a
interestingly, it is Bianca who decides saying:

Why, gentlemen, you do me doubly wrong

To strive for that which resteth in my choice.

I am no breeching scholar in the schools.

I'll not be tied to hours nor ‘pointed times,

But learn my lessons as | please myself. (3.1.16-20)

This speech could quite easily come from the mouth of Katherine, assertimghihéo

choose not only when she studies, but with whom as well. It is a vocal claim of
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autonomy, and thus shrewish. Furthermore, Bianca acquiesces to Luceatbisge
only provisionally. “I must believe my master, else, | promise you / | dhmeirguing
still upon that doubt.” When Hortensio reveals himself in a similar maoriarcentio,
Bianca swiftly and carelessly rejects his efforts. He is not ta@cehso his “masterly”
game is not worth playing. Her claim at this point is that “old taghplease me best; |
am not so nice / to change true rules for odd inventions” (3.1.78-9). Since shsthas |
responded favorably to Lucentio’s “odd inventions” this is disingenuous. Futtleer, s
returns at this point to claiming preference for the old, estadigtays. This might be
understood as traditional roles for men and women and traditional avenuesraj.wioo
a few short lines Bianca moves from the independent scholar to one who clainis the ro
of blushing schoolgirl just as that patriarchal trope best serves lpargest “Chaste,
silent and obedient” is a costume to be donned and disregarded advantagandsly
Hortensio is no longer persuaded by this performance. He threatens to deojfiftheif
she is as forward as her “wand’ring” and “ranging” eyes suggest. Biaoes the role
she is to play, but this scene, clearly reveals the willful woman behindetheeswho is
happy to manipulate her public perception to get what it is she really wants.
Interestingly, were Bianca to play the role of innocent ingénue in this seensuld
have no access to her personal desires. It is because she speaks, anitspedktul
intention, that we and Hortensio finally begin to access her interiorigy.mdidenly
silence has been a performance, then, not the true Bianca. And readl\gahde little
doubt that a woman who elopes with her chosen mate without her father's appraval, is
woman unafraid to assert her own will and agency. Bianca’s independeuninggl in
the final wager scene should surprise no one.

Rhetoric and performance aside, however, Bianca’s self-silencing asidreisa

her most effective tactic. Consider once more her maneuvering duringikathe
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inquisition. We've already noted the ambiguity of her response to Kiattedirect
question about her favorite. When Katherine asks specifically about BiortBranca
again evades answering. Her response however mirrors that of Kathe8he
interprets Katherine’s query as if it has supplied her with infdomather than required
information from her. She assumes that Katherine is asking aftemdmrtbecause she
desires him for herself. Katherine has not said this, nor does she indieat@ny point,
but in this way Bianca taunts her suitor-less sister with her own bountyeudovihe
epistemological maneuver of reading information about the questionembatke
guestion mimics what Lucentio, Baptista, and Katherine all do to her. liriiant
reverse ventriloquism. Bianca’'s use of this tactic enacts thetsteieal male/female
relationship model of reflection, wherein the female is like the mooohaieiflects the
light of the sun or male. This simile of course is employed lateeipldy at a crucial
point in Kate's transformation. Bianca’s is an utterly feminine gestuthe Renaissance
doxaand would be deserving of all praise, but for the fact that she usakiligrto
reflect as both a shield and a weapon. Enacting the sun/moon paradigmfslizcess
deflects Katherine’'s attempt to access Bianca’s private theuafiithe same time that it
further defeminizes Kate. But deploying this gendered ideal at the moment of
guestioning turns what is perceived as ideal into a type of power playicaotac
militaristic maneuver. Michel DeCerteau in “The Practice ofriday Life” divides
social forces into strategic or tactical powers. Dominating powerstiategic in the
sense that they have a landscape to defend and from which to prepare a plataio ma
and gain authority. Tactics, on the other hand, have no spatial location. rélleg a
responses of the disenfranchised Other to the dominant powers or paragigms
maintaining silence, those in impotent positions are able to exercisg pegemony-

resisting tactics that simultaneously create individual subjgctithile subtly
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challenging and even changing the dominant geogripBelf-silencers make space,
take ground, on which to exercise social agency as personal entities. igg&huckyj
writes in her study of silence, “...feminine silence becomes a usefulrimst for
making the limits of masculine discursive control and knowledgerisofar as silence
and reflection enable unaccessed interiority, they also enable agéeeping private
one’s identity or other information, knowledge of any sort, preserves itgdtdiic
exploitation but also renders it useful only to that individual. In a sort dftizef
omission, the community as a whole and individually are rendered impotentujoca

complete information. As such Bianca’s silence reveals a key poitieiTaming of the

Shrew silence and reflection are socially symbolic capital. Wits maneuver, Bianca
unobtrusively stakes out a hew landscape in which the community is forcaddata
blindly and unknowingly in their social interaction with and about her.

Bianca’s control over her social community dramatically contrast with
Katherine’s lack of power. Often what seems to be self-silenaang Katherine at
moments when we expect raillery is actually a consequence of theangfGther
rhetoric highlighting her oppression. She has made it abundantly clear tetd i
she is “forced/to give my hand opposed against my heart...” (3.2.8-9), but Baptista
requires it anyway and so she is silent throughout the ceremony (as Ggemints it).
She verbally resists leaving the wedding feast, but is unceremonioukdy fath
anyway, to the jeering laughter of the Paduan community. Katherimeédfeemoval
from her wedding reception is often cited as a key moment of silengdigable in a
shrew, yet she is not so much silent, as without recourse withtlokador the
indignities she endures. Her transparently rebellious speech availsthieg; she is
physically ineffectual at securing personal liberty; and is denied@eigl or familial

protection. Thus it is only when she is bereft of resistant methodotbgieshe is quiet.
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Her only exercise of subjective autonomy is in her speech. An unwilling staiden
Petruchio’s “shrew-taming school,” Kate is still speaking herdnstill utterly
transparent. She articulates the way in which speaking is the onty &ff@rcled her
subjective being:

Why, sir, | trust | may have leave to speak,

And speak | will. I am no child, no babe.

Your betters have endured me say my mind,

And if you cannot, best stop your ears.

My tongue will tell the anger of my heart,

Or else my heart, concealing it, will break,

And rather than it shall I will be free,

Even to the uttermost, as | please, in words. (4.3.73-80)

This claim for free speech is most revelatory of Katherine'siortr, even her personal
philosophy. Katherine’s emphasis is on her freedom of speech; she makes adelam
for her physical liberation, she asserts only that she will berfreeiids. This assertion
affirms much of what we have seen of Katherine throughout the play. Evenshahil
does what is objectionable to her (releasing Bianca, marrying Petriezhiod her
reception), she nonetheless always lets the community know how she fe¢lhabeu
circumstances. Although she attempts to attain her will physicallyusbeesds only in
asserting it verbally. To this point in the play Katherine has beepletaly transparent
and knowable. The “silent shrew” is only ever quiet when her words hamespent in
vain and she is compelled to do that which is disagreeable to her.

Throughout the play, then, Katherine’'s subjectivity is accesegihlspeech. Her
criticisms of Bianca suggest that she abhors hypocrisy and we can sgeetlsaverbally
demonstrative, striving to represent her true self to her community. Wisileghavior
is admirable in a man it has proved to be Katherine’s undoing. She is witleojutade
social protection from Baptista, and has taken to speaking on her ownibghdific. In

accordance with this effort, she has embraced a very masculitenegisgy seeking to

know and be known by honest appearances and speech, as is clear from her esttangem
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from Bianca. This enactment of masculine behavioral ideals unsurpyisimgls
Katherine the “shrew” appellation, and her uncomfortable “stale” deserigs an
obstacle to Bianca’s hand in marriage is a pointed result of her sdciig®. Bianca,
on the other hand, demonstrates a cannier understanding of social expecg&ttimns
mimics feminine behavior as demonstrated in the arts and performsdloé tioé “ideal
ingénue.” She is obedient to her father, silent before suitors, and obgebtifall. This
objectification is in no way a hindrance to Bianca’'s goals however. Whenl laoan
interrogated by Katherine, Bianca turns the tables on her sistenfaridtes her by
refusing to answer questions directly, by using a screen of maidenlityct@msgemur
more explicit responses, and by enacting the sun/moon reflection paradigm innguch a
as to make it a weapon against Katherine, masculinizing her and refhdsiatjempt to
know Bianca. Bianca'’s objectification, to the point that she is bound arehkegater
sister’s hands, is turned into a strategic power move. She maintasubfeativity, her
personal agency and identity, by using the objectification to screen her migiteas
and self-defining activities.

Given the social ideals of transparency, Bianca's type of metadcamat
subterfuge may seem an especially feminine technique. But the disguised dgn
Lucentio and Hortensio (as well as Tranio and Vincentio) should sugaestuping the
public is by no means the domain of the enigmatic ingénue. Rather, it isoomtace
within their sociafield. Tranio is linked to the Inductions’s Sly insofar as their disguise
grants them greater social class and its corresponding privilégést Dusinberre
argues that Tranio subordinates Lucentio, “killing him” with his exti@ary success in
language and communicatih.Interestingly though, instead of experiencing a “death,”
Lucentio’s lowered social position liberates him to obtain his own desinde Tranio

subverts his own subijectivity in order to satisfy the Paduan community’s atipest
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Just as Sly cannot get ale as a Lord (Ind.2.1-12), the public scrutiny of ugser cla
persons seems to limit their subjective options. Social scrutinise@matic pressure

for conformation to norms and ideals. _In The Taming of the Shheésvpressure is so

powerful it requires subversion and performativity in order to mairmgarsonal agency.
Petruchio too uses this type of performance to obtain his personal goalsisappears
to be the gist of his “taming” methodology. He seems eager to persuader&athat
she need only disguise her true self to be able to pursue her privatesnt&est
Dusinberre concludes, there is freedom in bondage (182). That bondagedsdksity
of public performance, disguise, and deception yoked with private inscitytabil
Although Katherine adheres to what she believes to baéokienorm of rhetorical
transparency, Petruchio’s scheme reveals this as a misappoahdde better conforms
to the Paduan sociality of disguise and deception by making speech atabiscas
silence.

Petruchio begins his taming of Katherine by publicly constructingdeetity in
way heretofore unknown in Padua. In conversation with Baptista and othemikeithe
habitusis verbally costumed in idealized gafblt is a start to the type of protective
behavior a woman could theoretically expect from those responsibledan authority
over her. His true beliefs about Katherine are irrelevant. More faoiheis that he
portrays Katherine as a desirable woman to the Paduan men, and in so doingtsonstruc
himself as a loving, protective catch of a husband. While speech toeri¢at and
Bianca is always revelatory, Petruchio’s speech is of an entirédyatit nature.
Petruchio is the only character in Shrnspeak soliloquies, which are generically
supposed to afford us access to the character’s interiority, and agtpttie play’s
auditors tend to feel as if they know Petruchio. His subjectivityaapmecessible and

well-motivated because he has spoken to us directly. The solildhamaselves,
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however, are remarkably impersonal. They do reveal tactics, but they domatelifi
tell us much about Petruchio’s motivations, desires or character. sfisdiloquy
introduces his methodological approach to winning Katherine.

I'll attend her here

And woo her with some spirit when she comes.

Say that she rail, why then I'll tell her plain

She sings as sweetly as a nightingale.

Say that she frown, I'll say she looks as clear

As morning roses newly washed with dew.

Say she be mute and will not speak a word,

Then I'll commend her volubility

And say she uttereth piercing eloquence.

If she do bid me pack, I'll give her thanks

As though she bid me stay by her a week.

If she deny to wed, I'll crave the day

When | shall ask the banns and when be married.

But here she comes, and now, Petruchio, speak. (2.1.168-181)
Petruchio anticipates Katherine’s shrewish nature; he expect ‘mail t “frown,” be
mute,” and “bid me pack.” So he plots to intentionally misconstrue her wodds a
meaning so that she is made charming and their marriage de@gde A. Rebhorn
describes Petruchio as a “rhetor”: one who uses identity-shaping tentpuereate an
artificial or self-constructed identiy). Here Petruchio uses that talent to recreate
Katherine. Undoubtedly, as many have criticized, Petruchio’s refussidn to
Katherine amounts to her objectification. Her desires, her wéh) &er very nature
would be negated and transformed into Petruchio’s vision of her. Nonetheless,
Petruchio’s soliloquy sets this up as a game, we might say a play, a perfermith a
role for himself and one for Katherine. The fact that Petruchio pigisthe encounter
tells us something of his taming methodology — to cross and re-integgedititerine —
but it does not ultimately reveal much about his own motivations or dedivdact, the
soliloquy only reveals that he is plotting a performance, not who he rsat@ or

suitor. The anticipated intimate insight of a soliloquy is thus thwartedrbiiearsal of

lines, rather than a revelation of identity. Like the play withiteg,ghis speech plots a
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performance and thus puts us at two removes from Petruchio’s presuenadifypt
Although it does reveal his goal (marriage) and his methodology, itedlsa$ that
speech, like silence, can fail to represent. Petruchio traffics onlyblit merception, not
in private revelation. He thus joins Bianca, Lucentio, Tranio and kiidén thedoxaof
social deception.

Given Petruchio’s interest in recreating Katherine’s public iteritiis utterly
appropriate that his first words to her re-name her, “Good morrow, Kateagt's your
name, | hear” (2.1.182). He persists in the diminution of her name, despite her
correction, and proceeds to reconstruct her identity idealisticafiyetty and dainty.
After much bantering, Katherine finally recognizes his speech for therpeniice that it
is inquiring, “Where did you study all this goodly speech?” (2.1.256). In response,
Petruchio (possibly physically subduing Katherine) speaks to her “plainly

Marry, so | mean, sweet Katherine, in thy Bed.

And therefore, setting all this chat aside,

Thus in plain terms: your father hath consented

That you shall be my wife, your dowry ‘greed on,

And will you, nill you, I will marry you.

Now, Kate, | am a husband for your turn,

For, by this light, whereby | see thy beauty—

Thy beauty that doth make me like thee well—

Thou must be married to no man but me.

Or | am he am born to tame you Kate,

And bring you from a wild Kate to a Kate,

Conformable as other household Kates.

Here comes your Father. Never make denial,

I must and will have Katherine to my wife. (2.1.259-272)

Speaking to Katherine in her own plain terms, Petruchio reveals hisinmatentions.

This “plain” speech does not tell us much about Petruchio, however. Is he marrying he
for the money or her beauty, as he says, in order to prove his masculinityPh&pspe
some other, un-revealed reason? Petruchio’s soliloquy’s and monologuesotireg)

other than his intentions and his own fitAs to his rhetoric, however, Petruchio calls

Katherine by her full name when he speaks directly to her, but uses tlatagppKate
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when he is articulating the new identity he wishes to devolve upon leenaiRing
Katherine distinguishes a social identity from a private one. Hesdffeshare his social
play, gives her a role in his performance. Not surprisingly Kathetires not accept this
part, perhaps because it seems to diminish her identity as well as héf name.
Nonetheless, Petruchio’s speech is actually another form of sikemdé& suggests that
there is another way of speaking available to Katherine: to tedl talgerform the role
of Kate who is the social ideal. And to use Kate as a prop or costumeg étich
Katherine may be liberated.

Petruchio’s outlandish wedding attire is another effort to teatielkiae the
benefits of outward conformity. He establishes a link between speddiahing—
both are socially informative and subject to judgment, but neither are adequate
epistemologies. Petruchio draws a distinction between what isaexded what is
interior, only now he has put on the socially unacceptable costume. Previously he
performed the social ideal, presumably hoping to show Katherine the easehigith w
one might be accepted in society without necessarily compromisingipensiegrity.
Yet she failed to absorb the performance metaphor, so he has switidsedow. He is
to be the “shrew” by making physically manifest the contrary behawabihts won
Katherine ostracism. To the Paduan community he insists on the separatiesrbieis
public appearance and his private self, “To me she’s married, not unto mysgldie
says (3.2.117). This costume, however, succeeds in mystifying histiityjé¢ Unlike
Katherine, however, who was always explicit about her feelings and nmisat
Petruchio is now an enigmatic character who assures the Paduans stettlhaiional,
but offers no satisfactory explanation for his behavior. The rdveisais successful.
He out-shrews Katherine during the ceremony with his perverse atticramiden

behavior. Gremio calls him a devil and says that by comparison, Katherataisly, a

47



dove, a fool to him” (3.2.157). Petruchio’s efforts to transform public opiniontddi®
wife are succeeding. His ridiculous costume and behavior, assn@h ancharitable
insistence on a premature departure from the wedding feast, aligrezikatwith the
community, marking him the social outcast. In other words, his socially yptabte
behavior offers Katherine a taste of social inclusion that wareanbmparison of his
anti-social behavior and her own. Although the community dismisses them both,
Katherine has experienced a moment of social solidarity she seemsoae@geeate at
Petruchio’s home. Her opposition settles now directly upon him, rather than the
community at large.

Apart from the effects upon Katherine, Petruchio’s “performaatéie wedding
seems directed as much to the Paduans as it does to her. Bourdieu speak®lofshresh
“where the antagonistic principles confront one another and the wodddssed” (228).

The social world of The Taming of the Shrpvesents just such a threshold in the

wedding of Katherine to Petruchio. Bourdieu suggests that “the functibe ates that
accompany...marriage is to disguise and thereby sanction the collision opp@sing
principles” (234). Their personal opposition is enacted in the stichornofttiair first
encounter, but Katherine’s shrewisabitusis prompted largely by the failures of the
patriarchy to afford Katherine either social protection or indep@niberty. Bourdieu
would have us identify “the precise locus of the threshold, where the ordemgs turns
upside down...” (233). The social reversal does not lie within the thea®lg'sf
transformation which never forgets it is a performance, but behinchitwtite Paduan
(English Renaissance) patriarchy which does not recognize performatiitytere
women are problematically perceived as objects who can be known, controlled and
traded. Bourdieu sees social rituals such as marriage ceremoneingpes false

representations.
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The whole truth of magic and collective belief is contained in this game of
twofold objective truth, a double game played with truth, through which the
group, the source of all objectivity, in a sense lies to itself, by prodadingh
whose sole function and meaning are to deny a truth known and recognized by
all, a lie that would deceive no one, were not everyone determined to deceive
himself. (234)
Petruchio disrupts this ritual, calling out its deception in the laregofgerformance and
patriarchy. In addition to undermining the expectations of appearance and sob&rbehav
during the ceremony, he says of Katherine at the feast, “I will be masteabfswvhine
own. She is my goods, my chattels...my household stuff...my anything” (3.2.229-230).
In articulating the patriarchal treatment of women as objects, kalscthe
objectification the marriage rite sought to deny. His transparen®gards to the
essential meaninglessness of fashion and ritual, as well as hismedb@ry of
patriarchy mark him as the social shrew. Petruchio initiates ased\mtween he and
Katherine, but the message is available to the sociality as a.whole
An exchange between Grumio and Curtis offers some insight into Petruchio’s
shift from normative behavior to socially reprehensible behavior. Gruroioiges a tale
if Curtis will lend his ear. When proffered, Grumio proceeds to beat the edis Cu
announces, “This ‘tis to feel a tale, not to hear a tale” (4.1.60). Kat¢hexd has failed
to hear Petruchio’s “tale” or to take her role in his play. Now she'fed!” the tale.
She will experience, firsthand, the perverse effects of speaking satiaih a socially
unacceptable manner. She will be, as the servant Peter says, killed “imheuroaur”

(4.1.174). And itis to be a “murder” of Katherine’s shrewish characterjal death,

like Hero’s in_Much Ado About Nothingcontrived so that Kate, the woman who

performs socially acceptable behavior in order to preserve her peastm@omy, might
live.?* Katherine’s inability or unwillingness to learn, as Bianca doesutfir story or

literary precedent requires that she learn through uncomfortable preygieaience. As
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Marjorie Garber has said about Sly, the new surroundings, unfamiliar peopleirang c
social treatment create an environment ripe for transformation. Kethemnot only in a
new home, with new servants, but she is barely married, with a new mastztaimnas
to her own place in Petruchio’s world. It is the opportune moment, as Petruchigesntri
it, to “tame” his shrewish wife. However, unlike Sly in his drunken stupaiuded
from the Lord and his men in the induction sharing what Garber calls a “gokate
Katherine is alert and witness to the transformation of her settingiranehstancé’
Technically, she is in on the joke. Or, if she doesn't get the humor, shéxelesst
watches its staging, and is even privy to its fundamentally perfornaditure. It is
possible she hears Hortensio promise the tailor payment, Petruchinlgéetis her
repeatedly what he is up to, and Hortensio himself, instructs her how toeplayle. If
Petruchio is engaging in pedagogy, he makes it very clear to Kathertiisd¢ha to be
his student, however much she, like Bianca and Sly, is an unwilling pupil Eodper.
Petruchio speaks again to the audience/reader in soliloquy expldiatriget
tames Katherine as one would tame a wild hawk: deprivation engendering degende
While comparing Katherine to a hawk is surely no compliment, it does spéak t
nature of the Paduan (and English Renaissance) society: women aresdépeod men
for their physical needs such as clothes, food and shelter. These thiagsotweghts to
which women were legally entitled, although it vaeically expected that honorable
men would provide for women in their care in this way. Baptista’s indulgence of
Katherine’s shrewishness failed to express to Katherine hematdtidependence upon
him or upon social approbation. Her reputation in the community surely kepoirer f
marrying and in consequence, endangered her own livelihood. Petruchio’s methodology
seems designed to reveal to Katherine both her dependence and the valiz of soc

inclusion. Indeed Katherine says, “But |, who never knew how to entreat / Nor never
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needed that | should entreat / Am starved for meat...” (4.3.7-9). The “lessontiRet
teaches, though, goes beyond reminding Katherine of her social vulng/abili
Petruchio claims to temporarily deprive Katherine of basic neimsseiit of love. And it
can be understood as a type of love, if we see that the temporary suffdroftewher
long-term benefits in her marriage and community. This lesson comas;ersio’s to
Bianca, by means of manipulating language and meaisdatherine says, “And that
which spites me more than all these wants / He does it under name of loee
(4.3.11-12). Katherine finds this particularly challenging because ag wakeady
noticed, she is intent on having her words reflect her actual meaning. Shatthinks
impossible that Petruchio’s lesson could be for her own good, so she dististéd at
his apparent hypocrisy. While Katherine asserts her right to spehkdral honestly,
Petruchio responds in the tailor scene with a series of verbal mismiggentional
misunderstandings. Echoing the wedding scene, Petruchio again uses ck#ring a
instrument of pedagogy by misrepresenting the quality of the gown madatfeeriie.
When she complains, saying Petruchio wants to “make a puppet” of her. hiketruc
intentionally misunderstands her to be referring to the tailor not Himé#ien the tailor
clarifies Katherine’s intended target, Petruchio heaps a tiradsufs upon the tailor.
This reaction is interesting because Petruchio is not angry thagri¢et has accused him
of puppetry. His anger is directed to the tailor who has repeated her imstdhyt
marring Katherine’s own reputation. The tailor’'s crime is repotbelgavior that reflects
negatively on Katherine, and it is this utterance that incitési€hio’s temper. What
follows is an extended, humorous exchange between Petruchio, Grumio anlbtlomtai
the imprecision of language.

Tailor: ...Grumio gave order how it should be done.

Grumio: | gave him no order; | gave him the stuff.

Tailor: But how did you desire it should be made?
Grumio: Marry, sir, with needle and thread. (4.3.117-120)
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Following so closely upon Katherine's assertion of the importance of her fipdggly,
uttered speech, this episode cannot but require her to recognize thdifyoksi
misstatement and misunderstanding. Freedom to speak is one thing, but there is no
guarantee that speech will be understood as intended. Language is not abliaitea
communicator of meaning, nor is it necessary that it be so. Thereabkcaqmtal to be
gained in politic dissembling.

