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Abstract

Through analysing critically a broad range of viswaial and written sources, this
PhD thesis is centred upon identifying and explprithe prescriptions and
perceptions of manhood and manliness in Englanohgldhe period ¢.1580-c.1700.
It traces shifts in emphasis of the defining chimastics of manhood across the
long-seventeenth century. Moreover, the centralitipoth social status and the life
cycle to the edicts of manhood are raised and aedly After an initial examination
of both professional and popular understandingalbbical distinctions between the
two sexes, the importance placed on outward cornfgrta perceptions of gender
difference is highlighted, providing a foundatiohearly modern understanding of
sex differentiation, which is then built upon talise corporeal differences within
the male gender. The thesis goes on to considegxtent to which prescriptions of
manhood and manliness were mutable at specificsliéges, including boyhood,
youth and manhood. This provides a framework fan@ning the plurality and
changing contexts of manhood, allowing for the pmkty that there were many and
sometimes contradictory prescriptions of male caehdnd manliness. Finally, the
thesis explores the extent to which social rankaotgd on the prescriptions of
manhood, thus questioning the extent to which tleeseepts were constructed in
the higher echelons of the social strata and dissded downwards. The conclusion
to this thesis gives some consideration to thengxi® which old age marked the
decline of manhood. It is argued that during teaqa manhood was understood to
be both a specific point in the life cycle, andoa#és a social status which excluded
the majority of men. As a consequence, competialg nadentities both contradicted
and contested the prescripts of manhood makingligtenction between manliness

and manhood a crucial one in the history of earbgenn men.
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Chapter 1.
Introduction

Heec-Vir: Are you a Woman?
Hic-Mul: Are you a Man? O Juno Lucina help me.
Haec-Vir: Yes | ant.

My estate hath made you a nfan.

The conundrum of exactly what made a man, or comstt manhood, during the
early modern period is something which historiand dterary scholars have been
puzzling over for the last fifteen years. The amidn voiced by Hic Mulier
concerning the sex of Heec-Vir, because his appeardidl not immediately identify
him as a man, raises questions surrounding gemhstraction and sexual difference
to which historians and literary critics are stibeking the answers. Much of the
current scholarship has focussed on relationshgpsden men and women pointing
towards the necessity of marriage, family formatéomd economic independence in
achieving manhood in early modern EngldndAs a result, the significance of
patriarchy in determining the prescripts of menamilial and social roles,
responsibilities and behaviour has become a pramifeature in studies of early
modern manhood. The extent to which manhood wasingied in patriarchal
ideology, or was available through many, varied aftdn-contradictory means is a

question that is becoming increasingly pivotal witlthis burgeoning debate. In

! Anon, Haec-Vir: Or, The Womanish-Man: Being an Answera tate Booke intituled Hic-Mulier
(London, 1620), p.2. The reference to Juno Luainis extract of the text is particularly intetieg
and works to reaffirm Hic Mulier’s female sex asnduwas the Roman Goddess of marriage,
pregnancy and childbirth and was an embodimertefraditional female roles of wife and mother.

2 John Taylor,A Juniper Lecture: with the Description of All Sorvf Women, Good, and Bad
(London, 1639), p. 46.

% An important exception to this is the work undeetalby Alexandra Shepard; see Sheplteanings

of Manhood in Early Modern Englar@®xford: Oxford University Press, 2003).



some measure this thesis will locate patriarchebliolgy at the heart of early modern
prescriptions of manhood. Evidence drawn fromuakend oral sources, such as
medical and anatomical treatises, conduct advicepaescriptive literature, diaries,

drama, ballads and cheap print alongside visuatcesusuch as portraiture and
woodcut images, will be utilised to suggest thatatvimas been described as
‘normative’ or ‘patriarchal’ manhood held curren@cross the social strata
throughout the long seventeenth centliry.

This thesis seeks to question and explore the aasagion of manhood(s)—
patriarchal, subordinate, anti-patriarchal and ra#itves—outlined by Robert
Connell and applied to the early modern period mwsttly by Alexandra Shepard.
In strictly prescriptive terms, manhood was ideetif to be that married,
economically independent householder which patmamsisted upon. Pursuing this
line of thinking is not an attempt to posit theaddat manhood and patriarchy were
synonymous or that those men who did not achiewsh social standing, for
whatever reason, were somehow a breed of lessaroromen. It is an attempt,
however, to suggest that those men who did noeaehnormative or full manhood
could exert their manliness in other ways, somavioith have been highlighted in

Shepard’s work.