Katherine’s failure to grasp this idea is finally remedied élyuhio and
Hortensio both using the same plain, revelatory speech that Katherini irsgse
Petruchio says, “It shall be moon or star or what | list, / Or ere | jouawyur father's
house” (4.5.7-8). He is explicit here, that for their relationship to praglessnust
acquiesce to his words, not her own ideas. Hortensio cements the lesson‘'Sayiag
he says or we shall never go” (4.5.11). Hortensio’s meaning is perhaps aatianifaf
Petruchio’s. He doesn’t urge her to be persuaded that the sun is the moon, herdoges he
simply agree with Petruchio in order to get what they all desireheiiat needs to echo
what Petruchio says, it doesn’t matter whether or not it is truth. iSthe type of non-
revelatory speech, even hypocritical speech that enables sodiatiioie. Conformable
speech affords social agency and averts the symbolic violence ofsmatrdtmay be the
first time Katherine has realized the benefit in speaking othenilinat she believes. She
quickly tells Petruchio that whatever he says is truth for her.theisnoment of
“taming.” She speaks as if she is submissive to Petruchio, yet she hasemly
admonished tgpeakin accord with Petruchio, not to speak in accord with her beliefs,
ideas or even reality. She has seen that agreeing with Petruchio offersocél
passport. And as he continues with the test, she joins in playfully, thentemgheir

relationship is noticeably relieved for both of th&m.
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As Katherine conforms to Petruchio we lose access to her suityecNow her
speech, like Petruchio’s, veils at least as much as it revealseamist guess how much
of what she says is true and how much is socially performed. In the play’'sdiogcl
wager scene, Katherine is clearly as sensitive to insulteastawt she awaits Petruchio’s
encouragement before avenging the insults of Hortensio’s widow. Katlsegsehat, in
marked contrast to Baptista, Petruchio does support her efforts tml defeself publicly.
But we cannot think Katherine tame if she aggressively defends hensgifumder
attack. Her battle with the widow recalls her objection to Grensiodar insults when
first we met Katherine. However her hesitation in reacting, hemngeiitr Petruchio’s
approval, suggests that she is, at the very least, respectful offlibetative dynamic in
the marital relationship. She is letting Petruchio determine thal s@aiigability of a
situation, and awaiting his call before acting. She no longer needs for her “toriglie
or her heart to break” now that she may be defended or act in her own defence. When
Katherine says, “...our [women’s] lances are but straws/Our stresgiveak, our
weakness past compare...” (5.2.173-4), she speaks of her own experienceaviHer s
lance was ineffective, transparent rhetoric. Insofar as Petrudhdo fs..lord...life...
keeper/..head...sovereign” (5.2.146-7), he carves out the space for her subjectivit
within the sociality. That space, however, is dependent on her perspediwenance of
the sociadoxa Katherine, a voluble character, is still speaking at the conclusibe of t
play. She has not become the idealized silent woman. But she is no longer the
transparent Katherine of the beginning of the play. Now she is Kate, Hierigahtity,
saying what must be said for social acceptance. She now uses speecicad@aused
silence and Petruchio language: as a costume. Her thoughts remain her oaps pleeh
believes her words, perhaps not. And thus, metadramatically, she gains auteeomy

her subjectivity. What has been tamed is not Katherine, per se riiahgae®®
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Furthermore, this silencing of the self does not necessarily requils aiténce but it
does obligate one to politic speech.

Within an epistemic analysis of social relations, Shsaggests that privacy is
desirable and that both speech and silence may be used to deceive or put on a front.
There is something ultimately distasteful about absolute tramspairethe play; a sense
that human subjects are not meant to be bare before one another. Perhapdasejects
their potency, their individuality and meaning when exposed to public scrutiny
Consequently, characters in this play camouflage or misrepresent theatisitp in
order to maneuver around a restrictive sociality. They create emsddemmas, which
in turn create a space behind, in which “real” identities may autonomodesiyise

agency. In The Taming of the Shreive philosophy of social performance is pointed up

as a reality requiring not just a philosophic response, but pragmatigemeat. If
performance is the pragmatist’'s answer to philosophical skepticisygppropriate to
use the theatre to make this point. While Puritan critics decrieditatateception, The

Taming of the Shrewacknowledges it as commonplace in human society and not at all

extraordinary._Shreweflates the Puritan argument but never deflates the drama of the
Induction’s joke on Sly. Just as the rites that disguise the threshold oftmppase

exposed in Petruchio’s abrupt departure from the wedding feast, so deeafitua

theatrical representation dismantled and unmasked. The performancentained by

the theatre. Thield of representation is extended to the audience suggesting that there
can be no return to reality when reality itself is a performance. difisilencing of the

play, its failure to perform, failure to resolve the Sly storyline, rewéat the

community is trying to forget: that transparency is impossible; that betite and

speech are deceptive; that there are no satisfying epistemologiése glay’'s auditors

encounter the abbreviated play, their conscious must wrestle witlcoinainunity’s
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similarity to that of Padua: superficial, artificial, and oppnesai regards to both gender
and class.

For all the Renaissance concern with transparency, personal sutyjéstingt
self-determined in a vacuunit involves the imputation of historical and cultural models
and ideals, as well as the cooperation and collaboration of the comm@Onity.

Petruchio and Bianca in The Taming of the Shseam to understand the communally

embedded subject, and the curtailed liberties social interactiteit €l o fulfill the
community’s expectations, one must necessarily repress, hide or disdeosbkléets-
desirable qualities, desires, ambitions or idiosyncrasies that da tiet §ocial norm. In
other words, one must intentionally fail to perform their subjectivity. sTgawer is
meted according to one’s ability to either be silent, like Bianca, acttthe part in which
the community has cast you, like Petruchio and eventually Katherine. Bbidsef t
strategies, like the representatiofield of theatre itself, create a space for subjectivity
that does not correspond with one’s fictional representation. But, in additiositg po
real economic and social dangers to the community at large, the inhereptiviness of
self-obscurity violates the ethical values of truth, transparemzymoral exemplarism.
Thus the Paduadioxa(and the English patriarchy it mirrors) is implicitly critietk for
requiring persons to dontebitusof deceptive speech and manipulative silence in order
to achieve perfectly ordinary aims of marriage and freedom from publiccpécse

The self-silencing of women, either in speech or actual silence, is mesiedf
if it is silence which reflects and conceals. Women'’s silence, as deatedsetween
Lucentio and Bianca, reflects social and ethical ideals to the men who kisk)lupon
them. In that reflection, men are given an opportunity to contemplate and modify
themselves to be in accord with the ideal they perceive, to be worthy wbthan

whose possession will elevate their social standing. For men, the womae¢hiay

55



silence is like them. She is a reflection of them. Meanwhile, tefteavomen create
space behind the mirror, so to speak, in which to be themselves. Thisessuitiathe
sun/moon metaphor where men are conspicuously public in the sun, while women are
occluded in the nighttime sky. Though there is surely repression in thasioccl

(women are afforded little opportunity to effect ethical reflection inrotteenen), The

Taming of the Shrewuggests that public scrutiny might be an even greater bondage to

endure. For women'’s silence to be effective as a mirror, spotlightingmdetoacealing
women, it must be accomplished unobtrusively. Unlike the silencing of rereog
tricksters which is concerned to register as silence in orderetct efthical

transformation, women’s silence might be read as “shrewish” digsedbes not
seamlessly blend into prevailing rhetorical paradigms. Scholargpéifgethis tendency
when reading Katherine’s silences as shrewish, rather than defeategerfmmative
fractures of Bianca’s silence likewise reveal her resisaategies, and thus would serve
her ends better if completely sealed. Shrewish Petruchio most thoroughlyemama
enact a feminine self-silence (accomplished in speech), rafigctiKatherine how she is
perceived and how she might be free. The gendered conflict that arisiestitfailure

of patriarchal ideals feminizes Petruchio and masculinizes Ka¢heRetruchio’s
interiority is never convincingly accessed, yet his facile vetyposéans that he has never
been understood as a self-silenced character. And that, it seems, wihddjbal: to be
seen as conformable publicly, while maintaining and protecting (at@/egrane’s
desires, motivations, and true subjectivity. Thus socially-sanctioreioes and
speech-acts become the staging grounddaixécally-scripted performance that
obfuscates both resistance and self-fulfillment. Feminine self-Bilgiecan
epistemologically resistant strategy available to men and womeexéieises aabitus

while simultaneously disengaging from and thus critiquing the ethittgedbxic field It
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is strategic subjectivity exercised, as it were, behind eneng. liBat from outside the
field of its activation, it reveals the ethical insufficiersca the populace who are

oppressing, evading, and dissembling.
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Notes to Ch. 2 “My tongue will tell”: Of Silencing Selves

! Shakespeare, William, The Taming of the ShrEd. by Robert B. Heilman (New
York: Signet Classic, 1999). All citations are to this edition with tinembers
noted parenthetically.

2For more on scholarly reactions to Katherine’s taming see John Beanic‘Stocture
and the Humanizing of Kate ifhe Taming of the ShréWwi,he Woman'’s Part,
Ed. by Carolyn Ruth Swift Lenz, Gayle Greene, and Carol Thomas Neely
(Urbana: Univ. of IL Press, 1980). The volume of discourse arguing for one
answer or another to the Kate question inspired John Bean to coin specific
terminology in order to identify the stance articulated by any given
scholar/actor/etc: revisionist (reads Katherine's speecicaly) or anti-
revisionist (reads the speech straight). One should not think thigehe
speech ironically “revises” historical readings. John FletcH&1d “The
Woman'’s Prize, or The Tamer Tamed” makes clear that revisieaidings are
also traditional or conventional to the Renaissance period.

*Holly A. Crocker, ‘Affecting Resistance: Performing Passivity and Playing A-Part in
The Taming of the ShreWwshakespeare Quarterbgd:2 (2003): 142-59. This
guotation is from p. 145. The dominance of idealized transparency in the
Renaissance is touched on in Stephen Greenblatt’'s Renaissangashéiiing
(Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1980) as well. Discussing Wyatt'esatir
Greenblatt says, “’Mine Own John Poins’ bitterly assails that dévbetween
the tongue and the heart which is the constant lament of humanists throughout
the sixteenth century”. For a thorough exploration of the Renaissancefdesir
transparency, see Katharine Eisaman Maus, Inwardness and Théehdre i
English Renaissand€hicago: Univ of Chicago Press, 1995). Maus writes,
“...in late sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century England the dense o
discrepancy between ‘inward disposition’ and ‘outward appearance’ seems
unusually urgent and consequential for a very large number of people, who
occupy virtually every position on the ideological spectrum” (13).

*Pierre Bourdieu, The Logic of PractjcErans. by Richard Nice (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1990): 67. Further references will be to this editianalSe,
“The Economics of Linguistic Exchange,” Social Sciences Information, 16:6
(1977): 645-668.

®Marjorie Garber, Dream in Shakespeare: From Metaphor to MetamoriNesis
Haven: Yale UP, 1974): 34. All further references will be to thisadivith
page number cited within the text. Garber takes transformation as an important
theme in the play. | would argue that transformation is less at stake than
conformation.

®Frances E. Dolan, The Taming of the Shrew: Texts and Corfidsis York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1996): 24. All further references will be to this edititim page
number cited within the text. Others who consider Katherine a “sifeatv’
include Carol Rutter, “Kate, Bianca, Ruth, and Sarah: Playing the Woman’s Part
in theTaming of the ShreivShakespeare’s Sweet Thunder: Essays on Early
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ComediesEd. by Michael J. Collins (Newark: Univ. of Delaware Press, 1997):
176-215; and David Daniell, “The Good Marriage of Katherine and Petruchio,”
The Taming of the Shrew: Critical Essafsl. by Dana E. Aspinall (New York:
Routledge, 2002): 71-83.

"Matthias Bauer and Angelika Zirker, “Kate Modern? The Taming of thevBand the
Trouble with Obedience,” Drama and Cultural Change: Turning Around
Shakespeard=d. by Bauer and Zirker (Trier: WVT Wissenschatftlicher Verlag
Trier, 2009): 49-63. In their interesting anti-revisionist analysis, Baie
Zirker note the appellation of “shrew” to members of both genders who violate
customary rhetorical and behavioral modes.

8lam echoing Frances E. Dolan here, who writes, “In her first linesakathcomplains
that men talk about her and that her fatbesthem” (19).

°Bourdieu, see in Book |, Chapter 3 “Structures, habitus, practices,” and Chapter 4
“Belief and the body” for contextual definitions and examplesatiitus doxa
andfield. Also relevant to this study is Chapter 7 “Symbolic Capital,” and in
Book II, Chapter 2 “Social uses of kinship,” and Chapter 3, section 3 “Thrashold
and passages.” Although Bourdieu is studying herein a culture very different
from Renaissance England, it is the manner and method in which he does so that
informs my use of his work.

10 Althusser, Louis. “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses.” Ed. by Riwtia, J
and Ryan, Michael. Literary Theory: An Anthologalden, MA: Blackwell
Publishing, 2004): 693-702.

" Readings of Bianca vary more dramatically, in my opinion, than readingstioétie,
due in part, | think, to her silence early in the play and what many consider the
“surprise” of her shrewishness in the concluding scene. Brian Morris
“Introduction” The Taming of the Shrely William Shakespeare, Ed. by Brian
Morris (London: Arden, 1982) who writes that Bianca “assumes no disguise and
achieves no development” (136). (Robert B. Heilman, in “The Taming Untamed,
or, The Return of the Shrew,” The Taming of the Shrew: Critical EsEalydy
Dana E. Aspinall (New York: Routledge, 2002): 45-70 argues that Bianca’s
transformation into a shrew is required for parallelism in the playsays, “The
earlier treatment of her [Bianca] hardly justifies her suddersfiamation,
immediately after marriage, into a cool, offhand, recalcitrant, elallenging
wife. Like many another character in farce, she succumbs to the habits of the
generic form. Yet some modern critics treat her as harshlyrasnfthe start she
were a particularly obnoxious female.” On the other hand, Margaret Lael
Mikesell's “’Love Wrought These Miracles’ Marriage and Genrehim Taming
of the Shrew The Taming of the Shrew: Critical Essafs. by Dana E.

Aspinall (New York: Routledge, 2002): 106-29, reads the play as a variation of
New Comedy. Consequently she sees Bianca as “spoiled and deceptive,” a
Shakespearian deviation from New Comedy strictures. G.R. Hibbawddike
argues that Bianca has realized that “deception is a woman’s nmexgiveff
weapon,” quoted in Daniell p. 73. As will be demonstrated, | do not think the
wager scene reveals a transformed Bianca, nor do | believe her ‘ipgiotian
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be interpreted as simple deception; though | do feel she disguises herself in
silence.

12 Elizabeth Gruber, Insurgent Flesh: Epistemology and Violence in Otrallo
Mariam,” Women'’s Studies32:4 (2003): 393-411. Further references will be to
this edition with page numbers cited within the text.

13 Natasha Korda discusses Katherine’s taming as an economics of comemotiaynge
concluding that the movement of objects controls the movement of suhjects
“Household Kates: Domesticating Commodities inThening of the Shreiiv
Much Ado About Nothing and The Taming of the Shrew: New Casebé&uoks
by Marion Wynne-Davies (New York: Palgrave, 2001): 192-225.

“Gruber, and Elizabeth Hanson, Discovering the Subject in Renaissance England
(Cambridge: Cambridge Univ Press, 1998). Both Gruber and Hanson are
concerned with the physical violence directed towards women (Grubethcsel
accused of treason (Hanson) in the efforts to know their interioritioa
subjectivity.

!> patricia Parker, “Construing Gender: Mastering Bianca in Therkaaiithe Shrew,”
The Impact of Feminism in English Renaissance Stuiésby Dympna
Callaghan (New York: Palgrave, 2007): 193-209. In the only other study | have
found that seriously analyzes Bianca, Parker also finds her demonstratirgy, in t
tutorial scene, genuine intellectual self-awareness couplédaveianny
willfulness.

®*Michel DeCerteau, “The Practice of Everyday Life.” Ed. by JulikRiand Michael
Ryan, Literary Theory: An AnthologiMalden, MA: Blackwell Publishing,
2004): 1247-57.

Y Christina Luckyj, ‘A Moving Rhetoricke,”: Gender and Silence in Eartydéirn
England(Manchester: Manchester Univ Press, 2002): 90-91. Luckyj offers an
excellent historical and theoretic overview of Renaissance ideas dboaés

'8 Dusinberre, Juliet, “The Taming of the Shrew: Women, Acting, Poweg TEming
of the Shrew: Critical EssayEd. by Dana E. Aspinall (New York: Routledge,
2002) 168-85. All further references are to this edition with page nunmibes c
in text.

YDolan writes, “Petruchio proposes to contradict not only what Kathherself says
but also the ‘reports’ of her, the ways of describing her conduct practiced by the
suitors” (19). Laurie E. Maguire adds, “Petruchio understands the psychblogica
verity that to articulate something is halfway to creating it,” Hdusehold
Kates’: Chez Petruchio, Percy and Plantagenet,” Gloriana’s Faceelyétablic
and Private, in the English Renaissgreg. by S.P. Cesarano and Marion
Wynne-Davies (New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1992): 129-165. Further
references will be to this edition with page numbers cited.

2 Rebhorn, Wayne A., “Petruchio’s ‘Rope Trick§he Taming of the Shreamd the
Renaissance Discourse of Rhetoric,” Modern Philol@2y1995) 294-327.
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%I Dolan again focuses on the fact that Katherine is silent whitadPé has soliloquies
saying of Petruchio’s speeches, “he explains his motives and im&htk6). |
do not recognize a motive in the soliloquies, although his intentions are made
explicit insofar as they reveal his strategy, not his maritalagmis. Jonathan
Gil Harris, on the other hand, in his interpretation of The Sla®& metatheatric
critique reads the soliloquies as a language of interiority, but aionitieof
intention, not subjectivity. In describing his anticipated performanceydbir
distances the audience/reader from his personal desires, “’Look not big, nor
stamp, nor stare’ Acting Up in The Taming of the Shamd the Coventry Herod
Plays,” Comparative Dram&4:4 (Winter 2000-1): 365-398.

%2 For more on the significance of Petruchio’s re-naming of Kate, seaildagho points
out that Petruchio initially insists on a name-identity link, only to comgitize
issue in his pedagogical efforts.

% Lorna Hutson in The Usurer's Daughter: Male Friendship and Fictions of Wimme
Sixteenth-Century Englan@ew York: Routledge, 1994) writes that “Openness
is [Petruchio’s] disguise. He comes as himself to woo, make solichasgs,
calls the banns, gathers the witnesses, and is seen before the priedy, ibut on
order to make good in law his right to vanish from the sight of the
community....” (219). This openness is part of what | argue makes Petruchio
shrewish; he shares with Katherine the desire to be transparent ialaystat
disallows it. Amanda Bailey, Flaunting: Style and the Subversive Male Body
Renaissance Englarfdioronto: University of Toronto Press, 2007). Esp. Ch. 3
“Livery and its Discontents in The Taming of the Shrew”: p. 51-76. Bailey
discusses male servants use of fashion to assert social prexsgatien to
undermine (and certainly at the expense of) their masters. Tradeg&ed
article, “If Sight and Shape be True’: The Epistemology of Crossiigess the
London Stage,” Shakespeare Quartd8yl (Spring 1997): 63-79 offers an
intriguing consideration of the “epistemological rupture” of crossdrgss
crossdressing enacts a failed epistemology. Insofar as Petruchio tnseifbis
taming methods on dressing in socially inappropriate ways, he too igginki
clothing and the exterior with flawed epistemic efforts. See also LenaIC
Orlin, “The Performance of Things in The Taming of the Skirdlie Taming of
the Shrew: Critical Essaygd. by Dana E. Aspinall (New York: Routledge,
2002) 187-209.

*Barbara Hodgdon suggests that the play is about “seeming,” that indiviénalyag in
the self behind the performance, “Katherina Bound, Or Play(k)ating the
Strictures of Everyday Life,” The Taming of the Shrew: Criticadys Ed. by
Dana E. Aspinall (New York: Routledge, 2002) 351-87. See also Harris,
Dusinberre, and Crocker, as well as Judith Butler's Excitable Spadetlitics
of the PerformativéNew York: Routledge, 1997) and Gender Trouble:
Feminism and the Subversion of Iden{i§ew York: Routledge, 1999).

% Garber, 34 and 32.

% Dolan cites Miriam Slater, writing that an unmarried woman in the Rem@issvas a
“perennial supplicant.” “The Taming of the Shrdepicts a world in which
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unmarried gentlewomen could not find paid work to support themselves and in
which it was not acceptable or possible for such women to live on their own or
with one another” (27-8). See also Orlin who explores the economicegaliti
Katherine’s submission.

2" Others have drawn a similar conclusion. See Laurie E Maguire who writes, “Sh
conforms to a social norm for the sake of appearance, while remaietpfbe
her own person in private” (135). Less positively, S. P. Cesarano, “Half a
Dozen Dangerous Words,” Gloriana’s Face: Women, Public and Private, in th
English Renaissanc&d. by S.P. Cesarano and Marion Wynne-Davies (New
York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1992) 167-183 writes, “...women must accept that
they will be controlled by men until they create their own rhetoric ¢insi)j”
(181). Karen Newman, “Renaissance Family Politics and The Taming of the
Shrew” Much Ado About Nothing and The Taming of the Shrew: New
CasebooksEd. by Marion Wynne-Davies (New York: Palgrave, 2001): 148-165
critiques Petruchio’s control over language, but does not considertaeypri
afforded by social acquiescence (156).

8 Lynda E. Boose, “Scolding Brides and Bridling Scolds: Taming the Woman’s Unruly
Member,” The Taming of the Shrew: Critical Esséyd. by Dana E. Aspinall
(New York: Routledge, 2002) 130-67 reads the scene as an effectivengjlefici
the unruly feminine claiming there are no other spaces for Katherineupyc
(142) and that rather than allowing for interiority, Katherine’s|fapeech puts
the power of language within Petruchio’s control and thus is a compldtegtam
(or bridling) of Katherine’s tongue (151). Citing Luce Iragary, Newmandse
Katherine’s final speech mimetically. It is an italicized and newipleasized
articulation of cultural commonplaces made new precisely becaissgpitken
by a woman (159). In a reading more congruent to my own, Holly A. Crocker’s
article is concerned to show that “...female submission must be arparfoe,
because her autonomy derives from redirecting agency through the guise of
passivity” (144).
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CHAPTER 3
"YOU KNOW WHAT YOU KNOW": SILENT SELVES, SECRET SELVES
The epistemological quandaries of the silent subject that we encouiiitee

Taming of the Shrewre fully enacted in the next two plays. But although silent villains

and tricksters exploit uncertain epistemology, the effects on theircsivlijes and
socialities are most pronounced in ontological figurations. Wayne A. Rebhorn has
documented the trickster as a rhetor, one who accomplishes his ends timengghie
public speaking to the purpose of evincing a credible éthtth this rhetorically-
ascertained ethos, he then dupes his community to accomplish personal goals whose
motivations might best be termed Machiavellian. Voluble villains, howave a bit
unexpected given the secrecy required for any successful trick. Awstdriwillains
rhetorically or silently manipulative? Or are these the same thi$® and how does a
trickster-villain self-silence? What are the subjective andatbffects of self-silencing
in these situations? These are the questions this chapter expyl@esmining the
circumstances of villain-trickster self-silencing in Willigdhakespeare’s Othelénd

Ben Jonson’s Epicene, The Silent Womdine effects, intentional and otherwise, of the

uses of self-silencing by villains and tricksters are both disangiaind surprisingly
pharmaceutical.This essay considers the subjectivities of two early moderntaieks
villains from dual perspectives: their own and their community’s.néisfithese
subjectivities as they are constituted in relation to speechilemde—an exploration that
requires a survey of silence and dissimulation in the plays, considerations of
Machiavellian and authoritative representations, and of course duotsedf silence upon
witnesses/listenerdn order to plot the ramifications of silence on the communities in
these plays, | will be employing the mathematical ontology of Alain Badiosi.usé of

set theory allows me to analyze the relationships and functions of @rarfaom outside
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the linguistic relationships instantiated within the play. This petsmereveals the vital
link between ethics and ontology at work in these Early Modern plays.

Although tricksters may not be of precisely the same characteraiaill think
we might consider their difference as one of degree, rather than typeddseikie their
community in service to their own desires, both sublimate the common goaddoale
pleasure, and both are undeterred by the potential for dangerous or fatqueoess—
for themselves or others. Rebhorn offers precedent for my conflationsef¢tharacter
types in his seminal exploration of the trickster in Renaissdtecature, when he
casually includes, in a categorical series of Renaissanceérgkisigo, who is a defining
character of villainy in the dual senses of criminality and uncouth dégprdvore to the
point, however, | here combine these categories because they exéikdsaaethodology
of self-silencing. The actions of the villain-trickster reveakglected, dangerous or
unknown element within the sociality. Their self-silencing refersdlganent to the
sociality, suggesting that it is an element shared amongst them.ilSwelirg initiates an
exchange between the trickster-villain and their community thattditgs responsibility
for the trick or deception upon them all. This is not to say that thienvic dupe caused
their own suffering, but everyone is implicated insofar as everyonegsessan un-
represented, secret self that does or may give rise to equallerspitde behaviors. The
trickster-villain’s silence shows how their community is “like&th, revealing personal
and ethical failures and follies, and ultimately providing a chamcpré-emptive
correction. The trickster-villain’s claim of “likeness” doeg derive from the authority
of special knowledge or socially-constructed hierarchy, but within the ethdentities
in which trickster-villains traffic.

Othello struggles to understand that there may be a secret self. yiniddéllo

is unable to conceive of a hidden heart of darkness in either himséteos.o For
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himself he claims a unified and transparent identity: “My parts, tiey end my perfect
soul/Shall manifest me rightly” (1.2.30-1)And for others, as lago comments, “The
Moor is of a free and open nature/That thinks men honest that but seem to be so...”
(1.3.390-1) It is this determined naiveté upon which lago capitalizes in order to undo
Othello. When lago first “pour[s] the pestilence into his [Othellogs] €2.3.356), he
does so by intimating to Othello that he (lago) possesses a thought that he stitineo

or make publicly known. He reveals this thought indirectly through insinuatitrell®

asks (following lago’s hint) whether lago thinks Cassio is honest.

lago: Honest, my lord?
Othello: Honest? Ay Honest?
lago: My lord, for aught | know.
Othello: What dost thou think?
lago: Think, my lord?

Othello: Think, my lord?

By heaven, thou echoest me,

As if there were some monster in thy thought

Too hideous to be shown. Thou didst mean something.
| heard thee say even now, thou lik’st not that,

When Cassio left my wife. What didst not like?

And when | told thee he was of my counsel

Of my whole course of wooing, thou cried’st ‘Indeed?’
And didst contract and purse thy brow together,

As if thou then hadst shut up in thy brain

Some horrible conceit. If thou dost love me,

Show me thy thought. (3.3.103-116)

Although lago is effectively silent, only repeating Othello’s words, hisepresentation
is intentionally replete with evasion. Not even Othello can fail to rezedago’s
performance of subtext. Othello can, however, fail to interpret it. “Shothyne
thought,” he commands. Were he a skilled reader of secrecy, he would knocagtist |
showing him his thought. The gestural expressions on lago’s face and tliespébiis
evasive articulation are all about showing, about teaching Othelladgerformance
instead of trusting in words. But what Othello is really seeking héoe iago’s

“thought” to be expressed in language, Othello’s preferred method of comnmamicat
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For Othello, to be “shown” is to be told, to be informed with language. And indeed he
will be persuaded that Desdemona is unfaithful when lago tells hinTée. infamous
“ocular proof”, that tangible kerchief, is of course, epistemologidahkrupt,
functioning as little more than the bow on the winding sheets of Desdemoa#ibelf
But before Othello can believe what lago tells him, his relative innocegeeding
dissemblance requires that lago first teach him about hidden iitterior

If “manifest” Othello ever understood secrecy, lago now needs to remind him
why persons are performances, and how to read persons suggestively. Ing¢heeequ
quoted above, lago demonstrates dissimuldtitaving secured Othello’s attention, he
then explains the fact, as well as the merits, of secrecy.

Utter my thoughts? Why say they are vile and false,

As where’s that palace whereinto foul things

Sometimes intrude not? Who has that breast so pure

But some uncleanly apprehensions

Keep leets and law days, and in sessions sit

With meditations lawful?...

Though | am perchance vicious in my guess

(As | confess it is my nature’s plague

To spy into abuses, and of my jealousy

Shape faults that are not), that your wisdom

From one that so imperfectly conceits

Would take no notice, nor build yourself a trouble

Out of his scattering and unsure observance.

It were not for your quiet nor your good,

Nor for my manhood, honesty, and wisdom,

To let you know my thoughts. (3.3.133-155)
lago instructs Othello in the impossibility of purity, in the naturarmingling of worthy
thoughts with unworthy, and the value of secrecy in hiding one’s base thoughts so as to
retain one’s reputation and prevent others from being burdened with prajudici
suspicions. As Janet Adelman writes, “[lago’s] seduction of Othell&samy inscribing
in Othello the sense of dangerous interior spaces—introducing him to tlieofveelf-

alienation.® Further, he accomplishes this education all while avoiding answering

Othello’s question. Through his demonstration and introduction of these ideas of
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dissemblance, lago fertilizes Othello’s mind to fruitfully receivesibeds of jealousy.
lago teaches Othello to find dissemblance in innocence, his method of pedédgageg: s
and evasion. Well before he finally self-silences at the play’s concluamgmukes
silence to reveal the secret self.

Though Othello renounces his life at the end of the play, he does not abjure his
belief in language. Despite lago’s education in the art of dissimulatobpexrformance,
Othello, who wins both Desdemona’s love and the Senate’s admiration with his
“witchcraft” of words, still yearns to control the use of languageréeating his legacy.

He entreats witnesses to, “Speak of me as | am. Nothing extenuate, norrseudbivin
malice. Then must you speak of one who loved not wisely, but too well....” (5.2.338-
340). One might expect that the “pestilence” of words with which lago coi@iptdio
would be sufficient to dissuade him from trusting in their use; lago halstt@uaigello

that language can be used to dissemble. But eloquence is Othello’s pasgposrttan
society. Without speech, he is without power in the commdnitiius he rejects lago’s
anti-rhetorical curricula and remains, in the end, what he was in thenbegia

soldiering man of violence made eloquently visible in language.

Othellothe play, however, remains much more ambivalent about the power of
language than Othello the character. Othello’s efforts to speak ragtttlynself in both
the beginning of the play and its conclusion are undermined by his failuretmize
his own linguistic duplicity. Just before dazzling the Senate, as he did Desdevitbna
the tale of his latest conquest (Desdemona herself), he claims, “Ruda am |
speech,/And little blessed with the soft phrase of peace” (1.3.81-2) professed
insufficiency is, of course, utterly contradicted in the speech that flleading the
Duke to suggest that his own daughter’s love would be won by such story telling.

Othello’s “round, unvarnished tale” (1.3.90) in fact confirms Brabantio'siciosig that
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Desdemona has been “enchanted,” (1.3.62) captured by the “spells” of a “mouhtebank
(1.3.61). Othello’s personal forthrightness is compromised here. Pérnapes, in
fact, understand the presentational nature of language, that it can hideidig s
unacceptable “secret self.” Certainly this is affirmed in hisrefb craft his own legacy
by controlling the telling of his tale at the end of the play. Othello seetieve that
his presentation is his identity; that by saying what he is he crehtgdhe is. The
particulars of his suicide and his narration of it, suggests hidesnce again disguise
his less desirable qualities, to unify his identity, by selecting wHitiisd'divided duty”
is more deserving. In choosing the Venetian soldier over the base murdeesedis
his desire to be socially, civilly, redeemed. Although Othello’s “sesait appears
periodically throughout the play, there is a distinct lack of malice in hisroniked self-
presentation that suggests he is unaware of his own inconsistency, an igregance |
exploits in ensnaring Othello in his plot.

lago wields language like a weapon furthering the play’s suspicionslieg#he
ethical nature of speech. lago performs a subjectivity so persuasivbhjgior-seeming
that he earns the designation of honest lago. His rhetorical ethos isrite afchis
power over those with greater social, economical and political stafdinde. In
contrast to Othello, lago claims to “work by wit, and not by witchcraft” (2.3.372) in
moving persons to his will. The distinction is important in the play. “Witaft’ is the
term used repeatedly to describe Othello’s aesthetic eloquence, ddidagguishes
rhetorical art from the witty use of language. Wit is connected with sawidrstanding
and cleverness, but not necessarily knowledge or wisdom. lago articutéesya
between speech used artistically to secure sociality (as Othelndrates) and that
used intellectually, to express one’s self plainly. This dualitiesrly false, since lago

uses speech less elegantly but far more creatively than Othellouldtihg the
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distinction, however, helps create lago’s ethos as honest or plain-spoken, lag@c
accomplishes his villainy almost entirely by using speech as a peelyadachiavellian
tool. lago’s wit becomes a type of violence waged against the civil community
misrepresenting reputations, identities, and innocent actividgth an initial exemplary
listing of 1596, the OED'’s third definition of violence is a linguistic one:pioper
treatment or use of a word; wresting or perversion of meaning or djpiica
unauthorized alteration of wording?”Wayne E. Rebhorn cites Puttenham, who “speaks
of the ‘violence’ of persuasion” (51). lago’s method of deception exsrthsetype of
rhetorical violence. His manipulative use of language succeeds timgraa alternate
reality based not in truth, but in the “wit” of the rhetor. For both lago andI®the
rhetoric enchants and moves people. But where Othello persuades to love, lago
persuades to murder. Othello’s skill lies in elegant articulation, dagith ethos—the
creation of an eminently trustworthy “character” who is secretlyl@rvi The opposition
between Othello and lago manifests the play’s concern for the ethical pbsprecH?

lago toys with his self-presentation throughout Othéhmd what's he then that
says Iplay the villain,/When this advice is free | give, and honest...” (2.3.336-7,
emphasis added). His identity as the trickster/villain is obviousgtntm himself as this
guotation reveals. No one else has accused him of villainy; on the contrary, his
community thinks he is honest. He who says he plays the villain is lago hirAself
knows his manipulations are villainous, but does he assume this as amizgéri
subjectivity, or does he really believe that villain is a role he gjfayl would argue, and
the quotation affirms, that lago conforms to Rebhorn’s conception of the triaksbae
for whom “social roles and the identities provided by those roles havéydieapme
extraordinarily unstable and evanescent” (38). Rebhorn elaborates:

In general, for all of these characters, identity has becomeexpribjcan never
be a given, as it was for comic characters in the Middle Ages, eitesedms
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their very birthright. Perhaps rather than speak of Renaissancestigcstbeing
outsiders and insiders, it might be better to speak of them all, no matter what
position they hold in the social order, as confronting their own identity as
something external, an alien object to be attained which, because oftitsadigse
extrinsic character, can never be completely possessed and hence can never
provide a deep and genuine sense of being to those who pursue it. Renaissance
tricksters, like so many in their culture, are ontologically stdrv.” (39).
lago demonstrates this notion of identity as extrinsic in his use of ihbaih to create a
credible personal ethos and to manipulate his community, exemplifying this$temca
trickster as Rebhorn describes it. Rebhorn calls the trickster,rtipgefer of men’s
minds” (62), linking the trickster and the rhetor by means of their usbad and their
“...concern with power, with moving the audience in order to control it....” (52). To
create his honest persona and to mar the reputations of others, lago must den@nstra
disregard for essential identity and cast everyone, himself included fasmes. “Her
honor is an essence that's not seen;/They have it very oft that have #.adt%6(17).
lago’s explanation of Desdemona’s “seeming” epitomizes his efforts tovan ene
into an actor.
lago offers at least three motivating factors for his “trick & islfrustrated that
Cassio, instead of he, received the lieutenant position (1.1.6-30). He subkpéect
Othello “twixt my sheets/H’as done my office” with Emilia (1.3.377-8). Anddigi
partly for revenge, he too desires Desdemona (2.1.291-9). All three ofeéhsesas are
unpersuasive and problematic, but they reveal lago’s frustration wittckisf
authority, power, and dominion in various social spheres. He finds his degsteatéd
by his lack of access to social power, and so he obtains the power of autonomoys agenc
with rhetoric. Rebhorn’s important article claims the especially tesidanature of the
trickster’s use of rhetoric as a form of political power. In the Renaissde argues,

rhetoric is n itself a paradigm of rule(52). The following highlights Rebhorn’s

description of how rhetorical power operates as sovereignty.
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Whereas for the ancient Romans the orator fought other orators inuhedad
the senate in order to persuade a jury or his fellow senators, foisRamze
writers the orator primarily combats histenersin order to bring them under the
control of his will. Combat is not contest as it was in the Roman repitlidic;
conquest, conquest of the very persons one rules.... In the Renaissance...the
rhetor was actually imagined as a real prince, just as rhetorice@ass an art to
be used by rulers, offered to them as a means to shape and control theis subject
and ensure their thrones and titles.... Many go beyond it, however, in
recognizing that rhetoric actually creates subjects in the firs¢ pla If rhetoric
means rule, to be subject to the power of speech means to be subjeetlgolit
Considered as political discourse, then, Renaissance rhetoric
accomplishes two things simultaneously: it constitutes rulers a&etigemoment
that it constitutes the ruled; it creates at once both sovereignsigedts. (57-
59)

lago resolves his frustration with his lack of authority by claimmgeseign power in his

use of rhetoric, manipulating and controlling his community. As a trickstatohs the

costume of the ruler as well as the meaner garb of honest lago. Buti¢ty ofaroles

the trickster must play to gain his authoritative ethos brings nitglatbnsequences.

Again, Rebhorn is helpful,

Metaphor, ‘translatio’ in all the Latin rhetorics of the period...meaihgaring
across or over’; it involves a necessary crossing of boundaries, a ggorgibe
limits. Since the self the orator creates in and through his languiaggde of
metaphors—indeed, is a metaphor—its creation is necessarily amaimpe
gesture, a quest beyond normal boundaries and an appropriation through
language of that which lies outside. It means that in some sense, the self one
creates is something alien, just as language is, and it must be seized or held or
occupied if it is really to exist. Moreover, as was noted easlieh) a creation of
identity in an act of linguistic imperialism is indistinguishablenfrthe act of
colonizing the Other, of subjecting one’s audience to one’s will. Therefo

every time the orator uses a metaphor—and it would be hard to think of a time
when he would not be doing so—his act must be read as a dieuigkatio

imperii: a crossing of boundaries in order to occupy the alien terrain of the Othe
which is simultaneously a crossing in order to appropriate the equalty ali

terrain which becomes the self. Without such a crossing, the orator, whhb is bot
a conqueror and a ruler, must necessarily remain empty, unconstitutedntleficie
in being. His act of conquest through persuasion thus ironically uncovers his
weakness, his ontological hunger, his dependence on the Other for his very
identity. (59)

lago is the consummate trickster in these terms. Though his iderfititgesi to meet his

manipulative need, his conquest of the fellow subject constitute himoasreign whose

authority is highly conditional. It is borrowed, so to speak, from the Other whasn he
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subjecting as he crosses thresholds of identity. Thus even the existbisewvar
subjectivity is relationally dependent. His reliance upon rhetoriaditonomy and
power is paradoxically a weakness: he becomes a sovereign subject without
subjectivity.

As | noted, lago’s motivations are unclear. We see him using rhetorical power
but to what end? His articulated reasons are notoriously insincerelbstastial. lago
primarily performs his rhetorical magic in an effort to reduce or etone (and all) of
his community. lago undertakes this destructive endeavor as if his owepémnded on
its success. But it is clear to no amey his nihilism impels him to persuade others of the
authenticity of his performance. Psychoanalytic scholars Adelman and CHadiBee
depraved darkness within lago, a sadomasocHisgtephen Greenblatt writes however,

But ‘l am not what | am’ goes beyond social feigning: not only does lago mask

himself in society as the honest ancient, but in private he tries ewikéring

succession of brief narratives that critics have attempted, withimagaesults,

to translate into motives. These inner narratives—shared, tloafyswith the

audience—continually promise to disclose what lies behind the pubbpiiec,

to illuminate what lago calls the ‘native act and figure’ of his heart, and

continually fail to do so; or rather they reveal that his heart Sq@iy a series of

acts and figures, each referring to something else, something justaaut of
grasp. 'l am not what | am’ suggests that this elusiveness is permaneatgetnat

self-interest, whose transcendental guarantee is the divine ‘hailam,’ is a

mask. lago’s constant recourse to narrative then is both the aifinnaét

absolute self-interest and the affirmation of absolute vacancy; thiatist

between the two incompatible positions suggest in lago the principle of

narrativity itself, cut off from original motive and final disclosuiéhe only
termination possible in his case is not revelation but silEhce.
lago actions may be depraved but his self-presentation lacks a dedingetivity,
depraved or otherwise. His un-dissembled existence points to absence, to sedandt
to me that if lago is sado-masochistic, it is because he is aware @idheithin; his
self-negation initiates nihilation.

Alain Badiou’s use of mathematical set theory to describe ontology and the

subject, in his opus Being and Evestgenerally sympathetic to an analysis of self-
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silencing because he finds language restrictive, unable to adequatebuoately
apprehend philosophy. He uses the matheme in an effort to liberate philosophy from
the limitations of language. In his theory, Badiou argues that theresisbpextivity
except as it arises, “operates,” within an event of community or multyplit@ntology

is a situation,” (27) he writes, by which he means that Being manifesis wpecific
historical circumstances in order to testify to an invariant truth (whonetheless is
processed variably). Being is not an entity existing in any articukayepwor to the
event and it always exists in relation to the multiplicity. In fadfdpis multiple
appearing at the instantiation of an event. The suggestion here ishjeatsare deeply
enmeshed in an ethical relation at the moment they come into being. The grounding of
this web is the void—the not-being from which all being arises; all beingiosrthe

void as a subset. The gap between not-being and being is “unsayable,” and tlogsy ontol
exceeds language, just as ethics precedes subjectivity. All whoesnqeesa situation
belong to that event as the multiplicity of it; individuals are, at thistpmerely

elements of a set in relation to the event. Individual subjectivity epead now it is as
if it had always been) when one multiple of the multiplicity presdmwgruth of the
evental site within a particular domain of life, e.g. love or politicsformulating his
argument, Badiou refutes “the ontologies of presence—for presence is theasteary

of presentation” (27). His theory is particularly useful, then, in consmléne
Renaissance trickster whose identity is rhetorical presentafioatrickster’s

“weakness, his ontological hunger,” (as Rebhorn wrote) requires thatpehisidentity
and personal agency from the subjective ground of the Other. Badiou’s suigect
Rebhorn’s trickster then are similar insofar as identity is prasenal, ontologically

bankrupt, and yet circulating as potentialities amidst various “medtiplBadiou’s
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philosophy, therefore, offers a provocative aid in interpreting the divgiend social
significance of the self-silencing of Rebhorn’s trickster.

Badiou authorizes a retrospective application of his own (and other) philesophi
when he points out the difficulty in discerning the veridicality of a giverasdan. Any
particular circumstance or event (including literary/theatiacastic ones) will continue
to elicit subjects and truths that may reflect present or hiataidtural realities.

Artistry often far outpaces the understanding and articulation of philosyBetiou
singles out nineteenth century Portuguese poet, Fernando Pessoa, for examplater
whose work exceeds contemporary philosophy’s dialect. The effort howeverpttess
of analysis, is, for Badiou, part of what constitutes the event aseant &vd the subject
as a Subject. Although the complexities of Badiou’s theories of ontology fasind et
render a systematic cogitation alongside Renaissance thiaké&abzing, for the
purposes of this essay a relatively brief consideration of the silehtago (and
Dauphine) in Badiouian terms will have to suffice. This effort gtesian expanded
theoretical understanding of the relationship of Rebhorn’s Early Matletar-trickster
to his representation and identification in silence.

A valuable part of Badiou’s application of set theory to philosophy is in the
context of accounting for the multiplicity, the various persons involwethiontological
situation. Not all will become fully subjectivized within Badiou’s riges standards, but
their various categorizations offer a schema of belonging upon which to map and
therefore access and analyze relationships. This is helpful wehéy to ascertain how
one’s (lago’s) actions affect his sociality as well as his constitutithin it. Within a
specific metastructure (the State, for example) a particolzalited situation ontologizes

a set of multiples, a multiplicity. Belonging to that power-set mobikzesational
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dynamic of membership and inclusion that corresponds to presentation andteficase
in the metastructure. Badiou describes belonging as follows:

Once counted as one in a situation, a multiple finds sefentedherein. If it
is also counted as one by the metastructure, or state of the situatiahijghen
appropriate to say that itispresented This means that it belongs to the
situation (presentation), and that it is equally included in the situation
(representation). It is a term-part. Inversely, the theorem of thegfa@xcess
indicates that there are included (represented) multiples which are senfec
(which do not belong). These multiples are parts and not terms. Finaley, ther
are presented terms which are not represented, because they do noteansti
part of the situation, but solely one of its immediate terms.

I will call normala term which is both presented and represented. | will
call excrescenca term which is represented but not presented. Finally, | will
termsingulara term which is presented but not represented. (99).

For our purposes here, | want to distinguish especially the aspaesehtatiorthat
“finds itself,” from recognition imposed by the power-set thaemesentation This
tracks more loosely into a paradigm whpresentatiorentails subjectivity and
interiority, whilerepresentations identity as perceived, nominated, by one’s sociality.
One may have an identity without a subjectivity and vice versa. By riglgts ought to

be anormalterm in the situation of OthelloBut his “I am not what | am” (1.1.62), his

negation, the not-ness of his being, deftly articulates the absenceseafgedhat is
characteristic of an excrescence. lago is not present, but hecisengjed by Honest
lago. This personal absence corresponds with his frustrations about his daitharity
in the Venetian/Cyprian community. lago’s self-negation illussr8adiou’s description
of the absence, the void, of subjectivity apart from an ontologicalisituat he
ontological absence Badiou posits explains and grounds the subjectivesatiosehth
Rebhorn refers and lago articulates an experience of both.

Apart from establishing a credible ethos, lago’s other exercise of tioe'she
sovereign power is to construct roles for the others who belong to higsosituat
Unfaithful Desdemona, Cuckolding Cassio, Jealous Othello. Badiou notes the way i

which language’s dominion in metaphysics is grounded in its constructibleyguidie
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“sovereignty of language” folds being within it, such that we cannot yeealiceive of
metaphysics or multiples apart from language and its constructgBdity. Nor does
this “ontological nominism” (the “spontaneous” epistemology) make spatkdqoint
of excess—that critical gap between the void and the multiple, patiserand
representation—resulting in a “poverty of knowledge” (314). Furthermore,
constuctivism “reduces the function of excess to nothing” (314). lago’saembf
constructivism is curious, then, for the spectacular nihilism it en&itetorical
construction effectively obliterates social space fortkeescengehe excess who does
not belong within the power-set of Otheltbat lago claims to be. Of course, lago’s “I
am not what | am” is intended simply to acknowledge that he represgsiity/fio
Othello while simultaneously conspiring against him. But the specifaukation lago
chooses here suggests that not only is his subjectivity falsebsesyied, but that he
himself is not present. As the sovereign rhetorician whose manipuldtves gfiive rise
to the crucial “event,” he has excepted himself from the community or power-set
But if lago is not present, and his subjectivity is not represented (beteuse
false representation), then lago is more accurately introducing a fotetfooaof
membership in Badiou’s pattern. Giorgio Agamben comments:
What becomes of the exception in this [Badiou’s] scheme? At firsteylane
might think that it falls into the third case, that the exception, ieratlords,
embodies a kind of membership without inclusion. And this is certainly
Badiou’s position. But what defines the character of the sovereign slaim i
precisely that it applies to the exception in no longer applying to it, that it
includes what is outside itself. The sovereign exception is thugythre fn
which singularity is represented as such, which is to say, insofar as it is
unrepresentable. What cannot be included in any way is included in the form of
the exception. In Badiou’s scheme, the exception introduces a fourth figure, a
threshold of indistinction between excrescence (representation without
presentation) and singularity (presentation without representation)ttéoge
like a paradoxical inclusion of membership its@lhe exception is what cannot
be included in the whole of which it is a member and cannot be a member of the

whole in which it is always already include/hat emerges in this limit figure is
the radical crisis of every possibility of clearly distinguishintnaen
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membership and inclusion, between what is outside and what is insidsehetw

exception and rule.

Badiou’s thought is, from this perspective, a rigorous thought of the
exception. His central category of the event corresponds to the stratthe
exception. Badiou defines the event as an element of a situation suth that
membership in the situation is undecidable from the perspective ofubgasit
To the State, the event thus necessarily appears as an excrescacding¢o
Badiou, the relation between membership and inclusion is also marked by a
fundamental lack of correspondence, such that inclusion always exceeds
membership, its reducing all its parts to unty.

lago’s fluctuating membership in his set mark him as exceptional. He choos$es not
tries not to, unify with his community by obtaining power over them, subjectingithem
the apparent absence of ordinary access to agency. His intent, unlike iHeenotine
next chapter, is not to restore ethical norms within his socialityphuirsue his own
purposes with rhetorically-authorized power. The undecidability of lagtosigpag
within his sociality reaches its ultimate crisis in the conclusfdheplay when his
destructive actions are revealed and the other multiples of his poveemsaler for
themselves whether and how he belongs to them.