* For the terms ‘normative’ and ‘patriarchal’ sees&u Amussen, “The Part of a Christian Man’: the
Cultural Politics of Manhood in Early Modern Enginin Susan Amussen and Mark Kishlansky
eds., Political Culture and Cultural Politics in Early Mfern Europe(Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1995), pp. 213-233, especiallyi-7; Shepardyieanings of Manhoqd. 11-12.

® Shepard,Meanings of Manhoqdespecially pp. 6, 11, 16, 248-253; Shepard, ‘FrAnxious
Patriarchs to Refined Gentlemen? Manhood in Brjtairca 1500-1700'Journal of British Studies
(2005), vol. 44:2, pp. 281-295, especially pp. 290The analytical framework in which Shepard’s
work is situated builds on the model outlined by thociologist Robert Connell, see Connell,
Masculinities(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995), especially chapte

® ShepardMeanings of Manhoqdespecially chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7; see also $thefManhood,
Credit and Patriarchy in Early Modern Englarféiast and Preser(2000), no. 167, pp. 75-106.



The distinction between manhood and manliness,ilithe argued, is an
important one: it is one that delineates the distabf patriarchal ideology
surrounding normative manhood from the diverse wiayghich men could prove to
others, as well as to themselves, that they wedeeid men. Put another way,
manliness was the method through which men reasstiremselves of their
masculine identity. So, manhood and manliness—fitemhood and patriarchy—
were not synonymous. The differing strands of mmask allowed men to reject,
ignore, compete with or select only some aspectshef dominant ideology of
patriarchal manhood in order to assert their owsaulne identity. In this regard,
this thesis will explore both the prescriptionsméanhood and the perceptions of
manliness. Through examining cultural represematiof men and boys alongside
men’s actual perceptions of themselves and otkiees;omplexities of early modern
masculine identities will be highlighted. ©Moreoyveas this thesis seeks to
demonstrate, not insisting on adulthood as a pusiq in the study of early modern
masculine identity allows for more useful considerss of age in the cultural
representations of manhood and perceptions of mesd| and how these may shift
over the course of the period. Through identifyiagd exploring the varied,
sometimes competing, perceptions and represergattdnmanliness across the
lifecycle, this thesis aims to suggest ways in Wwhibere is potential to add to
Shepard’s central objective: to understand theidgarganisation of early modern

masculinity’”

" ShepardMeanings of Manhoqd. 250; the phrase ‘social organisation of masityl is Connell’s,
see Connell, chapter 3. It is important to mentl@re that this thesis will not use the term
‘masculinity’ except in quotation where necessasyijt is recognised to be an anachronistic tere; se
Elizabeth FoysterManhood in Early Modern England: Honour, Sex andriidge (Harlow:
Longman, 1999), p.5.



Gender and the Emergence of Men in History
In 1994 John Tosh was able to write that ‘femintsise come to feel happier with
the study of masculinity’. Twelve years later historians of men’s history &
afford such optimism, as the fears of feminist amenen’s historians concerning the
subversive potential of the history of masculirigve been reawakened. Mrinalini
Sinha’s important study of the historiography of I&@wal Indian masculinity,
published in 1999, offered an awareness of thagisentiments of caution felt and
voiced by feminist scholars concerning men’s stsidiad men’s histories. Sinha
recognised that the central reasoning behind theinfst call for studies of
masculinity—to realise a fuller understanding ofnder relations and the
organisation of gendered power—had not been méidse who answered that call.
One year later Bryce Traister's essay ‘Academicgxaa aptly detailed the
imperialistic nature of men’s studies. He arguedat tAmerican masculine studies
‘effectively crowds out the women and texts resplaasfor the rise of feminism’
and ‘shifts Americanist cultural criticism, onceaay into the dominant study of
malekind'?® In 2004, Toby Ditz's historiographical survey, ialh was focused
through a lens of early American gender historys slaown that men’s history has
not only eschewed the original aspirations of fagtenfor men’s studies, but that it

also has a worryingly real capability to overshadeamen’s studies and women’s

8 John Tosh, ‘What Should Historians Do With Mascityin Reflections on Nineteenth-Century
Britain’, History Workshop Journgt1994), vol. 38, pp. 179-202, p. 179.

® Mrinalini Sinha, ‘Giving Masculinity a History: SoenContributions from the Historiography of
Colonial India’,Gender & History(1999), vol. 11:3, pp. 445-460.

Bryce Traister, ‘Academic Viagra: the rise of Anwam Masculinity Studies/American Quarterly
(2000), vol. 52, pp. 274-304, p. 276.



histories'* Ditz argues that to remedy the potentially imakstic nature of men’s
history we should seek to realise how, when and mbg had power over other men
and women. Indeed Alexandra Shepard has takerag@ount the feminist critique
of men’s history and has attempted to examine nstad gendered power within the
analytical framework of the hierarchy of mascul&st which was based in large part
on the work of Robert Connéfi.