The axiomatic assertion of Badiou’s mathematical ontology is thag e
plural, not singular. Being is multiple. “For the multiple to be presergdiiot
necessary that it be inscribed in the very law itself that thésama?” (28). Subjectivity
does not operate apart from sociality. This collectivity of beirgnpalBadiou with
Levinas’s understanding of ontology as ethifc®&oth theorists find the subject in
operation within social ethicality; apart from sociality, the subjeatiessible only as
either the void or the gap, a concept lacking extension or articulation. FauBasi
each multiple participates in a situational event, they procesgiitifor Badiou believes
in ever-present absolute truth, but thinks that an event is reqoidedw attention to it.
Also, different multiples will process that truth differently. Heitsofur domains for

the enacting of truth procedures: love, art, politics and science (3#@rebt subjects

may, then, process the same truth in different ways. This processing is what
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distinguishes them as subjects, and maps both their “belonging” to the povearese
their fidelity to the event. Therefore we look at the actions andioea®f witnesses to
the culminating event in Othelia order to understand the play’s manifestations and
understandings of subjectivities, representation, ontologies, awd.ethi

An event, in Badiou’s architecture, is that which initiates a ruptut@mihe set
— typically, an effect of the set recognizing the presence of a siitgipresence that
is not represented). “l will tervental sitean entirely abnormal multiple; that is, a
multiple such that none of its elements are presented in theaitudthe site itself, is
presented, but beneath it nothing from which it is composed is presented. As such, the
site is not a part of the situation. | will also say of such a multiptdttiseon the edge of
the void or foundational...” (175). lago serves as the locus of the event in Othélis
believes his self-negation has nullified his presence, that he xcBseence —
represented but not present. But the false construction of his represeobditerates
his membership via representation. He should actually be, then, a siggplasent but
not represented) but for his own argument that heti$eing not present, void. As
circumstances come to light in the conclusion of the play, lagodems in the state of
exception precipitate that rupture within the multiplicity that caasesvent. The
community realizes that there is among them a malignant presence wheehas b
unrepresented. Othello suspects a devil lurking amongst them. His haaitsplarency
urges that he “manifest” that hidden devil, and he looks first to lago, “Idoak
towards his feet—but that’s a fable. If that thou be’st a devil, | canihtide”
(5.2.282). Given his thwarted attempt to murder lago, this proclamation of Gthello
confirms lago’s truly villainous nature—he cannot kill lago, therefore la@ devil.
But lago does sustain wounds, perhaps he retains some humanity; so Othello again

presses him for articulated information, “Will you, | pray, demand that-demil/\Why
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he hath thus ensnared my soul and body?” (5.2.297-8). lago’s response is to self-silenc
“Demand me nothing. What you know, you know. From this time forth | never will
speak word” (5.2.299-300). At last, lago lives up to his reputation for honesty: he does
not speak again. The effects of self-silencing on lago’s membership/arcloghe
community, and the community’s construction of truth disclose the ontolpgica
subjective, and representational postures circulating within the play.

lago’s self-silencing violates the ethical reciprocity of both spesd social
engagement. He abdicates speech, the source of his power, and sulbmitsladional
mapping ordained by his social group that motivated his rebellion in the &c&t. glhe
rhetorical violence of his self-silencing rebusis accounting for this situation and
resolves that obligation upon the others within his power-set. Wherertitho will seek
to establish “likeness” with the King of Spain and thus to affect an et
recognition of the value of human life, we might think the murderous lago would posit
that he is essentially different from his community. However, lago’s pttenteverse
or at least share accountability in fact recommends the “likené$ss set to himself.

His silence calls them to consider his ethicality as linked to thvai. How are they
alike? “You know what you know,” is certainly a refusal to provide a justfynotive,
but it also suggests that his listeners are as culpable as heis\iylizat they know?

To construct a circumstantial grasp of lago’s machinations, the compasy hea
testimony from Emilia, Othello, Cassio, and from Roderigo via letter. Bat thiey
know—how this compilation constitutes knowledge and what the event meangsegjuir
more complicated effort that is both personal (subjective) in its ploggeand
revelatory in its ontological testament. The Venetian nobleman Lod@spomds
“What, not to pray?” (5.2.301) suggesting a religious perspective Hus lem to

assume lago would want to repent. Desdemona’s apparent kinsman, anothenVenetia
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noble, Gratiano says, “Torments will ope your lips,” (5.2.302) reflecting a pbbtich
judicial orientation to the matter. Cassio is true to form in adhering é@sthetic
sociality of refined graces: “Most heathenish and most gross!” (5.2.309.) oAnd f
Othello, the truth of this event is perceived in terms of love. He loved lestidhona
and lago well, but neither wisely. These responses correspond nearlyaitientith the
four domains of Badiou’s truth procedures: love, art, politics, and sciencéh(whic
subsumes religion for the atheist Badiou). Each of these multigabjectified as they
construct truth from the circumstance. But as it should be for the thaaacter, the
subjectivity of Othello is more substantively realized.

What Othello knows, what he thinks he knows, is, has always been, himself.
lago’s devilish rhetoric has summoned Othello’s own demon, an entity Othesidycl
had believed nonexistent or perhaps long ago vanquished. In his obsessive det@rminati
to be transparent, Othello now articulates his subjectivity as divideere is the
manifest descendent of “men of royal siege” (1.2.21) that he believed handabe
jealous, murderous secret self of which he was (perhaps willfully)aneawNow, what
Othello knows is that he is both a warrior for and an enemy of the Vieséditz.

“...in Aleppo once,

Where a malignant and turbaned Turk

Beat a Venetian and traduced the state,

| took by th’ throat the circumciséd dog

And smote him—thus. [He stabs himself.] (5.2.347-350)

Although Lodovico had decided to hold Othello prisoner until his “fault be known/To the
Venetian State” (5.2.332-3), Othello’s governing impulse to belong to thdisleset is
exposed in this, his urgent self-revelation. Badiou’s criteria for bethmrship and
inclusion in a given multiplicity are authenticated in Othello’s palppl#dsence and his

efforts at perspicuous representation. The guilt Othello experieocgsned with the

deferral to decide upon his identification or rejection in the multtglimiove
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unendurable to Othello. Though it is in fact lago’s manipulations thattdmeyprian
and Venetian society, Othello’s naive collusion with lago has revealed tihoQita he,
like lago, has a secret self: he is an unrepresented murderer. Tlees hénsself as an
excrescence that violates the ethical norm of the Venetian power-setarrited
suicide enacts this excrescential identity: eliminating hisguree but representing in a
tale his inclusion in the event.

And what of lago? The villainous identity with which he trifles throughout the
play finally claims Rebhorn’s ontologically hungry trickster. Althoughhtay believe
identity is an adopted role, or even self- or socially-fashioned, Wieéat®mn of his
actions and their consequences resolve his identity upon him. Eight timsesalied a
villain after being exposed, as well as coxcomb, caitiff, viper, slave, a#ild tfhe
thought this was only a role, it is now his only role, assigned to him by the truth
procedures of his power-set. The community hereby acknowledges lago as one of their
own, a normal member: he presents and represents the villain. lago’s ownipgooess
the truth is more complicated, howevéys the locus of the evental site he is uniquely
positioned to blur the decidability of the event—thus fulfilling Badiaiéginition of the
event as “an element of a situation such that its membership inuagosi is
undecidable from the perspective of the situation” (HS25). lago does naotaetiz
reject the witnesses’ nominal construction of the event and his suttyeciihe
accomplished rhetorician does, however, relinquish language, the medium dfsthe se
constitutive truth proceedings. “...1 never will speak word” (5.2.300). The set
assessment of the event is hereby indicted for its linguistangai they have failed to
understand the epistemological crisis unearthed in the event. Rhetorizittgd this
destructive circumstance; it cannot be used to redeem it. In other wogisade is

contaminated; it cannot provide knowledge sufficient to ascertain ftfiiis. has been
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lago’s “message” all along. lago’s subjectivity, moreover, cannot gdniiae
nominativally, constructibly assigned, but rather operates as he demanstielity to
the truth of the event. lago exposed can no longer falsify his represeatadio
outwardly submits to the State’s nomination. He becomes, once again, anenegesc
lagorepresentghe villain in this situation; whether Iethe villain is for his own
presaging.

But there is a presentiment, in his self-silencing, that lago does siylpciself
as the villain. As the community looks for an explanation for his behddmays, “you
know what you know” (5.2.299), suggesting that the witnesses self-knowledge ought to
expose something about lago’s malevolent behavior. Because one is not and the
multiplicity is, lago implicates the entire power-set in his villailhey know what they
know about themselves, and as they encounter lago, face-to-face, what thdysekasl
“likeness.” If they want to know him, they need to know themselves. If they know
themselves, they know him. lago’s silence suggests that everyone—éko G@ivery
term that belongs to the set—possesses an interior of absence. Hisetilen
ideographically, presents the secret self, the originary void, exigtiiin each multiple.
Katharine Eisaman Maus writes that in courtship, “Desdemona imagilydeaps the
gap between self-knowledge and the normally more limited and conditional knowledge
of another” (125). This epistemological gap corresponds to the ontolggjzatwe
cannot hope to know, because there is in everyone an unknown, an absence, a missing
piece that propels the multiple from the void into being. lago reinfoneesotion of
multiple “likeness,” that we can know another, but what we know is that theydjke
have an unfathomable emptiness within. lago, in his specular selfisgegestures to
the nature of being in its multiplicity, highlighting its subset of the voiddi®u notes

that “it is in being foreclosed from presentation that being as such is doedtra be
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sayable...” (27). When he self-silences, lago’s presentation is foedcwsl he is
conceived only as his representation. But when he refuses to speak his @aetivityb
his rejection of speech reopens his ability to present, extends being beytmmit shef
language. And what he presents is his belonging to the event, his membership, his
likeness to the other multiples in the situation. He demonstrates, t'théhantological
situation [is] the presentation of presentation” (27). His sileeckims for himself the
sovereign power to testify to the truth of the event as he perdeitrest the event
originated with the failure of the community to recognize its own membergliatribute
subjective authority amongst them. lago’s fidelity to the truth of the ewanifests, he
becomes a subject, when he presents presentation. lago is a “normal,” “likb&nem
his community, then. He presents himself as a fellow multiple arising foanand he
is represented to the state as a villain. His silence assastga@ogy of shared being that
invites his set to consider in what way(s) they are “like” lagoendf that likeness is
centered around the void that grounds every multiple.

Lodovico is granted final say on the matter of Othele initially gestures to
the several corpses as an instructive, possibly repentence-indisiag for lago, but
implicitly includes the theatrical audience as well. “Look on thadragding of this
bed. This is thy work.” (5.2.359-360). What lago may see are others who belong to his
multiplicity, those to whom he is like and to whom he belongs, despite their exchysiona
treatment of him. Their death signifies his own in the sense of his evpotushment
for their murders, but also simply in their shared mortality. Furthermore, Lamlovi
indirectly commands the theatrical audience to observe the sight ofttlaes beell. They
(we) are momentarily aligned with lago. The silent corpses implivaty@ne for the
possession of a secret heart of homicide. The no-longer represenfisgscoow present

the void—ontological and ethical—in everyone’s being. Before this inmjgitaan be
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fully assimilated, however, Lodovico hurriedly closes the bed curtaimg tbject
poisons sight;/Let it be hid” (5.2.360-1). In what way is the spectre of myprtal
summoned and the memberships’ shared responsibility therein a poison?efistast
certainly, but the only way in which a vision of death is poisonous is if it ealp avthe
speculators, our own, lives. Lodovico’s reversal regarding the recwperalue of
contemplating mortality seems to occur at the same time the visiamstiegndict him
of “likeness,” revealing his unwillingness to examine himself for caritplin the
situation. Not that he is guilty of committing murder, of course, but thatresveer of
humanity, more specifically, as one who belongs to the “set” of the play, he tocatias de
within, even foundationally in his being. He, like Emilia, Desdemona, Othello god la
is of the void, he is mortal, and he, too, is guilty of failing to represenotttological
reality. Curtailing sight of the loaded bed, however, seeks to deny the amp®r even
the reality of the occurrence. His attempt to enclose, to pull seckecy Vieil, around
the site of an ontological and ethical rupture imitates the repadisenfailure of
articulation. Michael Neill has said, “...this ending, as its stestuges of erasure
demonstrate, has everything to do with what cannot be uttered and mussaeenbe
(Unproper, 384). Unutterable, perhaps, but certainly revelatory inatgsil The
unspeakable void of ontology is evident in lago’s homicidal impulse and therpblege
attending the unnecessary demise of Desdemona, Emilia and Othello. In closing the
curtains, Lodovico turns away from and attempts to seal off a site of kagsvéand the
regenerative opportunity it affords.

Akin to self-silencing, the performative effect of curtailechsidraws attention
to the secret self however. As Lodovico denies the theatrical audieticame
prescriptive visual opportunity, he conversely invites awarenesdagrirness, of

something unspoken, un-considered, un-represéhtsihce what has been veiled is our
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own likeness, our self-reflection is interrupted and we can ponder only up@ctiod f
the failure to present. Lodovico’s effort to abbreviate the power cbpeaihce
inadvertently succeeds in revealing the voided nature of ontology. ddkésiself-
silencing, the ambiguated access is a disclosure of the gap betwagarits
representation. Thus the two curtains, the bed curtains and the tlatohettrical
curtains create an eerily absent effect of two mirrors facing artbem Reflection is
repeated and infinite, but what is reflected? Only an infiniteessgon of reflection. The
fact that being is multiple; that all arise from and contain the voidjdbatity is
conferred socially; that subjectivity appears in a rupture, an ehantyvhat affects one
of the set, reverberates amongst the entire set. These irdfletetions, the gap between
the void and the subject, constitute the state of exception that sséde®nly as it fails
to present. Self-silencing is a way to present the failure to present, has i
ontological and ethical challenge to witnesses. The ethicality, tbiéyunf being, is
unavoidable, but silence articulates its imperative. The rhetoiilzahatrickster
exercises power in speech, but it is power that is subjectively atimbil For the
community, however, lago’s silence, in acknowledging the subset of void inradl, bei
points to the fact of multiplicity. It is a call to likeness, to ethickdtien, that the play
extends into the audience by prematurely closing the curtains ofritperfiormancé®

It is impossible to speak of the void at the center of being in Early Moder
theatre without acknowledging Ben Jonson. Thomas M. Greene’s influessiggl, éBen
Jonson and the Centered Self,” finds in Jonson’s writing a search falenedauthority
at the center of circulating politics, religion, world culture and commahifthough,
“almost everything Jonson wrote attempts in one way or another to conmgldteken
circle, or expose the ugliness of its incompletion,” (325), Greene notes Jooaon

ambiguity, his often energetic delight in avoiding the centered self, “infimite,
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exhilarating, and vicious freedom to alter the self at will once the adeabral

constancy has been abandoned. If you do not choose to be, then, by an irresistible logic,
you choose to change...” (337). Given the present essay’s focus on self-silencing,
Jonson’s centering ontology is perhaps best considered in light of benEpbr The

Silent Woman In this play, Dauphine Eugenie—Jonson’s most silent trickster—
undertakes to swindle his inheritance out of his crotchety uncle Morose whesid

deny it him. Dauphine tricks his uncle into marrying a woman, Epicene, whom Dauphine
has taught and paid to embody Morose’s most desired quality: she is silerediately
following the marriage ceremony Epicene begins to speak, loudly and oftevipaose
desperately seeks a way to annul the union. Dauphine assures Moros€ Dizaiphene)

can release him from matrimony in exchange for his rightful inheritalm®ose agrees,

and Dauphine reveals that Epicene is actually a boy disguised as a womage Igoro
legally liberated from marital obligation because @frtr persona€?* But Morose is

not the only one who has been deceived by Dauphine’s trick. The whole community of
wits, fops, collegiates, and even Dauphine’s fellow tricksters pext&picene’s sex
erroneously. Furthermore, the theatrical audience too is unaware of Epitisgaise

until the conclusion.

Although Epicenés ostensibly about social and gendered silence, it does not
actually demonstrate a marked philosophical interest in these sileitmeceSs linked,
rather, with secrecy and identfy. The play is peppered with the usual cast of Jonsonian
comedics who energetically rhetorize, self-create, and metamorph. Visegalastic
humor lies in the fact that these creations are utterly artjfitiey lack centeredness and
fail to truly belong to the person. Beauty is acquisition: women all wearatics and
are consequently parsed and “owned” by the local chemists, wigmakersjasd ta

(4.2.95). Learned men have a collection of “titles” in their libraries, but no
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comprehension of the contents of those titles, even going so far as to ¢dbefoaenes
of these compositions with those of their authors’ (2.3). Even Morose whdaggthe
idea that silence is centering (“...1 should always collect and contaming), not
suffering it to flow loosely” [5.3.46-7]), nonetheless seeks othersicdlso that his
voice alone may fill the absence. Completely failing, in other words, to talec
contain his own thoughts. The failure of appearances, education, and iddaagdde
those who use or profess them is underscored by the obsessively narefsits
individuals put to claiming them. In company with these protean self-clgimer
Dauphine’s comparatively silent self-possession is notable, and he deesmoto fit
with the rest of the play’s community. Initially he reads as a sympathetic trickster,
seeking only what should rightfully belong to him were it not for his misanthropile.
Testifying to his integrity, his friends Truewit and Clerimont geauinely eager to help
him to his inheritance, and quick to defend him against the ill-opinion of tlegiates,
wits, and fops (4.4.189). The revelation at the end of the play, however, stimulates a
reassessment of Dauphine’s seeming difference from his community.

“How now, gentlemen, do you look at me?” Dauphine inquires (5.4.218). The
tone of triumph here is curious; he has humbled the very friends he now addresses. The
have urged his success, schemed on his behalf, and counted him a defensible “eagle”
among men (4.4.189). He has repayed their loyalty by duping them right along with the
fops. How should they see him now? “...you have lurched [cheated] your friends...”
says Truewit (5.4.221). Although Truewit remains relatively amiable ahfdence
into which Dauphine had seemingly taken he and Clerimont is efod@auphine is
revealed as a cheat. Clerimont’s direct response to Dauphine’s gtestate, “A boy.”
Dauphine takes this to mean that Clerimont is clarifying Epicene’s segpethaps

Clerimont is actually answering Dauphine’s question: he now looks upon Deatgshin
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boy. A reading made credible given that the first scene of the plagisevierimont

playing with his “ingle at home” (1.1.24) and receiving a lecture fronewit about

“what should a man do” (1.1.31). Clearly the behavior of boys and men is an important
one for Clerimont. Maybe he now looks upon Dauphine as a boy, someone to be trifled
with, unequal to men, not entirely worthy of resgécNeither Truewit nor Clerimont

speak again to Dauphine in the brief remainder of the play.

In fact, everyone except Truewit (and Dauphine himself) is silenceukby t
magnitude of the deception. Dauphine’s silence is not of a moment. It ienealed to
be the ever-present undergirding of the entire plot. Accomplishing hisrirgilence,
Dauphine creates a new background against which the actions of the contaomtyw
be reviewed. This new background or landscape is a type of parallax viewratadg
with Epicene’s revelation. In other words, the social effects of Daupghse#-silencing
are not experienced until it is revealed that Dauphine has beenesstirgj. Behaviors,
conversations, circumstances of the situation all must be re-evaludiggd of this new
information that transforms all that came before. Truewit asstiredask of articulating
how the community has received its comeuppance in light of the trick. Thg odali
Epicene’s sex gives the lie to the community’s imaginative congtnsodbf or pretenses
to knowledge. Thus Daw and La Foole are uncovered as liars and slandeeetisesinc
pretended to have “known” Epicene sexually. Epicene “vindicates [the] famé<245)
of the collegiate women whose societal rites she has been initiatadperforming their
cosmetic artifice and epitomizing their gender confusion. ThewWdHlicksters have been
out-tricked; their confidence in their own superior understanding and wsiyf rhetoric
is discredited. It is silence which prevails in this world. Morokesson is twofold.

First, and prosaically misogynistic: if he wants a silent wif&d best marry a man.
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Secondly, the best way to enjoy silence is to be silent. Dauphine triumps agtdbe
verbosely insisted on his way like Morose, but because he schemed in.silence
But these “lessons” were never part of Dauphine’s goal. They are arablevi
effect of his silence that signifies. Encounters with selfisiteg predictably result in
self-evaluation and ethical affirmations. The community of E@terevealed—to
itself—as dishonest, unnatural, de-centered, and deluded. Their ignorant andeunawar
scrambling for an extrinsic identity is now revealed to themsekestiicial and fool-
making. J. A. Jackson, arguing that the point of the play is to highlight thanwadnich
people make meaning from self, not truth, articulates a simflegtedf the staged
silence,
‘Meaning’ for all of the characters becomes most concrete when langselfe i
has been muted. Daw and La Foole are stricken, for once, silent. Clerimont can
only manage to utter “a boy” (5.4.189) and only Truewit (we should expect no
less) can muster any kind of response, perhaps out of both admiration and ego.
Perhaps the momentary lapse of speech stages most perfectly takpmoiition
of the play all along. Each individual is shown explicitly the role he ohake
always been tempted to appropriate all along: filling in every gap ahimg
with his or her self. The muted language on stage at the end of the ptag erea
potential moment of non-appropriation for the audience. The silence ttimeists
audience member back onto him- or herself. The muted language makes explicit
once and for all the always-present gap of meaning and reveals to thecaudi
this space “outside” of themselves that they have always occiipied.
Dauphine’s silencing of himself in orchestrating the trick, render® his dupes as well,
providing a set- and audience-wide comeuppance that serves as a tysewdlpand
ethical tonic to restore the community to its senses (one hopes).
And what of Dauphine? He is certainly far less sympathetic now he has made
fools of everyone. But hasn’t he also revealed his own misanthropic greeddrsd@i
He tricks his uncle out of Morose’s own money, and though he may have a customary
claim to it, it is certainly not Dauphine’s by obligation. He intends tadhisemoney to

purchase a knighthood—claiming thereby an identity that is not intihslis own.

Furthermore, he flagrantly deceives those who helped him to achievedusagiesnds.
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Too, we remember now his reputation as a card shark, swindling funds frorhdus fe
gamers. The deceitful plotter his silence concealed is now madéestaand it is not
appealing. Dauphine now looks like a more ruthless, even sinister, versiorselfthe
important Morose. His hoax does not succeed in granting him superior morakgualiti
On the contrary, they reveal his absolute belonging to his uncentered commueity
exceeding them in his efforts to purchase an identity. His identityRelisorn
describes the trickster’s, a “project,” something to be acquiresheitlly. But he so
inexpertly understands the importance of the veneer of sociability, theddeperupon
one’s representation to secure social acceptance that motivaktesddaracters’ anxious
performativity, that he undermines his reputation with the depth and unsasafries
deception. He becomes, in the eyes of his community, not a knightly man oftyntegri
but a boy, a cheat, a misanthrope, a swindler, a trickster. The ambiguitydemanidy
utilized with Epicene transfers to Dauphine himself as the enginélee tick. In fact,
the diffusion and variability of his identity, combined with his lack of-aglareness,
succeed in absenting himself from membership in the event he hatehiti

Though Dauphine tricks everyone, he clearly wants to be accepted and respected
among them as a man of wit and knowledge, certainly, but also as a man of wealth and
nobility possessing distinguished acquaintance. His aspirations coinsfeicusly
with those of his sociality, inscribing him as a member of his set. Higtiaff
ambiguity, however, renders him a suspicious and unknowable entity. His identity i
fragmented, unnameable, unrepresentable. “How now...do you look at me?” Identity is
conceived by Dauphine only as a representation, conferred by others, exteiog, lac
interiority. Thus it seems he is no longer a member of the set, preteodtwi
representation, he is an excrescence. Ironically, though, Dauphine’shgpelagcures

his presentation as well. As soon as he speaks, his interior absenealisdesince his
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speech strives only to obtain a constructivist presentation, what it ggitegents is
non-being. In Badiou’s schema, it is the foreclosure of presentation éisanps being,
“the presentation of presentation” (27) that lago achieved in seifesilg. Dauphine
does not present himself in silence any longer, nor does his speech presentttér hi
lacks of self-awareness, Dauphine presents no ontological being andé® roar
representation. Dauphine’s speech, then, succeeds in vanishing his pres¢hoat aVi
center, without authorization, without the failed representation elietis being, he is
subsumed by the ontological void. Although Dauphine is often silent and secretive, he
has neither a silent, nor a secret self; he has no self. The notoriousiywatwse€onson
thus demonstrates the risks of being uncentered, of acquiring identibhsiestty, and of
living without the silent containment of one’s thoughts (fidelity to théht or he might
say, personal integrity) that instantiates presence. Dauphinerhsised as his
community was in danger of until his trick exposed their risk. In their nelght state,
the rest of the multiplicity are present, ontologically exposed andaijhahastised, but
present with an opportunity to learn from their errors. They may, by acknongeitigir
secret selves, construct an authentic silent self who substantidtesrders the
circulating self.

And what of Epicene? Epicene remains before the witnesses, a nmalérgd
emblem of a silent being who points to the gap of existence. Epicene istprese
Furthermore, Epicene represents to the community their belongingnessirad folly
and shared culpability. He reveals to them their being as a mitlyipliEpicene is a
“normal” member of the multiplicity, perhaps the only normal member, with an
authorizing center of ontological real-ness manifested in hisietfeing?” And it is
with the figure of Epicene that Jonson extends his play beyond the footligHike Un

Shakespeare, Jonson has not invited the audience to ponder with him the voidgapd the
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by closing the performance’s curtain. With an audacity of purpose, Jonsoniptirthe
audience singling out each member as his dupe. We were all, presumably, fooled by
Dauphine’s Epicene. The play’s trick is to unite the spectator with ¢mebers of the
event in such a way that all are equally implicated as fops, witegak, and tricksters.
And like the play’s characters, we must reflect upon our own pretensioasp b
informed. Jonson’s accusation is voiced by Badiou,

Nominalism reigns, | stated, in our world: it is its spontaneous philosophy. The

universal valorization of ‘competence’, even inside the political splieits

basest product: all it comes down to is guaranteeing the competence of he who is

capable of naming realities such as they are. But what is at stakis hdazy

nominalism, for our times do not even have the time for authentic knowledge.

The exaltation of competence is rather the desire—in order to do withthuttr

to glorify knowledge without knowing” (310).
The audience, like the characters, are humbled for their eagtrrsgesak, to name, to
use language to confer the appearance of knowledge without actually passess
knowledge, to appropriate—beauty, learning, social priority—what thayotawn.
Jonson’s silence about Dauphine’s trick, then, provides the parallax nieth@impetus
to review our own artificial constructions of identity and subjegtivitonson’s self-
awareness in his use of both speech and silence posits him withktémeesl state of
sovereignty. His secret self is presented. In Badiou’s schema, Jonsolf béosmes
the evental meta-site, the element whose membership is indetermomatsithin the
situation?®

The architecture of Badiou’s mathematical ontology withstands theajph of
these plays to its schematic. A testament, | think, to the complexitg pfdis’
engagement with primary and enduring philosophical speculations. Indeed the plays
strain Badiou’s ontological edifice by summoning the ethicality latBough certainly

not absent) in his relational map. This suggests to me a greater Ssosilmbligation

in effect during the Renaissance, a substantive link between being antitgthiaa
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precedes epistemology. The emphasis in Otlosllproof, and the concern to be

informed and knowledgeable in Epiceneseal epistemological anxiety. Itis a
commonplace, really, for the early modern to be concerned to know, how to know, and
what to know? Less frequently noted, however, is the disorienting surprise of the
unethical friend. The struggle to categorize the villain-trickst®ects a cultural
assumption about belonging and morality. Those who belong to shared situations ought,
it seems, to be alike. lago wants to be like others, so he turns them intoewsia
Dauphine counts no deception too great if it secures him the financepiteaocial
likeness. Even where there is deviation from normative behaviors, olsseoméinue to
see likeness. Ethical ontology is deeply embedded within the biology ofpllagse
although the course of time has, apparently, obscured its function. The matbdenefm
analysis enables us to access the plays from outside their own disgussich that we
can recognize strains of thought that may propel the play without being overtly
referenced within it. The subset of the void, for example, undergirdsatag of
lago’s “I am not what | am,” and Dauphine’s inauthentic subjectivity. ddstof
representations without presence are common in deconstructive work, but'8adiou
theory allows for us to analyze the representation as well as the pbssence, and to
do so without the fatalism of meaninglessness. Instead of marginal meartimgs or
meanings of margins, we are able to discuss integral meanings that #dnisenargins of
articulation, as Judith Butler has suggesfeince my focus here is self-silencing, it is
helpful to look at the plays utilizing a structure that moves botderesnd outside
language, much as self-silencing itself weaves in and around rhetoric. Sawkat ¢
say, now, about self-silencing and the villain-trickster?

lago certainly exemplifies Rebhorn’s rhetorizing trickster who sespeereign

power in his use of language to create a credible ethos and command his community.
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Unlike revengers who find sovereign power in circulation, the villdakster creates his
own authority. Like most self-creation, however, it is ultimately baptkdacking an
ontological center. Rebhorn acknowledges this weakness, but it is ugplaytiveights
to demonstrate what happens to the uncentered rhetor and the power he has
manufactured. lago easily relinquishes his authority when he is caughtiostituting
for it the intrinsic authority of silence. In the state of exception, abkiéence signifies,
lago is able to affirm his being and unify with his community as the exenflagio
ethical failures. His personal goals of advancement are forfeityéyttere always
suspect anyway. It seems that what lago most wanted is for everyegedaize their
likeness to him, that they too have a void within. He wants them to empaithzeis
lack of center, lack of meaning. lago’s nihilism is transferred to hialgg@and beyond
to the theatrical audience who also seek for an explanation of his motne wit
themselves. To consider why lago did what he did is to consider social ieeqnid the
secret sins they engender within each of us; it is to recognizéhénatis a void, an
ethical and ontological absence in everyone. However lago may have inteisded t
information to affect his sociality, Lodovico receives it as instvectiUntil, that is, he
has to apply it to himself, at which point he tries to silence it by shudtihgs vision.
His use of silence, however, is oppressive, and has the oppositional effestioigdr
attention to the ultimate meaning of lago’s event.

Dauphine is a trickster who works in silence. He is not the animatedicrator
of Rebhorn’s analysis, but a secretive emissary from the void. Like Rebhackster,
however, he is ontologically starved, a condition only fully revealed abti@usion of
the play. In fact all the qualities of the trickster apply to Dauphineptxor his lack of
rhetorizing. But Dauphine is silent in a community of urgent self-creatdtshe

characters are tricksters in this play, they all seek to constructrarsiexsocial identity,
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but few have any self-awareness. At the end of the play when Dauphine’saeike
exposed as strategic self-silencing, everyone except Dauphine retevdhesr social
maneuvering. Dauphine’s trick affords each an opportunity to reconceive etlvem
in a more intrinsic, subjectifying way. This imperative is extendet ¢ the audience
in Jonson’s audacious self-silencing, which keeps Epicene’s seondtrewe
spectators/readers. Only Dauphine himself fails to receive sulgidseiefit from his
self-silence. Though he receives the pecuniary goals he sought titéseapense of his
social standing and personal subjectivity. He recedes from the play, g dfnfalse
constructivity, pointing again to the gap of being, the void, which lurks lreadgs.

In both plays it is amply evident that self-silencing is an important mode of
influence within a sociality. Whether rhetoric or silence is useaabscure the secret self,
the presentation of self-silencing always elicits a personal aé#heluation on the part
of withesses. Because villains and tricksters use of self-silemigilistic, it evokes a
pharmaceutical response from their social group and the play's audasnaed.
Although the communities within the plays, and the plays’ auditorskarénle villain-
trickster insofar as they too possess an ethical absence, no oneovienésther the
villain or the dupe. So witnesses must in some way transform theit selues into
authentic silent selves. They must conscientiously reform their wasirg in the
world. Paradoxically, the failure-to-present that self-silencing f&gns a compelling

presentation of the multiple, social ontology and subsequent ethicality ohityma
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Notes to Ch. 3 “You Know What You Know": Silent Selves, Secret Selves

'Wayne A. Rebhorn, “The Emperour of Mens Minds’: The Renaissance Tidcst
Homo Rhetoricus,” Creative Imitation: New Essays on Renaissateratiire in
Honor of Thomas M. Green&d. by David Quint, Margaret W. Ferguson, G. W.
Pigman lll, and Wayne A. Rebhorn (New York: Medieval and Renaissamte Te
and Studies, 1992): 31-65. W. H. Auden’s The Dyer’s Hand and Other Essays
(New York: Random House, 1962) also discusses the Renaissance trickseer i
context of rhetoric.

2Scholars have rightly focused on issues of epistemology in these two plage.fane
of metaphysical uncertainty, however, constructions of being and soclitgnor
assume a pressing urgency that the present essay hopes to underscore. The
following works engage in related efforts: John Bronbeck-Tedesco, “Moral
Ethics and the Failure of Love in Shakespeare’s Othello,” Othello: Cléwal
EssaysEd. by Philip C. Kolin (New York: Routledge, 2002): 255-270. Stanley
Cavell, “Epistemology and Tragedy: A Reading of Othello,” Modern Critical
Interpretations: William Shakespeare’s Otheldl. by Harold Bloom (New
York: Chelsea House Publishers, 1987). Elizabeth Gruber, “Insurgent Flesh:
Epistemology and Violence in Othello and Mariam,” Women'’s Studies: An
Interdisciplinary Journal 32:4 (June 2003): 393-410. Matthew R. Martin,
Between Theatre and Philosophy: Skepticism in the Major City ComediEno
Jonson and Thomas Middlet@hewark: University of Delaware Press, 2001),
especially Chapter, 3, “Epicoene and Knowing by Tradition,” 58-77. Katharine
Eisaman Maus, Inwardness and Theater in the English Renai¢Sdmncago:
University of Chicago Press, 1995). See especially Ch. 4, Proof and
Consequences: Othello and the Crime of Intention, 104-127, and Ch. 5,
Prosecution and Sexual Secrecy: Jonson and Shakespeare, 128-181. Further
citations will be to this edition with page numbers noted in the text. Bryan
Reynolds and Joseph Fitzpatrick, “Venetian Ideology or Transversal Power?
lago’s Motives and the Means by which Othello Falls,” Othello: Newdatit
EssaysEd. by Philip C. Kolin (New York: Routledge, 2002): 203-219.

$William Shakespeare, Othell&d. by Alvin Kernan (New York: Signet, 1998). All
further citations will be to this edition by act, scene and line number.

*For more on the character and characterization of Othello, see ThorismsMo
“Relating Things to the State: ‘The State’ and the Subject of Othélhéllo:
New Critical EssaysEd. by Philip C. Kolin (New York: Routledge, 2002): 189-
202. In his analysis of uses of the term “the State,” Moisan notes that Othello
conflates his civil self with “the State.” He comments further on lotke
rhetorical talents. Also David Lucking, “To Tell My Story’: Narratifdgntity
in Shakespeare,” The Upstart Crow 27 (2007-2008): 52-66, who writes of
Othello’s self-conception “...the story-making faculty constitutes éndistnode
of knowing in itself, a way of grasping and making sense of the flux of
experience that is different from any other kind of understanding...” (63). See
Gruber for a provocative analysis of Desdemona’s murder.
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®Reynolds/Fitzpatrick, Maus, Cavell and Stephen Greenblatt, Renaissdfice S
Fashioning: From More to Shakespe@thicago: University of Chicago Press,
1984), all note that Othello’s belief in lago is based upon rhetorical peysyasi
not evidential proof.

8For more on the berry-sewn kerchief, see Patricia Parker, “Othello anitBilation,
Spying, and the ‘Secret Place’ of Woman,” Representations 44 (Autumn 1993):
60-95 who considers its status as an epistemological emblem. Also Dympna
Callaghan’s provocative look at the cultural meaning of linens in @thell
“Looking Well to Linens: Women and Cultural Production in Othello and
Shakespeare’s England,” Marxist Shakespe&dsby Jean E. Howard and Scott
Cutler Shershow (New York: Routledge, 2001): 53-81.

"Jon Snyder’s recent book fruitfully analyzes historical (not philosaphiéstinctions
between simulation and dissimulation in Early Modern Europe. Dissimulation
and the Culture of Secrecy in Early Modern Eur(perkeley: University of
California Press, 2009).

8 Janet Adelman “lago’s Alter Ego: Race as Projection in Othello k&ipgare
Quarterly, 48:2 (Summer, 1997): 125-144, quotation from p. 128. Adelman’s
analysis is a psychoanalytic reading of lago.

°For more on Othello and the Venetian power-set, see Camille Wells Sligjatges and
Subjects in Othello,” Shakespeare Quarterly 48:4 (Winter 1997): 377-390, who
writes that lago manipulates Othello through the values he sharesemigtidhs
for “social order and epistemological clarity” (386). See also Moisdia; J
Reinhard Lupton, Citizen-Saints: Shakespeare and Political ddye@hicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2005), who articulates the warrant for and
implications of reading Othello as a converted Muslim; and Lynne Magnusson
who considers rhetorical power structures in Venice, “Voice Patiénti
Language and Symbolic Capital in Othello,” Shakespeare and Landtthdey
Catherine M.S. Alexander (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2004): 213-225.

Y«yiolence, n”, The Oxford English Dictionary™2d. 1989. OED Online. Oxford
University Press. 13 September 2011.
<http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/223638?rskey=TyAiY4&result=1>.

' Magnusson uses Bourdieu’s economic model of linguistic exchange to analyae pow
paradigms of speech in the play. She notes that lago’s knack for the
“constructing of a favorable context” (223) in which to practice rhedobri
persuasion. Richard Mallette, “Blasphemous Preacher: lago and the
Reformation,” Shakespeare and the Culture of Christianity in Early Mode
England Ed. by Dennis Taylor and David Beauregard (New York: Fordham
University Press, 2003): 382-414, offers an interesting comparison of lago’s
speech to Reformation homilies, “piercing the ear” with infernal courgss.
also Slights and Reynolds.

2 Adelman, and David Pollard, “lago’s Wound,” Othello, New Perspegtiesby
Virginia Mason Vaughan and Kent Cartwright (Cranbury: Associateddusity
Presses, Inc., 1991): 89-96. See also Reynolds; Ben Saunders, “lago’s Clyster:
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Purgation, Anality, and the Civilizing Process,” Shakespeare Quabtet?
(Summer 2004): 148-176; and Hugh Grady, “lago and the Dialectic of
Enlightenment: Reason, Will and Desire in Othello,” Criticism: A Quigrfer
Literature and the Arts 37:4 (Fall 1995): 537-551 who uses Adorno and
Horkheimer’s intrstumental reason to parse lago’s behavior as destrbctive
not constructive (in contrast to Dollimore), identifying his actions as
“purposeless purposiveness.”

¥ Stephen Greenblatt, “The Improvisation of Power,” Modern Critical Ing¢aitions:
Othello Ed. by Harold Bloom (New York: Chelsea House Publishers, 1987): 37-
59, quotation from p. 41.

!4 Alain Badiou, Being and Eveiftondon: Continuum, 2005). All further citations will
be to this edition with page numbers noted in text.

*Giorgio AgambenHomo SacerSovereign Power and Bare Liférans. Daniel Heller-
Roazen (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1995): 25.

®*Emmanuel Levinas, Otherwise than Being, Or Beyond Ess&raes. By Alphonso
Lingis (Pittsburgh: Duquesne Universtiy Press, 2009). For a simplerieweof
theories developed in this book, see Levinas, Ethics and Infinity: Cotigassa
with Philippe NemgTrans. By Richard A. Cohen (Pittsburgh: Duquesne
Universtiy Press, 1985). For others considering ethics and Othello (tagaryi
degrees), see Bronbeck-Tedesco, Grady, Pollard, and Cavell.

"The social or communal consequences of lago’s actions have receiveidaignif
critical attention, though none quite focused on the “likeness” effect Wwirdnyg
self-silencing. Bronbeck-Tedesco writes, “The core of his [lagdlsivy is
ontological. He rubs out the line between what seems to be and what is, and does
so with something as trivial and incidental as a handkerchief’ (267).
Reynolds/Fitzpatrick are perhaps most articulate here, “Put irvénaad terms,
empathy enables people to venture beyond their own conceptual and emotional
boundaries, to think and feel as other do or might, and thus expand or transcend
their own “subjective territories....Transversal movements octignvone
entertains alternative perspectives and breaches the paramdieis of
subjectification....The ease with which lago accesses transwensary enables
him to enter freely into the subjective territories of others ehercan readily
comprehend their sensibilities and idiosyncrasies. He then uses thisatiéorm
to force them into transversal movements across the emotional andtoahcep
spaces of alternative ideologies.” (207). Slights feels the play isrouceith
“social fragmentation and individual isolation” (378), and that lago exposes
vagaries that arise when serving oneself is conflated withngeovie's
community. Cavell begins his study of Othello thusly, “That the integfimy
(human, finite) existence may depend on the fact and on the idea of another
being’s existence, and on the possibility of proving that existence—aareds
conceived from my very dependence and incompleteness, hence conceived as
perfect, and conceived as producing me ‘in some sense, in [its] own image’....
(9). See also Heather James “Dido’s Ear: Tragedy and the Politicspdride,”
Shakespeare Quarterly, 52:3 (Autumn 2001): 360-382, and Michael Neill, “’His
Master’s Ass’: Slavery, Service, and Subordination in Othello,” Sha&espad
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the Mediterranean, Ed. by Tom Clayton, Susan Brock, Vincente Fores, Jill
Levenson (Newark: University of Delaware Press, 2004): 215-229, who explores
the ideas of slavery, service, bondage, etc in what would, for the Renaissance, be
predominately Christian usages. Important here is the embeddedness of
relational sociality. See also Gruber, Lupton, Moisan, and Michael Neill,
“Unproper Beds: Race, Adultery and the Hideous in Othello,” Shakespeare
Quarterly 40:4 (Winter 1989): 383-412. Further references to this articte ar

this edition with page numbers cited.

8Othellois notoriously involving and affecting for audiences. Neill (Unpropeites/r
“Othello persistently goads its audience into speculation about whatpstiag
behind the scenes” (396). See also Hugh Macrae Richmond, “The Audience’s
Role in Othello,” Othello: New Critical Essayisd. by Philip C. Kolin (New
York: Routledge, 2002): 89-100. Pollard writes, “Othétlereby becomes the
focusing instrument for complex and collusive “communal” aggression. The
only possible justification for experiencing such a work is whatevefyciey
catharsis it might momentarily effectuate. The likehood [sidjowever, that
the clarification we attain will induce something like self-loathiras-with
Baudelaire and (one fancies) Shakespeare himself” (95-6). Moisan says
Lodovico’s abrupt denial, “provides a vehicle by means of which Otheliears
to tame the narrative it has staged, devising strategies of dortiestica
familiarization, and ultimately recuperation while calling afiamto the ways in
which that narrative ultimately eludes control” (199). See also, Parker

¥ Neill (Unproper) is helpful here, too: “What makes the tragedy of Otkelkhocking
and painful is that it engages its audience in a conspiracy to lay nakezbtiee
of forbidden desire, only to confirm that the penalty for such exposure Is deat
and oblivion; in so doing, the play takes us into territory we recognize butlwoul
rather not see...The object that “poisons sight” is nothing less thmamar for
the obscene desires and fears that Otlaeboises in its audiences—monsters that
the play at once invents and naturalizes, declaring them unproper, étven as
implies that they were always “naturally” there” (412).

“Thomas M. Greene, “Ben Jonson and the Centered Self,” Studies in Englistutédtera
1500-1900 10:2 (Spring 1970): 325-348. In his Marxist analysis of Jacobean
Literature as political critique, Jonathan Dollimore, Radical @dggReligion,
Ideology, and Power in the Drama of a Shakespeare and his Contemp@taries
ed. (New York: Harvester, 1989), 3-50, also deals with un/centeredness.

21Ben Jonson, “Epicene, or The Silent Woman” English Renaissance [Fdniay
David Bevington (New York: W.W. Norton and Co., 2002): 775-860. This
guotation is from 5.4.205. All further citations will be to this edition with act,
scene and line numbers. Despite my delight in the silently signifying “0”
included in traditional spelling of “Epicoene,” | adhere to this edition’s ehtaic
omit it.

2 \Writers dealing with matters of silence/eloquence and secregyigeriginclude
Huston D. Hallahan, “Silence, eloquence, and Chatter in Jonson’s Epicoene,
Huntington Library Quarterly: A Journal for the History and Interpi@teof
English and American Civilization 40 (1977): 117-127. Hallahan argues that
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both eloquence and silence are commendable characteristics, but itds tbiaatt

is impotent. Douglas Lanier, “Masculine Silence: ‘Epicoene’ and Jonsonian
Stylistics,” College Literature, 21:2 (June 1994):1-18 writes “Jo@asoni
masculine discourse so fetishizes self-presence that it agpaendition of
silence” (7). Charles R. Lyons, “Silent Women and Shrews: Eroticism and
Convention in Epicoene and Measure for Measure,” Comparative Drama 23: 2
(1989 Summer): 123-40 argues that Epicene’s silence is a failed reptiesesfta
the sexual allure of feminine silence. Reuben Sanchez, “Things uikes trwell
feigned™: Mimesis and Secrecy in Jonson’s Epicoene,” Comparatam®40:3
(2006 Fall): 313-336. Sanchez observes, “The play is not about ‘truth’ per se,
but about the rhetorical devices by which truth is kept a secret....”.(322)
“Truewit and Morose represent different ways in which language and
imagination fail to convey like truth. Dauphine’s use of language and
imagination succeeds, ironically, precisely because he does not makeiseuc

of language and because he is able to keep a secret” (328). See also Snyder on
dissimulation and silence.

% For other takes on the community of Epicesee Sanchez, as well as Martin. Karen
Newman, “City Talk: Women and Commodification in Jonson’s Epicoene,” ELH
56:3 (Autumn 1989): 503-518 considers Marx, the New Exchange, women and
commerce in Epicoene. Marjorie Swann’s, “Refashioning Societyrin Be
Jonson’s Epicoene,” Studies in English Literature, 1500-1900; 38:2 Tudor and
Stuart Drama (Spring, 1998): 297-315 reading finds Jonson eliminating women
from the hereditary system but inadvertently reassigning them satgalce as
consumers. She also considers commaodity culture in connection with Jonson
himself and “ownership” of art.

24 philip Mirabelli advances a controversial claim in, “Silence, Wit, arisddm in The
Silent Woman,” Studies in English Literature, 1500-1900 29:2 Elizabethan and
Jacobean Drama (Spring 1989): 309-336, where he lauds True-wit as a “true wit”
who exemplifies the morality of one who uses silence eloquently via gdorec
bring about good, moral ends.

Mark Albert Johnston, “Prosthetic Absence in Ben Jonson’s Epicoene, Tiendist,
and Bartholomew Fair,” English Literary Renaissance 37:3 (2007): 401-428,
argues that bearded “men” signaled masculinity and clean-shaven “bogst me
economic and social inferiority to patriarchy.

7. A. Jackson, “'On forfeit of your selves, think nothing true’: Selé&mgion in Ben
Jonson’s Epicoene,” Early Modern Literary Studies 10:1 (May 2004): 21-28,
guotation from p. 28. Likewise, George A. E. Parfitt, “Ethics and Christiamity
Ben Jonson,” New Perspectives on Ben Jonson, Ed. by James Hirsch (Cranbury:
Associated University Presses, Inc., 1997): 77-88, writes that Jonson “.. tgeems
have seen ethics, rather than metaphysics as the potential meawuatuirséir
the individual and society” (81). It is part of my contention, however, lileat t
gap in meaning is metaphysical, and that Jonson demonstrates it cannetbe fill
with self, hence the frantic fumbling for an identity.

?"For gendered and metatheatarical readings of Epicene’s characRadén, and Jean
E. Howard, “Crossdressing, The Theatre and Gender Struggle in Early Modern
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England,” Shakespeare Quarterly, 39:4 (Winter 1988): 418-440, who writes
“...the man playing Epicoene usurps woman’s person and place to act out
degrading masculine construction of her” (430). Johnston does not read the
hermaphrodite as subversive although, citing Marjorie Garber, he places hi
within a state of exception. Lyons is intriguing: within the homosocialeusé/

of Epicoene, the “trick” is that men can master women’s behavior. Silence is
performed merely as an erotic lure. Epicoene’s silence is d fajpgesentation

of the sexual allure of feminine silence.

ZEor more on the effects of the play on its audience, see Jackson, Maus, &atkin,
Martin who writes, “...Jonson himself takes a metaepistemologigatsttoward
his audience’s knowledge by depending on the conventionality of the audience’s
perception of theatrical space to hide from them for five acts what theydthe
along—that Epicoene is a boy” (77).

#Indeed, epistemological readings abound for these plays. Self-silencirggasmong
several reasons to consider knowledge acquisition in these plays.h&or ot
approaches read the aforementioned Rackin, Martin, Slights, Parkell, @ade
Gruber

% Judith Butler, Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Viol¢Nesv York:
Verso 2004) 151, writes, “If the humanities has a future as culturaismiti and
cultural criticism has a task at the present moment, it is no doubt to retiarn us
the human where we do not expect to find it, in its frailty and at the limits of i
capacity to make sense. We would have to interrogate the emergence and
vanishing of the human at the limits of what we can know, what we can hear,
what we can see, what we can sense
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CHAPTER 4
"THE THING INVIOLATE": SENSING SELVES
Why does Hieronimo bite out his own tongue at the climax of Thomas Kyd's

revenge play, The Spanish Trag@dilis claim to be concealing a “thing inviolate” with

his autoglossotomy has confounded critics for generations, most of whom do not even

attempt to understand its meaningyet the scene stands as the defining moment of this

seminal revenge tragedy, and thus warrants intelligibility. Thesyes=eks to extract

meaning from the self-silencing through an analysis of social reldtiaghs play and

their legal and linguistic composition. In analyzing the play’s engagewith

community, speech, and agency, | am utilizing the social analytics of Emhh&vues,

as well as engaging the play in a “contest for meaning” with a sermomoyf Bmith'’s

that is contemporaneous with the pfaps these sites for discourse converge, we see

that the apparent quiescence of self-silencing belies an urgentfdesiti@ical activism.