The sociologist Robert W. Connell, in his pionegriwork Masculinities
demonstrated that masculinity was a changeablegohemon which could work to
empower, suppress, marginalize and subordinate menwell as womel?
Nevertheless, it was through subordinating womeat thhanhood, according to
Connell, preserved the ‘patriarchal dividefit!’. Thus, the gender order legitimated
patriarchy. Anthony Fletcher and Alexandra Shepaasle noted, however, that
manhood and patriarchy were not synonynidusoreover, it should be recognised
that patriarchy, like manhood, was not a fixed tatis entity. Shepard argues that
the ‘patriarchal ideology was itself muddled, cadictory, and selectively
invoked’1°

There was an inevitability that the history of masuty was going to

become a contentious and often-debated topic. olistas his-story—has always

" Toby Ditz, ‘The New Men’s History and the Peculissence of Gendered Power: Some Remedies
from Early American Gender HistoryGender & History(2004), vol. 16:1, pp. 1-35.

12 ShepardMeanings of Manhoad

¥ R.W. ConnellMasculinities

14 Connell,Masculinities pp. 77, 82-83.

> Anthony Fletcher, ‘Manhood, the Male Body, Couipskand the Household in Early Modern
England’, History (1999), vol. 84, pp. 419-436; Shepakdeanings of Manhoqdsee especially the
introductory chapter on pp. 1-17.

' ShepardMeanings of Manhoqdp. 1, 249. For a good discussion on patriaaity its usefulness
as an analytical term in feminist and women'’s hissee Judith Bennettistory Matters: Patriarchy
and the Challenge of Feminigiilanchester: Manchester University Press, 200@pter 4.



concerned itself with men: great and heroic metifipal and politicised men; men
as monarchs; and men as religious figureheadsomdisas taught us that patriarchy
favours those men in positions of power, from hefstate to head of the family. It
was palpable that history had ignored or disallowes gendering of men after the
social revolution of the 1960s and 1970s in the We$he feminist movement
initiated the burgeoning of feminist and later warsehistory, which unveiled
boundless original and unexplored areas of hisfory investigation. EXxisting
histories were ruthlessly questioned as the newddd social historian worked to
place women, the lower classes and ethnic minsritieo the grand narrative, often
founding new and contradictory narratives.

From this dynamism the history of masculinity wasro Emerging from the
quest of scholars, such as Natalie Zemon Davislaad Scott, to appreciate a fuller
understanding of gender relations, came the réalisgéhat the gendered male had
been overlooked The invisibility of the male gender in historyshaow often been
commented upon and provided immediacy for the s@tnao be redressed. From
the late 1980s, and with the rising academic istaremen’s, masculinity and queer
studies, historians have eagerly taken the chadletay give men an historical
visibility. Men’s historians have worked to evidenthe premise that the male sex
was indeed gendered. Further, that the charaitsraf the male gender were just as

changing, mutable, complex and contradictory asafergendered characteristics.

" Natalie Zemon Davis, “Women in History’ in Transiti: The European CaséZeminist Studies
(1976), vol. 3, pp. 83-102; Joan Scott, ‘GendetJgeful Category of AnalysisAmerican Historical
Review(1986), vol. 91, pp. 1053-75.

8 Amussen, ‘The Part of a Christian Man’, pp. 213-2BBchael Kimmel, ‘Invisible Masculinity:
Examining Masculinity in Relation to History ancetSocial SciencesSociety(1993) vol. 30; Judith
Allen, ‘Men Interminably in Crisis?: Historians dvlasculinity, Sexual Boundaries, and Manhood’,
Radical History Revie2002), vol. 82, pp. 191-207.



Unfortunately for early modernists, the developmaiinen’s history has not
been as fast-paced as that of other periods, Btirlans and literary scholars are
increasingly working to remedy this situatibh.Central to the focus of academic
research on early modern men are three themesiag@rand family formation;
sexuality and sexual behaviour; and violeffceThe extent to which manhood was
grounded in patriarchal ideology, or was availabi®ugh many, varied and often-
contradictory means, is a question that is becommogeasingly pivotal within this
bourgeoning debate. In the current climate of wtdading early modern men,
historians are unable to agree the extent to wbactes of manhood were grounded
in patriarchal terms. Working within the feminisénse of patriarchy—of male
control over women—much of the earliest researcteanry modern manhood has
been couched in terms of male-female relationshpsst notably that of husband
and wife. Manhood was described as being totaliamt on the subjugation of

wives and, indeed, all other household subordinatésch presented a sense that

¥ 1t has been suggested that interest in eighteenitieteenth, and early twentieth century
masculinities has flourished due to an academiere®gs to trace the development of the ‘modern’
man. See the ‘Special Feature on Masculinitiedournal of British Studie€005), vol. 44:2.