Furthermore, effectuating this call to ethical reform requiresopafgproximity and is

accomplished via the performance of non-performance. These elengmthialessay

with Early Modern scholarship on justice, authority, representation, ispciat

subjectivity. | hope to slice through this rather vast landscape, withisipeand depth

sufficient to make a compelling case for the autoglossotomy to servealidaaempathy.

While | will not presume to have definitively resolved Hieronimo’s-s#éncing

enigma, this analysis will offer a perspective that makes senseviibin the context of

the play and in subsequent instances of staged self-silencings. | expetitta deepen

our understanding of the importance of silence as a subjective aral ptvier strategy.
Although a few critics have considered the varieties of Early Modlence and

its philosophic significance, self-silencing has primarily been considereonnection

with Stoic self-governance which is not particularly applicableiewdthimo, or other
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avengers for that matter (most of whom are as loquacious about thiz@gulsey
attempt to rectify as they are unrestrained in exacting vengeaticslf-silencing is to
be conceived in a Stoic fashion, it must be in the sense of constancy tffedyQddes

emphasizes in his book, Shakespeare and the Constant RoBans what way is

Hieronimo “constant” in biting out his tongue? The revenger typite/good reasons

for carrying out vigilante justice, and is forthright in explaining hosvddtions are
“‘justifiable.” So why the habitual move to silence? Hieronimo says, “Urgeane m

words, | have no more to say” (4.4.152), and Hamlet says, “The rest is silence”
(5.2.299)> But these silences are peculiar because they come aftet degkaf

explicating and philosophical speechifying, and so beg the question of what and why are
these revengers silencing? The silence may foreshadow the aviemggrding demise

or social ostracism but this is more than the silence of death elsmirie would not

claim to be preserving in his silence an “inviolable thing.” But wh#tas“inviolable

thing?” To begin answering this question, a closer look at the dynamegernige and

revenger in The Spanish Tragedyn order.

Hieronimo's role as the “Knight Marshal” of Spain is pivotal to un@deding
his character’s conflicts and choices. Scholars have typically uodensieronimo as
an advocate, representing petitioners to the King’s jut\#ile this is not inaccurate,
it fails to recognize either the broad scope of the Marshal’s workhaaoepresentative
direction of his advocacy work. According to John Cowell (1554-1611), who in 1607
published “The interpreter: or Booke containing the signification of wotdgein is set
foorth the true meaning of all, or the most part of such words and tersrag, a
mentioned in the lawe writers, or statutes of this victorious and renowmgdblkne,
requiring any exposition or interpretation,” the responsibilities oMaeshalsea were

several-fold. The English Knight Marshal (under Elizabeth, Sir George Carey and Sir
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Thomas Gerrard) is charged with governing and maintaining the civil ondeehalf of
the crown in the jurisdiction of the monarch’s residence and court. Tibthillicapacity
the marshal serves as policer, justicer and jailor, especiaffjpmesible for securing the
monarch’s bodily protection. These efforts are readily attested inaiciErBacon’s
documentation of Gerrard’s aid in subduing the Essex rebellion, as well dseiiza
own proclamation instructing Carey to restrict access to either her eende by plague-
carrying sailors of Sir Francis Drake’s ndvylhough it is true that the marshal brings
petitions to the sovereign, and administers justice on the sovereityal$, leese actions
are not completed as an advocate for the people, but in representation of théaynonarc
The distinction | am delineating here between representing the sovetéigntinan the
subject is further emphasized in the knight marshal’'s expanded dutiestoréeige as
harbinger for the monarch, preceding her so as to organize rank, coocgireat®nies,
and provision bed, board and entertainment for guests of the monarchy, asfaetha
monarch herself during royal appearances, progresses of vVigiesse more hospitable

and relational aspects of the Marshalsea have been, to my knowledge aligivers

neglected in scholarship on The Spanish Tragedihe detriment of our understanding
of the play’s interest in community. We see, herein, that the Knighghdks is not
simply concerned with justice for commoners, but is more specificafiyeistied in
navigating the complex social relations of persons in regard to the mopespegially
as they regard access and proximity to the sovereign.

At the start of the play, in fact, it is within these social agpefcthe Marshalsea
that we see Hieronimo working. Hieronimo, it seems, has been offeringhaide
trustworthy service to his King. The silent masque he presents befétmthef Spain
and the Ambassador of Portugal is a diplomatic triumph, subduing the enmity of the

victor and saving face for the disgraced, paving the way for recorariliatid unity
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between the countrié8.“Spain is Portugal/And Portugal is Spain,” (1.4.132-33) delights
the King of Spain luxuriating in the union of the recently warring countiié®

particulars of the masque are worth attending, however. The conceit with whi
Hieronimo achieves reconciliation is the performance of the sidijeaft both countries.

In the masque, both countries are conquered by England; they are made alike, so one
cannot sulk nor the other exult in their newly accorded peace. Hieromitioavihg the
King's lead, makes each country akin to the other, mirrors, so that eghital
compassionate relations may be sustained through the leveling of hierbliehgnimo’s
masque promotes civility by evoking empathetic emulation. While this masque
certainly a precursor to the murderous masque of the play’s conclusiay, élso be
seen—in its lack of dialogue or narration and consequent need for egplictd
foreshadow the performance of silencing that Hieronimo stages on his own person, a
performance that also seeks to unify the community after civil unrestefudre, his
diplomacy confirms Hieronimo’s character as a savvy, wise, and gteationed

diplomat of the household. It is, then, particularly conflicting for him whendmsss
brutally murdered by the King's nephew, Lorenzo. As a father, he wants revesdgiee A
admirable Knight Marshal, he is responsible for securing justice, bethgnizes the
conflict of interest. His effort to engage the King's support is blockedobgrizo,
although Hieronimo’s official post as Knight Marshal is retained. The gugnda
paradigmatic for revengers, is acute: Hieronimo needs accesskmjt® secure

justice; but his authority does not supercede that of the murderer andabss ® the
king, and therefore justice, is repulsed. The father cannot beeshiisthe loss of his
son; the Knight Marshal can neither represent nor serve his king. T$téoqus not

only one of justice, then, but one of social rank and relation, of authority andyage
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Hieronimo claims that he is denied access to divine justice as wellehitds

not at all clear that the heavens of The Spanish Tragedgs silent before his pleas as

he claims. There are a few circumstances to note here. Firsirigpdmative for
revenge and justice. In this revenge play, as in many, revenge and jiestice a
synonymous, or nearly so, for those who have been wronged. Hieronimo’s wife alsabell
says, “The heavens are just; murder cannot be hid; / Time is the authof tvoth and
right, / and time will bring this treachery to light” (2.5.57-59). hththis might be
characterized as a commonplace generalization that nonetheldssmbe emphasized:
murder is ethically wrong in this play and murderers need to be held addeuntais
ethical worldview is confirmed when Hieronimo, crying to the heavensisticg in the
specific form of a clue to the identity of Horatio’s murderer immedifateceives aeus
ex machindetter (falling, seemingly, from the heavens) composed by Bel-Imperia
correctly naming Lorenzo and Balthazar as the murderers (3.2.24). Whehk$ie see
confirmation, again from the “countermured walls” of heaven, he recBrgsngano’s
letter of confession. It is impossible for this misdeed to go unchediedety universe

of The Spanish Tragedyill not permit it. If Hieronimo does not know whom to blame,

he will be informed. So that we are not confused by obfuscated ethics, li$agbith
emphasizing the way in which Horatio’s murder is presented as arlatgitsocial
violation in both a legal and a moral sense.

Another point to highlight here is the conflation of revelation and revéng
which both Hieronimo and his wife, Isabella, engage. In the lines quoted abovialsabe
is comforted that the crime will come to “light.” Hieronimo asks thersgbeavens,”
“If this incomparable murder thus/Of mine—but now no more—my son/Shall utheevea

and unrevenged pass,/How should we term your dealings to be just/If you unjustly deal
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with those that in your justice trust?” (3.2.7-11). “Unrevealed” and \wamged” are
linked such as to be nearly synonymous here and again with Hieronimo'’s tater. pr

O sacred heavens, may it come to pass

That such a monstrous and detested deed,

So closely smothered and so long concealed,

Shall thus by this be venged or revealed? (3.7.45-48).
The joining of the ideas of revelation and revenge suggest a furtherimperative to
honesty, an assumption that the dishonesty and dissembling of the murderers is an
additional and complicating ethical failing. Much as Deborah Shugerdathate

governmental censorship revealed a social expectation of truth, tftehea desire to

conceal dissent, so The Spanish Tragedwt least Hieronimo and his wife, likewise

seems to expect civil (and civilized) transparetc¥his conflation of truth and justice,
may motivate the theatrically-minded Hieronimo to take his revengeeostdge, where,
presumably, all is revealed, even accomplished anew, in the light of pubbcnpente.
Certainly, it establishes that for Hieronimo, truth is socialeids to be revealed and
shared.

Perhaps these points about homicide and honesty are self-evident, but | linger on
them in order to remember that revenge tragedies are not simply concaimpdrabonal
satisfaction or legal/political failures, but also with restoriogia morality. Social
morality may be sought for personal satisfaction but is also foundkittolegal or
political issues, and thus it is engendered in the web of sociality whigiexts interact.
The scrupulous and diplomatic Hieronimo is in a quandary: he needsttheotbe
revealed, he needs retribution, but he cannot get these things in the detiahryay
because the criminals have greater authority than he. To the pmregghe ingenuous
Hieronimo, the very fact of Lorenzo’s criminality naturally undermiaed voids his
authority, and an ethical lapse within the royal family threatiemsvell-being of the

entire state. Yet the intricacies of the social and legaém to which Hieronimo is so
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attuned, do not accommaodate this circumstance. Thus, personally and profigssional
Hieronimo is obliged to seek out provisional authority with which to resher&panish
sociality to its ethical norm.

In the same year that Kyd's play was published, a sermon of Henry Smith’s
(1560-1592?) was also printed entitled “Satan’s Compassing the EaSiniith’s
epigraph is Job 1:7-8, a surprisingly mundane scene of heavenly governarise, that
nonetheless disconcerting in its implications. The Lord has summoned hisrctoldre
appear before him and Satan arrives among them. God inquires from where he comes,
and Satan answers, “From copassing (sic) the earth to and fro, and from walkifg i
Smith’s exegesis is entirely concerned with Satan’s occupation eatlie He advises
readers that just as “It is some vantage unto us to heare thatthiarip are comming
before they come,” so should we be warned that Satan is lurking so “that wbeena
a readines against him.” (Smith 482). Smith elaborates upon the ways in wiaich Sa
may be said to “compasse the earth,” but does not delve into the more pepelits ag
his epigraph, nor its enigmatic aftermath. After Satan deliversdmshalant alibi of a
walkabout, God directs his attention to the “blameless” Job. Satan sadolsef being
good only because God has made life easy for him with health, wealth, family and
reputation. So God permits Satan to take everything away from Job, excit khis a
test of Job’s faith, which Satan proceeds to do. The remainder of the book depist
struggle to understand God'’s purpose in his suffering (since he was not phey to t
heavenly conference) and to maintain belief in God'’s justice and benevolspde tlee
terrible degradation he experiences. Smith tangles with the knottpgiedl
ramifications of this divine council only with the surprising (andrehtiundeveloped,

though iterated) suggestion that it is as if Satan approaches God “...to gehessi@m
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that God would make him knight Marshal over the world, to slay and kill as nsamgy a
hated..” (486).

There is no reason to believe Smith had seen Kyd'’s play with its murderous
Knight Marshal, Hieronimo. On the contrary, Smith, a moderate Pur#atipns his
readers against theatrical performance, so presumably he did notladteniimself.
But the construction of the Knight Marshal’s office as that of a mmardeather than a
peacekeeper and protector, is provocative enough to suspect that Semithpsas
familiar with the outlines of Kyd’s tale, which was an exceptionally papaihd
frequently staged play. The ubiquitous Thomas Nashe does stand as oneliekuous
between the popular lecturer of St. Clement Danes and the literanyéthleadrid.
Coining Smith’s oft-repeated sobriquet, Nashe writes upon Smith’s death ver:Sil
tongue’d Smith, whose well tun’d stile hath made thy death the geneed téahe
Muses....** Other than Nashe’s admiration for Smith’s style, however, the precise
nature of their acquaintance is unknown. It is possible, though, to grant Smith a
theoretical familiarity with Kyd via Nashe, who taunted Kyd for hiseésan translations.
Nashe’s personal intimacy with the household of Knight Marshal SirgeeCarey is
also suggestivé’f Smith, however, does not need Nashe to be connected with the
Queen’s household. His stepmother was Margaret Cecil, sister to Lordl@yrand the
powerful Lord Treasurer may be styled a patron of Smith’s, having imeetdven his
behalf during anti-Puritan contentions (Jenkins 10-21). Smith’s popularity ardagie
esteem is uncontested. “By 1610 Smith’s printed sermons had gone through eighty-five
or more editions and his fame as a powerful preacher survived him for| siseades”
(Jenkins 59). In any case, Smith’s sermon invites a propitiously homologous refiding
the play because of a coincidence of thematic parallels not limitect tcedbainly

beginning with, the startling presence of a homicidal court official.
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Why should Smith’s configure Satan as a Knight Marshal whose authority to ki
derives from his “king.” There are, to my knowledge, no pertinent topircaimstances
of marshals murdering rampantly and serially at Elizabeth’s behest. Houduge
sermon, however, Satan is compared to Spain — both are threats to the English,
deceptively seeking to subdue or destroy. “...if God make you see your coukétk na
your temples desolate, your cities ruined, your houses spoiled, you will say thar@pani
have been here: so when you see your minds corrupted, your hearts hardened,ggour will
perverted...you may say the devil hath beene here” (Smith 488). Of cohes8panish
Tragedyis set in Spain, making Hieronimo the Spanish Knight Marshal: he is doubly
indicted™® Interestingly, both the Spaniards (as Smith conceives them) anda@atan
identified in the sermon, not in themselves, but by reading evideitlkeiopresence; for
Smith, they signify silently. Kevin Dunn has argued that Hieronimo as esesgative is
also a sign only, that his primary problem is the lack of an authentictuityeavailable
for those who legally represefit.In another parallel, Satan is described like a Judas,
“because he kisseth when he betrayeth, as though he would not betray” (Shith 49
Both Lorenzo, the villain of Kyd’s play, and Hieronimo are guilty of sirhylar
demonstrating affection to those whom they plot to ruin. Hieronimo’s performance of
affection toward Lorenzo is so convincing it precipitates his wife'sdlicSatan’s
“compassing” especially resonates in the play as Hieronimo locks (pasegs) the
King and his retinue in the theatre for his vengeance-taking. Prior toitorgrhis
murders, he says, “The ugly fiends do sally forth of hell,/And frame rpg $te
unfrequented paths/And fear my hearts with fierce inflamed thoughts” (3.8)16-ere,
Hieronimo claims explicitly that he is directed to roam and plot murder bisdeAs he
“compasses” the earth, even his cries for justice encircle heave

The blustering winds, conspiring with my words,
At my lament have moved the leafless trees,
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Disrobed the meadows of their flowered green,

Made mountains marsh with spring tides of my tears,

And broken through the brazen gates of hell.

Yet still tormented is my tortured soul

With broken sighs and restless passions,

That winged, mount and hovering in the air,

Beat at the windows of the brightest heavens,

Soliciting for justice and revenge.

But they are placed in those empyreal heights

Where, countermured with walls of diamond,

| find the place impregnable, and they

Resist my woes, and give my words no way. (3.7.5-18)
Hieronimo's “ceaseless plaints” (3.7.4) are likened to travelimgls that have altered
the earth (disrobed the meadows) and assaulted heaven. Although Hieronie® echo
Job’s anxious solicitation of God for justice, he compares to Smith’'s Sa&panish,
murderous, deceptive, and “compassing” the earth. In fact, this dual peeganific
proves useful for many revengers. Though they suffer wrong at the hands of yuthorit
they also, like Satan, exercise an assumed authority in “kil[ling] ag amhe hate[s].”

A curious figuring, Satan “commissioned” by God. Satan, who slays whomever
he hates, as the enforcer for and harbinger of God; it reinforces the natimreaign
omnipotence even as it undermines the notion of sovereign benevolence. # aeveal
power that cascades from God and is exercised on his behalf by Satarraive Huat
beset Job are “authorized” by God. Smith fails to articulate a respmotige theological
guandary, but surely recognizes the subversive potential of his cotibgur8y
implication, or even imputation, the King authorizes the crimes of his peAptbority
is not bivouacked in the King's body, it is not held in stasis until thersgyn requires
its use, but is in perpetual circulation amongst the King and those in whoeestise
power. Responsibility for the actions of his agents, ultimately belong tGinige
Though there is little to suggest, in the Knight Marshal’s responsbijlihat injudicious

killing and slaying is customary, Smith assigns Satan the role ohKkigrshal, a role

supposedly representative of the King’s justice. Satan, in othrelsyexercises his
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sovereign’s authority. The Spanish Traged¢night Marshal Hieronimo is also granted

the authority of his King to administer justice in the court's dominidieere Satan is
an “accuser” in the divine court, the Knight Marshal’s duties as bothepatid
magistrate register him as both accuser and advocate. The natuiat gotifese roles
is underscored with Hieronimo’s personal conflict of interest. CouldHiemo, like
Satan, extend his own, sovereignly-appointed authority to slaying and killing?
| introduce Smith’s sermon in order to illustrate the ways in which Hiemsim
dilemma is complicated by competing ideologies of obligation. Hieronimacelfilmsone
minute praying for (and receiving) information about the murderer’s tgietite next he
claims, as quoted above, that his steps are guided by hell's fiends. Gluriseli
command of Romans 12:19 to forego vengeance collides with the Senecan hero who
redresses crime at any personal cost. Hieronimo wavers from one toghwithin a
handful of lines (3.13.2-20). But for this Knight Marshal, these ordinary catistns of
justice-seeking are entangled with those of his profession. We might,ifal@sadin
Cormack’s lead, conceive of Hieronimo’s dilemma in terms of jurigaictCormack
writes,
...jurisdiction identifies authority as power produced under the admimngrati
recognition of the geographical or conceptual limits that exactly order it
authority. Jurisdiction amounts to the delimitation of a sphere—s|sttiaé,
city, or manor; domestic, maritime, or foreign), temporal (proximate or
immemorial past; regular or market days), or generic (mattersigpor
temporal; promise or debt)—that is the precondition for the judicial s uc
the very capacity of the law to come into efféct.
The Knight Marshal’gienericsphere of authority confusingly includes minor legal
petitions such as debts and leases (3.13.59-65), capital offenses such ag3@)rder
well as matters of civility such as the entertainment of ambasséld). The

Elizabethan legal system itself is hereby problematized fograssi this absurdly broad

jurisdiction, as well as for necessitating the discordant rolegitired the Knight
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Marshal to play in adjudicating it. Jailor and magistrate? Guardian oidharch’s
person and director of entertainmentAs Cormack’s book reveals, England’s legal
system had plenty of opportunity for revision in its development. Hieronimaib/ne
paralyzed with inaction while he considers how to proceed from within this mofidle
familial, social, religious, cultural and legal obligations.

The Spanish TragedImost obsessively places characters and actions in

ambiguous positions between warring claims of identity, loyalty, and oloigabon
Andrea of the Induction is neither a lover nor a warrior, and so cannot findipeghee
afterlife until his tale is resolved. The credit for Prince Balthazar's capture belongs
fully to neither Horatio nor Lorenzo. The pursuant peace is only conditioaéthaBar
remains in the Spanish court as neither free man nor prisoner, “Meanwhilledi,
though not in liberty, yet free from bearing any servile yoke” (1.2.147-8). Theoyi of
Portugal, Alexandro, Pedringano, Bel-Imperia and of course Hieronimo alenad
access to the persons who can effect their physical or emotiomatibipe The play
positions characters in impossibly difficult moral situations all bandoned by
behavioral precedents. The characters must proceed with neitherlauwstam to guide

them. The Spanish Tragedgmonstrates the way in which cimbmosis created by

individual subjects’ reactions to these competing ethical claivisether they rest their
confidence in civil servants, family, the monarchy, or divine justiesyesharacter
grapples with social morality, enacting behaviors that either dasjifgrparadigms of
communal relations. The play is keen to investigate the subjectivaoaiad experience
of those negotiating with forms of authority. Not surprisingly, theseegsmanifest in
the play via the problematization of speech, hearing and personal access.
Language in this play is often figured as deceptive and ineffective, teabat

twice is portrayed as a cause of déatiRalthazar laments the ineffectual love letters he
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sends to Bel-Imperia, “My words are rude and work her no delight. Thd kesasl her
are but harsh and ill, Such as do drop from Pan and Marsyas’ quill” (2.1.14-16&yalslar
lost a verse contest with Apollo and was subsequently flayed alive fn@2). When
Bel-Imperia attempts to paint a sylvan picture of an assignation \withtid, she
curiously, forebodingly, refers to Philomela, the Ovidean link between spedch a
violence. Furthermore, Bel-Imperia figures the nightingale singing oitityarthorn to

her breast. Love relationships in the play are not secured with speethe bntrary,
speech belies its purported goal bringing division and death to the wouldelog. lov
Somehow, speaking of love destroys the very subject of which it speaks] as thel
subject who speaks.

The subplot also demonstrates problems with speech, but this timenwith a
emphasis on hearing. The Viceroy of Portugal is deceived by the false wafitlapd
eager to get rid of a rival. The Viceroy refuses to listen to Alexandrotegtations of
innocence, and then, when Alexandro is vindicated, the Viceroy refuses to hear
Alexandro’s plea for leniency toward Villupo. Likewise, Hieronimo piefmt justice to
the King of Spain, “Justice, oh Justice! Oh my son, my son,/My son whom naught can
ransom or redeem” (3.12.65-6). But the King's response is to urge others tarfrestra
[Hieronimo’s] fury” (3.12.80) and to defer hearing the matter. Thisipaties the
King's later failure to hear Hieronimo when he explains what promptecehigeance.
Hieronimo himself neglects his advocate work and chews up the petitioresefithhis

charge. In The Spanish Tragedpeech is divisive; hearing is compromised. Unable or

unwilling to listen, the civil community in this play is non-functional.

Henry Smith’s sermon on Satan’s Compassing the Battihbegins and ends

with an admonition to listen:

Take heed how you heafer that which | am to speake unto you of the devil, the
devil would not have you heare: and therefore as hee is here called a Compasse

114



so hee will compass your eyes with shewes, and your eares with soundes, and
your sences with sleepe, and your thoughtes with fansies, and all to hinder you
from hearing while the articles are against him, and after | have spwemill
compasse you againe with business, and cares, and pleasures, and quarrels, to
make you forget that which you have heard, as hee hath made you forgetter that
which he have heard before, or else to contemne it, as though you might doe well
without it: as hee hath compassed the which doe walke in the streetethehile
voice of god soundeth in the Churches as they passes by: therefore befere ever
Sermon yee had need to remember Christes le§akn,heed how you heal@d)
Smith argues that persons are vulnerable to Satan when allowing'lifipass” them
with “showes,” “soundes,” “sleepe,” and “fancies” such that they are rottiat to life.
The King of Spain’s failure to listen manifests Smith’s “compassetl {business, and
cares,” and links him with the divinity who resists Hieronimo’s “cezsselplaints.” If
false and deceptive speech undermines subjective authority in thehplapique and
apposite trait of sovereignty is the deferral of listening or faiioitgear.
The sovereign’s silence is not, however, always a form of negligenceemcabs
Revenge figures sovereign silence as powerful. The gate of horn (asdppdsat of
ivory) is said to offer dreams of truth in the silence of the rfighih. a related scene, Don
Andrea complains (for the third time) about witnessing his antagosesisingly
successful machinations, until Revenge assures him, “...although he (Reslerge
awhile; For in unquiet, quietness is feigned, And slumb’ring is a common worl¥ wi
(3.15.23-5). Twice, then, in connection with Revenge, silence is imagined te laathif
the action of thinking: first dreaming, then scheming. C.L. Barber, too, hasahttie
surprising sense of effectuality that Revenge depicts in stilirebsleep. He describes
Revenge as a type of chorus, who in turn describes the “dramatic move méet'pteyt,
“The accomplishment of the plot is a reversal...which comes about byaWwénhgr.of a
motive...even though it may go underground” (145). Sovereign silence, even the

“sleepe” that Smith cautions against, is not, then, necessaphténce; it may be a type

of subjective or ethical acting. When Lorenzo urges the King to dismiss kinerérom
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his position. The King refuses out of compassion, “We shall increase laisainely so.
‘Tis best we see further in it first...” (3.12.99-100). Although he postponexiatteto
Hieronimo's cry for justice, his silence arises out of ethicateomfor Hieronimo’s
distracted state. There are two senses of authority’s silencetiedailure/deferral of
hearing and the active silence of ethical consideration. It is nottlclahese are

actuated in mutual exclusion. The silences of The Spanish Trhgedya mixture of

motivations, but it is an enjoyment of sovereign power to resist attmulaJust as Job
discovers in the indexed text of Smith’s sermon, the subjective mode of greigovs
silence that signifies. To “take heed of how we hear,” however, wehatdhis silent
signification reflects inter-relationally: revealing the mom&sethical sensitivity and
prompting an ethical reaction (good or ill) from the listener as they grajghi¢he non-
performance of the monarch.

Catherine Belsey in her study on The Subject of Trageglyes that the

diachronic man of 1%century morality plays has no agency; the subjects of history are
God and the Devil. Moving into later plays, Belsey notes the unclear éythith

which Hieronimo exacts his revenge. “...uncertain whether he speaks in the-rihen
discourse — of heaven or hell, or neither, Hieronimo finally bites out hisavgue,
repudiating the right which defines the subject, the right of speath’ts As we have
seen, though, Hieronimo has discovered that speech is an ineffectual yofisssir
agency. He needs another authorizing agent or means. Hieronimo’'ssiawtkes the
theological suggestion of Henry Smith’s sermon: that the devihpowered by God,
that his power is actually God’s power. That God would “commission” Satan to
wantonly destroy God’s own handiwork is hardly thinkable, commissionifag is

different from simply “permitting” Satan to harm as traditional regsliof the book of

Job suggest. And yet Smith’s choice of the word “commission” points toubibler of
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Christian claims about God’s goodness and power. The “problem of evil,” as it is
termed, is simply the question that if God is all-good and all-powerful, thensithgrie

evil and suffering. The orthodox response is that suffering was not paotdtdf Giginal
creation (“...it was very good” [Genesis 1:31]), but death (g@itiand physical) was
introduced with the fall of man. When humankind chose to enjoy fruit fromebetr
good and evil, it chose to learn about God’s benevolence (the good) through suffering
(the evil). As persons endure various hardships, they seek meaning, enGaahtend
through recognition of his Being come to understand through ethical relatiorgwimei
being and social obligation. Suffering calls humans back to a right relatioGod.

The horrors that undo Job, to use Smith’s exemplar, are not consequemesssnot
personal sin; there is not a one-to-one correlation of sin and suffering. Bopises in
Job’s suffering are to prove Satan a false accuser and a liar, but Job doesantbti&k
Although he does not deny his belief in God, he does say inappropriate things about God
as he wrestles with his seemingly unjust treatment. At the camtlokthe book, God
finally speaks to Job, face to face. Job has required, “Shewe me, whé¢heior
contendest with me” (Job 10:2); God does not offer a direct articelspense. Instead,
God directs him to look upon the “shewe” of creation. With the performance of th
created world, God illuminates to Job that he perceives theiioredhtp wrongly. In the
face of Job’s relative ignorance and impotence compared to God’'s own @noésand
omnipotence, Job is humbled. “Behold, | am vile: what shall | answer thektay

mine hand upon my mouth. Once | have spoken, but | will not answer; Yes, twice but |
will proceed no further” (Job 39:37). Job cried for justice (twice), Sa#asilences. For
Job, this silence is born out of a recognition of their right relatiaal’ $Spower exceeds

his own, and yet, Job’s own power is also an extension of God’s power. His agency

originates with his creator. His fate and his response to it, therefteet his creator

117



who designates Job’s role and significance in life. So that he is not one “whpethrke
the counsel by wordes without knowledge,” Job is silent (Job 38:2). His sileiwts sol
his community to make meaning out of his situation as they recognize the oii@ing
as socially contingent; recognize that we are always in@al&ti others and thus there is
always ethical obligation at the core of agency, sovereign or subject. Gspasnsible
for Job, Job is responsible to God; their agency is shared.

Henry Smith’s depiction of Satan as a commissioned Knight Marshaiopssi
him as an extension, a representative, of the sovereign will. Ak Sonicludes his
sermon, he iterates this idea: the devil comes to God, “not to bee reformeawatlhi
but to have a pasport to doe more evill” (Smith 6). A passport—phgeihat the
underworld cannot find for Don Andrea—a license or authorization to movejsxe
agency. A passport is the “safe conduct” guarantee for the enacting’sfrole in the
world.?* Hieronimo keenly desires revenge but feels his “ceaseless plainesahailed
him nothing. Nor has he found one to hear his lament, “Where shall | run to breathe
abroad my woes...” (3.7.1). There is no Knight Marshal to whom Hieronimo may
present his action. The social breakdown of the community is completenirieris
isolated: Isabella is suicidal; Pedringano is dead; Bel-Imfgedanfined; and Lorenzo
prevents his access to the King. Everyone seems senseless to Hierounifeorgs
though, indeed, “everyone” is intimately concerned with Horatio’s murdéeinown
self-involved way. Hieronimo tries, when denied access to the Kingjriguish his
position so that he may freely assume the anti-civil role of revenger,

I'll make a pickax of my poniard,

And here surrender up my marshalship;

For I'll go marshal up the fiends in hell

To be avenged on you all for this. (3.12.75-9)

The King, however, chooses to retain Hieronimo as his Knight Marshaltalbspi

curious outburst. Hieronimo decides to become the Senecan avenger anyway. His
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passport to “slay and kil as many as he hate[s],” lies in his sovergigsigned role of
Knight Marshal. Hieronimo’s execution of vengeance then, may be seen by him as an
extension of his civil responsibility. The inordinately broad and codfjusesdictional
obligations offer a type of warrant for this very personal executidis duties.
Hieronimo’s authority derives from the King, and it is in servicth&oKing that he
relieves the court of the criminal element. Belsey’s diachronic mdredf®' century
gives way not necessarily to the humanist man rebounding from the angel on one
shoulder to the devil on the other, but to the subject that encompasses bathbj&be
of history is not God and Satan, but God manifested through a variety of coomadssi
agents including Satan, Job, the King, of course, and Hieronimo, agent fonthe Ki
Though the King calls him a traitor after he murders the conspirators, Kviggkhal
Hieronimo, like Smith’s slaying Satan, may be perceived as fulfillingbvereignly-
assigned duties with a Stoic-like constancy.

Actually conducting his legal duties, however, proves challenging for Hramni
who in a fit, shreds the petitioners actions at no small cost to their cBlasequity of
his previous efforts is undermined by his new “secret” identity as a rexeAdthough
the written petitions of Hieronimo’s subjects fail to move him, Old Bazitilent
performance of sorrow does move Hieronimo to empathy, engaging his responie,
to commiserate. Hieronimo now recalls his earlier success in tmptver of
performance to secure empathy. As Katharine Eisaman Maus notes,

The force of empathy seems to propel the confrontation into the regisher of

aesthetic: the Old Man is Hieronimo’s ‘portrait.” ...mimetic represtion

hightens rather than diminishes real-life pertinence.... In the lashacfable

that turns out to be true, Hieronimo attempts to enforce upon the rulersiof Spa

and Portugal the acknowledgment of likeness that had overcome fiim....

Hieronimo can use his role of Knight Marshal to stage his vengeance ia siahthat it

too will elicit the empathy he desires, and restore the monarchy to it& etbrm it
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enjoyed at the start of the play. The way to accomplish his vengeanceamcilecthe
fractured Spanish community is to reenact the earlier diplomatiessiof the silent
masque. Hieronimo hopes to make others feel as he does, to effect ageréothat
elicits empathy, fellow-feelin§ He finds power and agency in silent (or
incomprehensible) shows that obtain relational understanding in witnéssesf
course, to enact vengeance theatrically is also to employ another ofksSriuks of
Satan: “shewes” that create “fancies.” Though his actions areiaminis use of
theatre to accomplish them suggests that he has not relinquished hopetiofyedtbacal
reform. The civil anomie of this sociality is symptomatized not anthe unjust murder
of Horatio, but also in the divisions speech cause, complicated by an ynebiigten or
empathize. Hieronimo’s effort to achieve justice, then, incorpsnatt only the legal
concern to see murderers penalized, but also the social concern to etslisiecray
relations. The use of silent performance to accomplish these aints iBh@pmasque
demonstrates Ciceronian constancy of public performance; it atfirensovereign
mandate for social justice; and it enacts a restorative empaitbrygst observers. Or at
least it is supposed to.

In the climactic scene Hieronimo stages a masque of murders for thefKing
Spain and the Viceroy of Portugal that imprecisely mirrors the gtkat led to his son,
Horatio’s, murder, ostensibly selected for performance becausesohitar
circumstances. Hieronimo directs the actors to speak the play eadliferent
language, embodying the divisive nature of speech in the Spanish communihe As
executor of discordant language, Hieronimo plays a divine role, sunderirggthistic
community, remanding the villains to a confusion of speech that mirrératteal
linguistic relations. As he remarks in anticipation of the masque, “Nowlsed the fall

of Babylon,/Wrought by the heavens in this confusion” (4.1.195-6). The Babelian

120



implication that these villains usurped divine prerogative in itrfigcHoratio’s untimely
demise is compounded in Hieronimo’s assumption of divine privilege in orahegtr
their destruction. As explicator of the play, as well, Hieronimo seemasgymes
authorial privilege that links him to a godly author of all things. Upenvéngeful
completion, however, and the deaths of the conspirators, Hieronimo says lastl at
revenged thoroughly,/Upon whose souls may heavens be yet avenged/With greater f
than these afflictions” (4.4.173-5). Hieronimo identifies his vengeanceawigarthly
justice, leaving the villains’ souls to a divine justice. Thus he legeets the notion that
his role is that of a divine instrument and punctuates his exempéhoait Henry
Smith’s Satan, his Knight Marshal who with “shewes” can “slay athd«imany as he
hated.” But there is reason to believe in the actions that followjtisaas Smith'’s
sermon suggests, Hieronimo, satanic Knight Marshal, does indeed complete a d
commission.

As Hieronimo wreaks his vengeance in accord with information that iSrsglgm
heaven-sent, he explains his “justice” with reference to his murdenedrsise dead
body he hangs on the scaffold as demonstrable stage property. He urges thet¥iceroy
sympathize with his loss, as Maus explains,

Ranging the corpse of his socially inferior son alongside the bodike bkirs

apparent, Hieronimo stages and voices a radically leveling senttimainone

dead child is very like another, that paternal love feels essentialsaime for
noble and commoner, that his suffering is worth as much as the suffering of

princes. (68)

Leveling certainly is part of Hieronimo’s ethical pedagogy, it may ba evare
subversive than Maus suggests. In the masque that mirrors theuaidisiof Horatio’s
demise, Hieronimo plays “Lorenzao’s part” and assigns Lorenzo his son’s pihdt $ee

might more easily murder Lorenzo on stage. In the representation, then, Hieronimo

murders his own son. This is a leveling of a more divine sort—connedtngnino
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with Abraham who representatively sacrificed his son as a type of Gothwiro

sacrifices Jesus, the demonstrable representation of divine juEheee is here a

circularity of sacrifice and representation that allows each fathessume a sovereign

role in a cycle of ethical procurement. | do not propose that this Christialiepesr

either intentional or even overt. | find rather, like Barber saysathanscene, that

“...the mode of expression or embodiment seems likely to have been shaped by religious
prototypes...” (Barber 152). The significant point is Hieronimo’s resiten of sovereign,

even divine, authority. As Satan works from God’s commission in Smith’s coafign,
Hieronimo may also. And this, of course, is the compelling question aigeveagedies

— are revengers instruments of divine justice?

The murderous re-enactment of his son’s brutal murder secures secures
Hieronimo something that has been denied him since the death of his sont@toess
King. More specifically, access to the King's ear, an audiencetingtKing. As he
discovered in the encounter with Bazulto, words are not as effectsezuring attention
as the empathy produced in an experience of “likeness.” The “likemedd1ieronimo
solicits from Castile or the Viceroy of Portugal by murdering their sansot be
duplicated with the King of Spain—he is childless. And Maus has pointed out that
Hieronimo’s message about social leveling is not received by the Kingaghees
Hieronimo of treasof’ Hieronimo’s justice fails to achieve his empathy goal. In what
way can Hieronimo initiate a sense of “likeness” in the King, themieent arbiter of
justice in the community? | propose it is in mirroring to the King, precisbbt the
King presents to him: silence. A review of the critical sceinelgful. After the
masque, Hieronimo provides a lengthy explanation of his vengeful motivatimsdio
have no more to say, and rushes to hang himself. He is prevented as his audyence onl

just begins to understand that the onstage violence was real. The Kiagdsem
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Hieronimo speak, and Hieronimo again, this time more concisely, explainsesfdoor
and Balthazar’'s murder of Horatio. In response, the King asks, mysteritwly
speakest thou not?” (4.4.179). Now the King might be asking why Hieronimo is not
speaking at that very instant in time or the King might be wondering vigtiytiery why
Hieronimo didn’t tell him this tale earlier. Obviously, Hieronimo hasken, has been
speaking, has hardly stopped speaking, so it seems the question musatterthe |
allowing Hieronimo the opportunity to explain how access to the King waffeeb But
Hieronimo answers as if the question is the former — a query abautlg-tapsed pause
in speech. “What lesser liberty can kings afford/than harmilesss? Then afford it
me./Sufficeth | may not, nor | will not, tell thee” (4.4.180-3). Curious. Whatheilhot
tell? Hasn't he explained everything already? The King vows tar¢éokigronimo, and
Hieronimo says, “Thou mayest torment me...But never shalt thou force mestd/tiee
thing which | have vowed inviolate....” (4.4.186-9). What vow? When did he vow
something to be inviolate? This scene, so perplexing to criticsdafhow several
possible interpretations.

Why do you not speak? Because it would reveal something | have vowed not to
violate. To understand what Hieronimo might consider “inviolate,” itdhghink of
what his vengeance has revealed to be righteous: his constancy in eyfirerrole of
arbiter of civility, the authority he has encompassed, or the procuringpaitieyn Which
of these things could be violated in speech? Only empathy, which throughplaythe
arises only in silent proximal performance as exemplified in the earisque and the
encounter with Bazulto. That which Hieronimo cannot speak is the ethicabimpe
As a sense or feeling it can only be conveyed, person-to-person, through an émpathet
connection, a recognition of the fellow human. As the King persists in questioning

Hieronimo, his demands for a just explanation echo Job’s similar demandd.offGe
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King becomes the petitioner in this reversal. Like Job he wants to know vandhas
kingdom suffers, but this demand for information is likewise grantedpmokimal
performance in response. Hieronimo’s assumption of divine prerogativeisexklike
Satan’s God-given commission, depicts a subjective exchange in takesiifice: the
King petitions; Hieronimo silences.

Then Hieronimo bites out his tongue. There are no stage directionsimuylitet
spectacular disposition of the “bitten forth” tongue. Evidently, Hieronsmot
swallowing, gagging or choking on it. Does he hold it in his hand? Does he whoft it a
in a taunt? Is it lying impotent and vulnerable upon the floor? Whatevstabiag, the
dismembered tongue emblematizes the play’s cogitations on ineffspteeh. There is
no substantive agency in speech. Speech may reveal a potentietidtjpfer articulate
ideals of sociality, but it does not secure liberty, or ethicalityyen éully reveal
subjectivity. Speech cannot accomplish Hieronimao’s, and by extension neéher th
community’s nor (obversely) the sovereign’s revision of social nigraBut the
spectacle of sovereign silence in the face of manifest suffertmgtési an experience of
relational ethics that although it cannot be articulated, can beAgI€Carla Mazzio says
of Hamlet, Hieronimo tries to “express the horrors of inexpressibil&$3). Mazzio too
is concerned to demonstrate,

how theatrical incarnations of the inarticulate—while indexing nifthe

production of shared meanings in the various spheres of religion, humanism, law,

vernacularism, historiography, and print culture—worked to expose and evoke
forms of thought and feeling otherwise obscured by the relegation of the
inarticulate to the domain of the sensele8s.”
For the King, enduring Hieronimo's silence should feel like a reversaladgx view of
what it must be like to be a petitioner to a silent sovereign. This imgreffect is
emphasized when Hieronimo, in a speech-act attempts to exchange his pdie with t

King's sovereignty.
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Hieronimio’s determination to secure vengeance through theatergdieal
concern to engage his audience in feeling likeness. Performance and fyr(fsicet-to-
face) are critical for ending apathy and exciting empathy. At the heidig gfief for
Horatio, Hieronimo seeks access to Bel-Imperia, hoping to confirm the confdrdr
accusatory letter. Lorenzo impedes this counsel, and Hieronimo conmimantaside,
“My grief no heart, my thoughts no tongue can tell” (3.2.67). In context, it reads as
another “ceaseless ‘plaint.” Either Hieronimo’s heart is notaefft to contain his grief,
his tongue unable to speak his grieving thoughts, or as a comment on his teessdt@
Bel-Imperia, there is no other heart or tongue in which to confide his trsoagtit
grievances. These figures for the impotence of speech and thedsseli grief are
resurrected however, immediately preceding Hieronimo’s autoglossotdengays to
the King, “Pleased with their deaths and eased with their revengetéke my tongue
and afterwards my heart” (4.4.191-2). Hieronimo is not so much relinquishing
subjectivity here, as trying to pass his subjectivity to another. \Byggihe King his
tongue and heart, he metonymically gives the King his thoughts and feeligigsefofAs
Hieronimo assumes the King's role, he transfers his part to the Kingynaing the
suggestion that Hieronimo and the King are alike. The gesture sesigisedito elicit
empathy, to create the subjective “likeness” upon which ethical concemddepdis
autoglossotomy is not so much a revocation of communicative endeavors tsieaihe
flourish highlighting the mutual “experience of embodiment, a ‘common human lot™
(Maus 69). Hieronimo, in his face-to-face silence, represenereign authority to the
King. Like the active silence of sovereignty, Hieronimo’s mimifgovereign silence
is “quiet in unquietness” as it works to restore ethicality.

A 1602 addition to these lines inserts ahead of “take my tongue,” the phrase,

“Now to express the rupture of my part.” Mazzio reads this as the “ruptomg of
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part[s],” (sic) (110) expressing Hieronimo’s “surrender to (and conypkigth) a world
of fragments and self-alienation” (111). She contrasts this “surrendbrStoic
philosopher Zeno's autoglossotomy which she writes, “was universaltpiieted as
heroic” (111). Although | certainly agree that Hieronimo’s autoglossoiodigts
“discursive systems” that are “impotent” and “fractured,” (110) | do inotit necessary
to change “part” to a plural form. It reads, in its singular form, asraquéihing of his
role, his part, his performance first in the sociality and then in th&¢hafavengeance.
He gives the King first his tongue so that the King may cry for justibéch he does).
Then he gives the King his heart so that the King may feel the paioniirer feels at
Horatio’s murder. In this reading, Hieronimo’s autoglossotomy is aligned wit’&
which, in Mazzio’s own conception, “functions to dramatize a solidarity oit sipat
contrasts with the fragmenting and fragmentable material world” (1hlgther words,
what does Hieronimo surrender here? Is he giving up his resistance and oefisrive
giving away the pain of violent loss in an effort to secure ethicalmef@&choing, as it
does, the scene of barred access to Bel-Imperia, it seems plafiettoatimo is at last
sharing his grieving self with the king. The manner in which he does sogsees$o
bypass the divisiveness of language, and enact a fellow feeling throughisniifieis
empathetic exchange can only be accomplished because Hieronimo has taken on,
“compassed,” the King's silence, rendering them alike. And when the excisange
complete, Hieronimo commits suicide.

Reckoning with the silent presence of being elicits a definitiveioeacGiorgio
Agamben articulates how Heidigger perceives of that moment ofisgcial

...in the disclosure of Dasein [being], the c&lh(uf) of a Voice of conscience

appears, and imposes a more originary comprehengisprgnglicher Fassen

of this very disclosure...presented as an “existential foundation” thaitotes

the Being as disclosure. The voice that calls is not, however, a vocal
offering...but is a pure “giving-to-be-understoodtfverstehen-gebgn
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But how are we to determine what is saldg Gerededein this kind of
discourse? What does the conscious call to him to whom it appeals?
Taken strictly, nothing.... The call dispenses with any kind of utterance.
It does not put itself into words at all; yet it does not remain obscure and
indefinite. Conscious discourses solely and constantly in the mode of
keeping silent.In this way it not only loses none of its perceptibility, but
forces the Dasein which has been appealed to and summoned, into its
own silence.®

The interaction Heidigger describes here is akin to what is acctweglis theatrical

self-silencings. The unexpected silence of an individual issudkta te conscious.

Witnesses must examine their own conscious, must realize again thiy $ociad

nature of their existence and its attendant imperative to righiorelalhe Voice “attunes

us timmj to the terror of the abyss” (LD 60) writes Heidigger. Listenere@Moice,

witnesses to self-silencing, encounter a realized subject in@aimyoment, a subject

who calls to them with Voice, but not language. This encounter createtscd sirror

that elicits recognition of the social embeddedness of being. Lacaniay wWadd have

this mirrored moment function to subjectify via difference and opposition: tier &

not me. But Heidigger, Agamben and especially Levinas suggest that theeffgcby

especially in silence, reveals an essential sameness among uthan@ther is like

me3" And although that sameness functions only at a pre-lingual level, it nonetheless

instigates ethical anxiety. The performance of being thus takes on an etalegigality.

The silence is an enigmatic aporia to be endured. Without languagetéstden

unspecific, mysterious. And yet it is a moment redolent with meaninginasfmeaning

is affirmed, as is Being and ethical obligation.

The crucible for ethical effectiveness in self-silencing ligserformance. To
marshal and convey the varied meanings of silence, to elicit recognitikergdss, to
provoke listeners of the silence to empathy and ethical contemplatiocesiteist be

demonstrated. There must in fact be an audience, or at least a wetazss/lio whom

the silence is addressed. Judith Butler’'s relevant essay on mourninglendey
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“Precarious Life” offers a helpful analysis of Levinasian philosayiay highlights the
experience of the ethical in “face-to-face” encountePiease permit an extended
guotation:

The Levinasian notion of the “face” has caused critical consterrfati@nlong
time. It seems to be that the “face” of what he calls the “Othekéman ethical
demand upon me, and yet we do not know which demand it makes. The “face”
of the other cannot be read for a secret meaning, and the imperativedtdiliv
not immediately translatable into a prescription that might be litigalily
formulated and followed.

Levinas writes:

The approach to the face is the most basic mode of
responsibility.... The face is not in front of me (en face de moi),
but above me; it is the other before death, looking through and
exposing death. Secondly, the face is the other who asks me not
to let him die alone, as if to do so were to become an accomplice
in his death. Thus the face says to me: you shall not kill. In the
relation to the face | am exposed as a usurper of the place of the
other....

The face is what one cannot kill, or at least it is that
whose meaning consists in saying, ‘thou shalt not kill.” Murder,
it is true, is a banal fact: one can kill the Other: the ethical
exigency is not an ontological necessity....

So the face, strictly speaking, does not speak, but what the face means is
nevertheless conveyed by the commandment, ‘Thou shalt not kill.” It conveys
this commandment without precisely speaking it. It would seem that we can use
this biblical command to understand something of the face’s meaning, but
something is missing here, since the “face” does not speak in the lsane t

mouth does; the face is neither reducible to the mouth nor, indeed, to anything
the mouth has to utter. Someone or something else speaks when the face is
likened to a certain kind of speech; it is a speech that does not @yma fr

mouth or, if it does, has no ultimate origin or meaning there. (131-133).

The “face” reveals the humanity of the Other. The presentation of thes™tatfigure
for what cannot be named, an utterance that is not, strictly speaking,tloigii31)
provokes in witnesses, according to Levinas, the precise ethicahigmodound in self-
silencing. In fact, we might see that self-silencing and “facexte*fare two ways of
discussing the same effect since Levinas goes on to link the “fdaeetbencounter with
“the situation of discourse” (138).