%0 Other themes which have emerged from examinatimfnearly modern manhood, and which
deserve much more attention in future studies,patdic office holding, xenophobia, and emotion.
For suggestions of how these might be pursuedfsebpny Fletcher, ‘Honour, Reputation and Local
Officeholding in Elizabethan and Stuart Englandi, Anthony Fletcher and John Stevenson eds.,
Order and Disorder in Early Modern Englan€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), pp.
92-115; David Postles, ‘Coining Comedy: Money astapbor and Metonym in Early-Modern
English Drama’, unpublished conference papgogcial History Society Conferencépril 2006;
Bernard Capp, “Jesus Wept' but Did the EnglishmawWasculinity and the Display of Emotion in
Early Modern England’, unpublished conference papéasculinity, Patriarchy and Power: an
Interdisciplinary ConferenceSouthampton, April 2004. | am very grateful tocofessor Capp for

allowing me to read this paper.



manhood was fraught with anxiety and was necegsaniuous by its very natufé.
More recently, the centrality of patriarchy to maald has been questioned and
men’s relationships with other men have been exedhialongside the more
traditional focus of male-female relations. Thrbugcknowledging that only a
minority of men would have opportunity to accomplihe social standing of what
has been termed ‘normative’ or ‘patriarchal manhooither codes of manhood have
been explored It has been suggested that such ‘alternativeesambuld work to
contest, undermine or completely ignore the distatepatriarchy, and this has led
historians to begin thinking about the significarfesocial status to notions of
manhood.

Twenty-one years ago Susan Amussen’s importanty essander, Family

and the Social Order, 1560-1725" worked to exantirveefamilial analogy—of how

I David Underdown, ‘The Taming of the Scold: the @&oément of Patriarchal Authority in Early
Modern England’, in Fletcher and Stevenson e@sder and Disorder pp. 116-136; Katharine
Hodgkin, ‘Thomas Wythorne and the Problems of MastéHistory Workshop Journg|1990), vol.
29, pp. 20-41; Anthony Fletcher, ‘Men’s Dilemma:€eThuture of Patriarchy in England, 1560-1660’,
Transactions of the Royal Historical Socidty994), sixth series, 4, pp. 61-81; Elizabeth Feays
‘Male Honour, Social Control and Wife Beating inteaStuart EnglandTransactions of the Royal
Historical Society(1996), sixth series, 6, pp. 225-234; Mark Brdigny, Anxious Masculinity in
Early Modern EnglanqCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996)eeigtly chapters 2, 3 and
6; Fletcher, ‘Manhood, the Male Body, Courtship até Household’, pp. 419-436; Foyster,
Manhood in Early Modern England

2 Shepard,Meanings of Manhoad On the dangerous nature of male friendship st Bray,
‘Homosexuality and the Signs of Male Friendshifclizabethan EnglandHlistory Workshop Journal
(1990), vol. 29, pp. 1-19; Lisa Jardine, ‘CompanienMarriage Versus Male Friendship: Anxiety for
the Lineal Family in Jacobean Drama’, in Amussend &ishlansky eds.Political Culture and
Cultural Politics pp. 234-254; Alan Bray and Michel Rey, ‘The Baafythe Friend: Continuity and
Change in Masculine Friendship in the Seventeemtht@y’, in Tim Hitchcock and Michéle Cohen
eds.,English Masculinities, 1660-180@Harlow: Longman, 1999), pp. 65-84. For exampléshe
fraternal relationships of apprentices and youtiugs see Steven Smith, ‘The London Apprentices as
Seventeenth-Century AdolescentPast and Presen{1973), no. 61, pp. 149-61; Bernard Capp,
‘English Youth Groups and the Pinder of Wakefiefst and Presen(tLl977), no. 76, pp. 127-33.



the ideal family structure informed the idealisni$oth gender and political order—
and ‘its changing role in the enforcement of ordeaross the early modern period.
In her analysis, Amussen identified three categaoagainst which disorder was most
threatening: morality; status; and gentfer.These classifications revealed clues
about ‘proper’ manly behaviour alongside those pprapriate female behaviour.
Moreover, these classifications still inform studief early modern manhood two
decades later, with historians exploring manhoodeims of social rank, marital
status, and most recently age.