First, the “face” conveys its meaning apart from words. Butler syriehe face,

if we are to put words to its meaning, will be that for which no wordl/neark; the
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face seems to be a kind of sound, the sound of language evacuating its sense, the
sonorous substratum of vocalization that precedes and limits the deliary s€émantic
sense” (134). Like Heidigger’s “Voice,” Levinas’s “face” issmfjuage-less call.
Communication is dependent not on articulation, but on a spectacle of silecoadIge
as Butler carefully demonstrates, the “face” functions only insaférraveals a failure
of representation.

The cry that is represented through the figure of the face is dne tha

confounds the senses and produces a clearly improper comparison: that cannot be

right, for the face is not a sound. And yet, the face can stand for the sound
precisely because it is not the sound. In this sense, the figure undetbeore
incommensurability of the face with whatever it represents. I$tspeaking,
then, the face does not represent anything, in the sense that it failaure ecequt
deliver that to which it refers.

For Levinas, then, the human is not represented by the face. Rather, the

human is indirectly affirmed in that very disjunction that makes reptaisen
impossible, and this disjunction is conveyed in the impossible repatisent

For representation to convey the human, then, representation must not only fail

but it mustshowits failure. (PL 144)
And isn't this exactly what Hieronimo’s autoglossotomy accomplisii2s@sn’t
Hieronimo’s tongue show the failure of language to affirm likeness ocewthical
empathy or behavior? Hieronimo explains his violence, but this does not movadghe K
or the Viceroy to ethical contemplation. His performance of failed septation, his
self-silencing, however, succeeds in humanizing, making more than an infeedés
presented. Butler explains the paradox:
When we consider the ordinary ways that we think about humanization and
dehumanization, we find the assumption that those who gain representation,
especially self-representation, have a better chance of being hetharnievinas
has made clear that the face is not exclusively a human face, anhid et
condition for humanization. On the other hand, there is the use of the face,
within the media, in order to effect a dehumanization. It would seem that
personification does not always humanize.” (141)
Performing failed representation, as in self-silencing, succeedsadahihg man'’s ethical

impulse in a way that ordinary representation does*nBresenting the “face,” then, or

performing self-silencing is an effectual method of asserting one’s honessin a
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manner that circumnavigates, even flouts dominating modes of representiaigon. |
eminently suited then for use as a tactic of resistance and refamsiagominant power
paradigms. It exercises the power both to undermine reigning hegemadi¢s j@spire
the creation of alternate systems that more broadly accommodate theseméegu.

So does Hieronimo’s self-silencing in fact have the proposed effect on weifess
After the bodies are removed, the King'’s curious, concluding, remark is, the next,
the nearest, last of all.” To what does he refer? Death? Certaénéyis no reason he is
the nearest person to death, and certainly he will not be the last. Doear@melation
to his bloodline or the throne? He is apparently the last of his blopdlihé@ow could
he be the “next” or “nearest”? And he cannot be the next, nearest, or lastttnthe
throne, because he already possesses it and it will surely pass to avertheslly. The
line reads contemplatively, like a personal reflection about theevé&hese terms of
proximity and temporality—next, nearest, last—suggest that perhaps hedmeaffected
by the circumstances and recognizes their immediacy to his own beingp$keiha
conscious has been summoned. He is the next, the nearest, and the lasteo rec
Hieronimo's lesson of empathy. It touches him more closely than any otharséétis
his own power reverberating in Hieronimo’s actions. But the vaguen#ss §ing's
words, their aimless signification, attenuates any meaningful etipipbtation. All the
king can express is that he feels polysemously that the events touch hira.isTrieer
indication that he sees himself in Hieronimo nor any sign that he seemgrottier than
an ethical failure here. There is no systemic resolution forthcomingas if the King
experience Levinas’ unending constraint of responsibility for the;dtleds subjectified,
but without understanding or commitment. For all Hieronimo’s desire ty ¢img
sympathy of his sociality, he cannot do so if he commits the very crime of wéich h

complains. One cannot simultaneously be the murderer and the victim. Cehainly
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King is moved by events, and perhaps he feels some empathy or responsibilityg but it i
generalized and unspecific. What reforms are warranted? Hieroniatiesslesncing
initiated the proximal ethical anxiety in the King that it ought, but his owrpcomised
authorial role deprived the feeling of a meaningful referent.

The play further dispels any notions of social compassion that may ariséh&om t
pathos of Hieronimo’s circumstance with the Revenge frame. The lasblitiee play
are given to Revenge and Don Andrea, who spend them plotting horrific eternal
punishments for several of the characters. In other words, Hieronimo’s pemfiarof
vengeance witnessed fails to induce in Andrea any fellow-feeling or dyatigat
leanings. On the contrary, he is as vengeful as ever. The play’'s@diewever,
likely experiences a different reaction. The casual cruelty ofdaisl everlasting
dispensations, combined with the too-tidy resolution of the subplot, cause us throughout
the play to engage most closely with the abused Hieronimo. Andreajktdaeldoling
out further punishments does not erase for us the genuine pathos Hieronenglisits;
conversely Andrea puts us off hearing more of the already extensive bloodstted.
unlike the King, we have had privileged access to, and emotionally paditipabnce-
noble Hieronimo'’s pitiable suffering. Hieronimo’s self-silencing couldeatiait ethical
reform within his play, but it does reach beyond the stage and into the audiefieet
us with an empathetic fellow-feeling, propelled by the failure of the tpldemonstrate
compassior:

Henry Smith wraps up his sermon expressing a concern that auditors will, upon
their departure, resume the “bad exercises” from which they came, “...stmée
Tavernes, and some unto the Alehouses, and some unto Stages, and some unto
Brothels....” (493). He fears lest some “hath learned nothing, but goeth empty away”

(493). While this may be a legitimately concern preachers, Smith mightédarned
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from his Bible that those who depart the much-maligned theatre arelyntlgo away
empty. During Job’s encounter with God, Job is directed to look upon God’s creation.
He does so, and repents saying, “I have heard of thee by the hearing of theteae, b
mine eye seeth thee. Therefore | abhorre myself, and repent in dust andBshdg:5-
6). Hearing words has not provided a genuine experience of God to Job. Itisin
proximity, in the theatrical encounter, that Job is moved to experibaa#tier in an
ethical relation. And yet, in a way, this experience too is a failed ssgeg®n. Job by
no means apprehends all there is to apprehend of God. He is not grantéfita beat
vision, but is directed only to look upon creation. Job, like Kyd’'s audience jexpes
empathy when hfails to truly perceive the Other. Job recognizes that his likeness to
God is limited. Except insofar as he is embodied (dust) and mortal (asies);aligns
his agency with that of God. For Hieronimo, for Thomas Kyd, for playgoersdhe of
authority is not so simply resolved. Stephen Greenblatt has suggestedchévelli's
“Discourses” “treats religion as if its primary function weré¢ salvation but the
achievement of civic discipline, as if its primary justificatioare/not truth but
expediency® Likewise, for Kyd, who purportedly was tortured until he informed on
Marlowe’s unorthodox theology, religious and civil life are inextricdigynd. As the
imperatives of one overlap the other a tangle of authorization and abligata legal,
cultural, social, familial, sovereign and personal nature indentaretonchoose an action
from within a cumbrous disarray of responsibilities and precederfaced with
overwhelmingly complex social imperatives, one can only hope to receive ssigpa
from our sociality when we inevitably fail to perform adequately.

Although revengers notoriously outdo the crime they are avenging, our
compassion for them centers upon their driving need to reveal inju3ineer eagerness

to redress crime attests to their sensitivity to the delicatenbalof social relations.
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Their desire to redeem their sociality from villainy is legibl@assonal heroism,

confronting as they do malevolent powers within the community. The Spantgdyra

is a play about personal and legal justice, about jurisdictional &ythod obligation,
and about ethics and themosof civil life. Is it a play about silence? Inasmuch as the
presiding moment of the play is Hieronimo’s lingual sparagmos—then yeis ¢hgay
about the power of silence. | hope to have offered here a reading that, if redsleing
takes seriously the meaning of Hieronimo’s theatrical dismembermenisaclaim to
inviolability. This self-silencing and its empathetic aim revertessanot only throughout
the play, but in much of Early Modern literature. It is not only revengers whsilesice
to engage their community in moral deliberations. Nor is it necessarpihae a
conscious effort on the part of the revengers for it to be effective.indiléad tricksters
also resort to silence, and though the purpose of their silence is seifysértoo proves
socially revelatory. Women'’s silence is eager not to signify, excepvaaling the
oppression at work in their silencing. And theatrical silences that fa@ktdve the tale,
or shock or horrify the audience, elicit an empathetic feeling that isrshetiep toward
ethical action. At the threshold of language, silence which signifies boldt It is not
differencewhich creates subjectivity in these Renaissance plays, blarsiynialikeness

that is found in kinetic non-performance.
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Notes to Ch. 4 “The Thing Inviolate”: Sensing Selves

! Nearly all writers address Hieronimo’s autoglossotomy, but few déalhig claim to

preserving a “thing inviolate.” Prominent scholars of The Spanish Trageadly
do not consider what is “inviolate” include Katharine Eisaman Maus, thvesss
and Theatre in the English Renaissaft@eicago: University of Chicago Press,
1995); and C.L. Barber, Creating Elizabethan Tragedy: The Theateartdviv
and Kyd Ed. Richard P. Wheeler (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988).
Catherine Belsey, The Subject of Tragedy: Identity and Difference i
Renaissance Dranthondon: Methuen, 1985) evades the issue with “...what is
impenetrable, unknown, unknowable is the explanation which lies beyond the
narrative” (77). Carla Mazzio, The Inarticulate Renaissance: Larduauble

in an Age of EloquencéPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2009),
says only that “Hieronimo believes that he bites off his tongue to prosectet,
but the secret is that there is no secret” (110). This type of defiation
characteristic of most scholarship on the play. All further referencbege
authors will be to these texts by page numbers.

The felicitous phrase “contests for meaning” may be found in Belsey, p. 6.

3There

* Miles.

are, of course, a number of ways in which scholars might explore silenic
those considering Early Modern silences in a usefully general semsklazzio,
Christina Luckyj, “A moving Rhetoricke”: Gender and Silence in Ektbdern
England(Manchester, Manchester University Press, 2002); Mary E. Hazard,
Elizabethan Silent Languagkincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2000);
Philip C. McGuire’s Speechless Dialect: Shakespeare's Operc&ilen
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985). For self-silegeis Stoicism
see Luckyj, Mazzio, “Staging the Vernacular: Language and Nation in Thomas
Kyd’s The Spanish TragedyStudies in English Literature 38:2 (1998); and
Eugene D. Hill, “Senecan and Virgilian Perspectives in The Spanigiedyd
Renaissance Historicism: Selections from English Literary ReaaceEds.
Arthur F. Kinney and Dan S. Collins (Amherst: University of Massactaiset
Press, 1987 ) 108-130. On the Renaissance and Stoicism, see also, Geoffrey
Miles, Shakespeare and the Constant Rorf@rford: Clarendon Press, 1996)
and Margaret Graver, Stoicism and Emotf@hicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2009). Also of interest is Margaret De Grazia, “Shake&p¥ares of
Language: An Historical Perspective,” Shakespeare Quarterly, 29:3 @Gumm
1978): 374-388.

For more on Renaissance self-regulation and its originatingehsee Graver,
Gail Kern Paster, The Body Embarrassed: Drama and the DiscipliGésofe
in Early Modern Englan@thaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1993) and
Francis Barker, The Tremulous Private Body: Essays on Subjéctadon:
Methuen, 1984). All further references to these authors will be to tivetseby
page numbers.

*Thomas Kyd, The Spanish Traged@nglish Renaissance Drama, Ed. David Bevington

(New York: Norton, 2002) 3-73. All further citations are to this edition of the
text. And, William Shakespeare, The Tragedy of Hamlet, Prince of Diénma
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Ed. Sylvan Barnett (New York: Signet Classic, 1998). All further citattmago
this edition of the text.

® Textual note 5 on p. 9 of the Norton edition of Kyd’s play describes the Knight
Marshal’s position as “...a military officer and magistrate belonginiipe royal
household and acting for the Crown.” For scholars emphasizing only
Hieronimo’s advocate duties as Knight Marshal see Mazzio, Batbein
Dunn, “Action, Passion, Motion™: The Gestural Politics of Counsel in The
Spanish TragedyrRenaissance Drama 31 (2002), 27-60. Frank Ardolino, “The
Hangman'’s Noose and the Empty Box: Kyd's use of Dramatic and Mythological
Sources in The Spanish Tragedy (3.4-7).” Renaissance Quarterly 30 (1977) 339.
See also Molly Smith, The Theater and the Scaffold: Death as Spentadte
Spanish Traged\SEL 32 (1992) 217-232. Again, | am unaware of any who
consider the expanded duties of the Knight Marshal as described by Cowell in
the following note.

"John CowellThe interpreter: or Booke containing the signification of vvords wherein is
set foorth the true meaning of all, or the most part of such words and termes, as
are mentioned in the lawe vvriters, or statutes of this victorious and restbw
kingdome, requiring any exposition or interpretatioCambridge, 1607) Text
Creation Partnership digital edition. Early English Books Online. Weburies J
2011
http://eebo.chadwyck.com.ezproxyl.lib.asu.edu/search/full_rec?SOHRCE
pell.cfg&ACTION=SINGLE&ID=99844611&ECCO=N&FILE=../session/13219
97442 27627&SEARCHSCREEN=CITATIONS&DISPLAY=AUTHOR&SUB
SET=1&ENTRIES=1&HIGHLIGHT KEYWORD=defauit. On approximately
pg. 173 is the entry “mareshall (mariscallus)” which lists the waokduties
I've discussed here as well as in Note 9 below.

8 Francis Bacon (1561-1626),declaration of the practises & treasons attempted and
committed by Robert late Earle of Essex and his complices, against hetidlaies
and her kingdoms and of the proceedings as well at the arraignments &
conuictions of the said late Earle, and his adherents, as after: togethetheith
very confessions and other parts of the euidences themselues, word for word
taken out of the original§London, 1601) Text Creation Partnership digital
edition. Early English Books Online. Web. 16 June 2011 <
http://gateway.proquest.com.ezproxyl.lib.asu.edu/openurl?ctx_ver=7239.88-
2003&res_id=xri:eebo&rft_id=xri:eebo:citation:99836190
AND
England and Wales. Sovereign (1558-1603: ElizabeByljhe Queenes
commaundement forasmuch as it is found by good proofe, that many persons
which haue serued of late on the seas, in the iourney towardes Spayne and
Portingall, in comming from Plimmouth, and other portes ... haue fallen sicke by
the way, and diuers died as infected with the plagkeandon, 1589) Text
Creation Partnership digital edition. Early English Books Online. Weburies J
2011
<http://gateway.proquest.com.ezproxy1l.lib.asu.edu/openurl?ctx_ver=739.88-
2003&res_id=xri:eebo&rft_id=xri:eebo:citation:33150888

°Cowell, and see also “marshal of the king’s house” Def. 1 and 2, Websteisel
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Unabridged Dictionary (1913) 14 June 20Mvww.dictionary.die.net which

also lists the more complete duties I've described. For conveniencés hare

excerpt of that entry:

1. Originally, an officer who had the care of horses; a groom. [Obs.]

2. An officer of high rank, charged with the arrangement of ceremonies, the
conduct of operations, or the like; as, specifically:

(a) One who goes before a prince to declare his coming and provide
entertainment; a harbinger; a pursuivant.

(b) One who regulates rank and order at a feast or any other assemblythigrects
order of procession, and the like.

(c) The chief officer of arms, whose duty it was, in ancient tinoeedulate
combats in the lists.

The office of Knight Marshal was dissolved in 1840.

“Dunn sees the dumb show reflecting Hieronimo’s desire for personal spwgrefFor
another class reading of the dumb show, see James R. Si&Sportjrig Kyd,”
English Literary Renaissan@d (1994): 553-82. In this article Siemon also
argues that Hieronimo’s dismemberment turns silence against olagsatce, a
reading sympathetically related to my own.

' Deborah Shuger “Civility and Censorship in Early Modern England,” Censonstip a
Silencing: Practices of CulturBegulation, Ed. Robert C. Post (Los Angeles:
Getty Research Institute Publications and Exhibitions Program, 1995), 89-110.
Shuger’s analysis demonstrates that rather than suppressing ppditeraics or
monarchical disparagement, Early Modern censorship was far morercedc
with inhibiting and correcting the slander and libel of its citizenry. &ee a
Dunn, “’Action, Passion, Motion,” addresses expectations of honesty in his
discussion of the councilor and the “counselor’s ethic of bodily transpdre
(36).

2Henry Smith (1550-15927), “Satan’s Compassing the Earth,” The Sermons of Master
Henry Smith Gathered Into One Volume. Printed According to his Corrected
Copies in His Lifetime. Whereunto is Added, God’s Arrow Against Atheists
(1607)(Early English Books Online Editions: ProQuest) Facscimile
Reproduction. All further references are to this edition. This sermen wa
published individually in (London, [Imprint - Thomas Scarlet] 1592). | am using
modern orthography, but have preserved original spelling.

3The Geneva Bible: A Facsimile of the 1560 Edifibmiro. By Lloyd E. Berry
(Peabody: Hendrickson Publishers, Inc, 1969Y.Pginting, 2007. All further
references are to this edition. | am using modern orthography but have pieserve
original spelling here too.

“R. B. Jenkins, Henry Smith: England’s Silver-Tongued Pregthazon: Mercer
University Press, 1983): 14. See also John L. Lievsay, “Silver-Tongued Smith,
Paragon of Elizabethan Preachers,” Huntington Library Quarterly 11:1
(November 1947): 13-36.

!5 Arthur Freeman, Thomas Kyd: Facts and Problémsdon: Clarendon Press Oxford,
1967): 65-69. For more on Nashe and his social sphere including the Knight
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Marshal (and Governor of the Isle of Wight) George Carey, see C. G. Harlow,
“Nashe’s Visit to the Isle of Wight and His Publications of 1592-4,” Rewiew
English Studies: A Quarterly Journal of English Literature and the English
Language 14:55 (August 1963): 225-242; and E.D. Mackerness, “Thomas Nashe
and William Cotton,” Review of English Studies: A Quarterly Journal of Emglis
Literature and the English Language 25:100 (October 1949): 342-346.

*Both Eugene D. Hill, “Senecan and Virgilian Perspectives in The Sp@nasiedy and
Frank Ardolino, Thomas Kyd’'s Mystery Play: Myth and Ritual in the Spanish
Tragedy(New York: Peter Lang, 1985) read the play as containing a pro-English,
anti-continental sentiment.

"But of course Dunn is reading Hieronimo here as a representative of the, peofie
monarch. Building upon the class politics of C.L. Barber’s analysis, Dunn’s
understanding of Hieronimo, though based on fascinating iconography of silence,
nonetheless reads silence as “mere self-cancellation” (37). He gtbends
meaning of the autoglossotomy in a schizophrenia of the repressed cowhailor
must negate his own interests in order to serve those of the body politic. This
differs from my reading of Hieronimo and revengers in general who would in
factalign their interests with those of the body politic.

18 Bradin Cormack, A Power to Do Justice: Jurisdiction, English Litezand the Rise
of Common Law, 1509-162& hicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008): 3.

¥These duties were sometimes carried out by under-marshals serving @tdef
Marshal. Nonetheless, within the play there is only one Knight Marshal whom
we see busy at several different types of work.

#see Hill, “Senecan and Virgilian Perspective in The Spanish dydder an extended
discussion of intertextuality in the play, and especially in regard to Dained.

ZThe following scholars deal with the problematics of communicatioméSpanish
Tragedy Peter Sacks argues that language cannot accomplish justicereg'Wh
Words Prevail Not: Grief, Revenge, and Language in Kyd and Shakespeare,”
English Literary History 49 (1982): 576-601. James R. Siemon’s formalist
analysis finds a Bakhtinian, dialoggprezzaturan Kyd’s linguistic usage,

“Dialogical Formalism: Word, Object, and Action in The Spanish Tragedy,”
Medieval and Renaissance Drama in England: An Annual Gathering of Research,
Criticism and Reviews 5 (1991):87-115. Robert Barrie’s article sugipegts

failed communication subversively reveals a disordered cosmos théitelélig
viewers, ““Unknown Languages’ and Subversive Play in The Spanish Tragedy,”
Explorations in Renaissance Culture 21 (1995): 63-80. Kay Stockholder believes
Hieronimo silences himself because what he would say undermines his own
assumptions about authority, “’Yet can he write’: Reading the Silencdsein T
Spanish Tragedy,” American-Imago: A Psychoanalytic Journal for @ultur

Science, and the Arts 47 (Summer 1990): 93-124.

#The Spanish Tragedi}ote 3, p. 11.

*Belsey, 19, 75.
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#4See Hill for a discussion of Don Andrea’s need for a passport in the wrtberw

*Maus, 68. Maus sees Hieronimo as a Machiavel and also reads the piaytveit
context of the problematics of social class, concluding that it peeaent
“disquieting” portrait of a benevolent deity.

%Maus notes the empathetic effort of Hieronimo here, but perceives firagrassive
violation of social status quo. She writes, “...Hieronimo’s [theatridalit
obliterates, in a sumptuously bloody catastrophe, the ideological gap between
royal and subjected flesh. Kyd apparently recognizes that such dramawf fel
feeling, although it may seem to rely upon a communal impulse, hardly conduces
to the maintenance of social stability.... (69).

#"Maus, 69-70. The King calls Hieronimo a traitor at 4.4.184.

% Mazzio, 180. Like Mazzio, | am interested in the communal effect of inaxticubart
where she believes that Hieronimo “thwarts community,” | see him trying to
redeem it in his self-silencing. In her book, The Inarticulate Rearaigs
Mazzio studies abbreviated or interrupted utterances and finds that the
inarticulate convey knowledge in other forms, such as feeling (see Ch. 5 on
Hamle). Although she is concerned with the sense of touch, my own application
of Levinas’s notion of proximity and sight also suggests that knowledge is
generated through senses as well as in linguistic forms.

#For alternate interpretations of the autoglossotomy and suicide, see Bédsey,
Barber, Mazzio, as well as James R. Siemon who, in a consideration of social
class, argues that Hieronimo’s dismemberment and suicide “by his cfioice o
‘when, where, how'...turns silence itself against the dominance of birth” (582).
Although Dunn writes of Hieronimo’s “sense that the counselor’s suffesiag i
representation of the suffering body politic,” he nonetheless concludes that
Hieronimo “silences himself because his speech has been all tooietf&ac
(50). Obviously this is contrary to my own conclusion that Hieronimo’s speech
has been altogether ineffective in provoking ethical consideration. Onlglfis s
silencing, his failed representation, reveals “the suffering body politic.”

% Giorgio Agamben, Language and Death: The Place of Negatiitneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1991): 58. In this book, Agamben reviews
classical philosophy to articulate an approach to the “gap” between being and
language.

31 See Agamben, and for more on theories of proximity and face-to-face in & esirea
Emmanuel Levinas, Ethics and Infinity: Conversations with Philippe Nemo
Trans. Richard A Cohen (Pittsburgh: Duguesne University Press, 1985) and
Otherwise than Being or Beyond Essenib@ns. Alphonso Lingis (Pittsburgh:
Duquesne University Press, 1981, recent printing 2009).

%2 Judith Butler, Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Viol¢Nesv York:
Verso 2004) 151. In this book, Butler discusses how we can articulate a viable
political community in the wake of the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11. &jgests
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that we must look at the margins of articulation to find humanity. All further
references are to this edition.

% For an interesting analysis of representational failures and thesRaneg, see Oliver
Arnold, The Third Citizer{Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2007).

% There are widely variant emotional reactions to the play’s coodusRobert Barrie
hears triumphant laughter at the carnivalesque inversion of the foolisls noble
unable to understand the plain language with which Hieronimo explains to the
King what has happened. Lukas Erne cites critics of modern productions who
have been moved to a memorable “sympathy and pity” (32).

*nterestingly, Frank Ardolino, “The Induction of Sly: The Influence of The Bpan
Tragedy on The Two Shrews,” Explorations in Renaissance Culture 31:2 (Winte
2005): 165-87 argues that the “open ending” of The Taming of the Shieah
allows the audience to apply the lesson of the play to their own liveisisygased
by the similar effects in the conclusion of The Spanish Tragedy

% Stephen Greenblatt, Shakespearean Negotiations: The CirculationalfSwaigy in
Renaissance EnglariBerkeley: University of California Press, 1988): 24.

% Freeman, 26-32
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