Amussen’s essay almost unquestioningly linked madheith marriage and
family formation. In her account of early moderammge she sketched a parallel
between family and state, and explored the manyradictions and inconsistencies
of this analogy. One example of the inconsistenofehis analogy is that a wife was
subordinated by her husband’s authority at the sime as she governed the
children and servants alongside him. Such cordtiadis were open to interpretation
and could be employed to excuse a husband’s tywahor wayward behaviour.
There is mileage in approaching a study of manhbaough a consideration of the
marriage union, as it denies any real possibilityoccluding women from men’s
history. It is this aspect of manhood that hasnbée focus of most subsequent
research on seventeenth century men, arguablywioidp earlier trends in family

history2*

% Susan Amussen, ‘Gender, Family and the Social IQ1d#$0-1725’, in Fletcher and Stevenson eds.,
Order and Disorderpp. 196-217.

24 Many studies of the history of the English fartiigve emerged in response to, and frequently in
contention of, Lawrence Stone’s survey of the fgninil which he argued that it was in transition
throughout the early modern period from one whéfection played little part to one wherein love
was important. See in particular Lawrence Stdres Family, Sex and Marriage in England, 1500-
1800 (London: Weidenfield & Nicolson, 1977); Keith Whtson, English Society 1580-1680



Marriage and family formation has continued to pdevthe focus of
discussion for historians of early modern manhoddmthony Fletcher has argued
that manhood could only be achieved by ‘courtshmprriage and household
formation’. Amussen’s ‘The Part of a Christian Manplied that there were many
varied forms of manly behaviour but that ‘normatikeas of manhood’ were
associated with marriage, heading a household eodoenic independence, and as
such was not available to all men. Alexandra Stiep#o, has conceded that
heading a household presented ‘the greatest poofiche patriarchal dividend to
which all adult males might aspire’ and that thesild only be legitimately achieved
through marriagé> For each of these historians marriage and fafoilynation—
which was frequently dependent on age and econetatas—provided the means
through which manhood could be accomplished.

What is lacking so far from studies of early moderanhood, in relation to
marriage and family formation, is any real conteatiph of fatherhood® Historians
have tended to focus their attention on the magriagion, and have yet to extend
their scope in any meaningful way to examining eékxéent to which manhood was
achieved through becoming and acting as a fatAduller recognition that marriage

and family formation created relationships beyolnalt tof husband and wife might

(London: Routledge, 2002 edn); Ralph HoulbrooR#e English Family 1450-170QHarlow:
Longman, 1984); Patricia CrawforBJood, Bodies and Families in Early Modern Englathriow:
Pearson Education, 2004).

% Anthony FletcherGender, Sex and Subordination in England 1500-1808v Haven: London:
Yale University Press, 1995), p. 97; Amussen, “Haat of a Christian Man’, p. 216; Alexandra
ShepardMeanings of Manhoqdespecially chapter 3, quotation p. 70. For @wlision on marital
discord see Elizabeth Foyster, ‘A Laughing Mattéviartial Discord and Gender Control in
Seventeenth-Century Englan&ural History(1993), vol. 4, pp. 5-21. For disorderly houselsadee
Paul Griffiths, Youth and Authority: Formative Experiences in Emngla1560-1640(New York:
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), chapter 6.

% This could also be extended to include the mastarant relationship.
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prove fruitful to future examinations of early modemanhood” There have been
attempts to address this. For example Fletchdtsysincluded a chapter on
household order wherein he argued that male horested on the behaviour of the
whole family, including that of children and sertaff Elizabeth Foyster
acknowledged that fatherhood could be a meansstomanhood, but her analysis
was primarily concerned with issues surroundingematy and with daughters’
sexual chastity, and so can be linked more tolefa sexual reputation than family
formation?® Patricia Crawford has recently added to our ustdeding of early
modern fatherhood but she, like Foyster, focusedtrabher attention on paternity
and ‘shared blood’. Crawford did raise an impdriasue: that we should think less
about paternity and more about the ‘social relaimm between the children and
adults who care for thent’.

Historians of seventeenth and eighteenth centurgli@in and Colonial
American families have been more inclined to comsichale roles in familial
relationships than men’s historians have been. naeo Davidoff and Catherine

Hall's seminal study of family life of the eighteébnand nineteenth century English

"1t is important to note that marriage and housgfiotmation was often the necessary precursor for
men to become politically involved in the communifgr a fuller discussion of this see Fletcher,
‘Honour, Reputation and Local Officeholding in Elethan and Stuart England’, in Fletcher and
Stevenson eds.Order and Disorder pp. 92-115; Alexandra Shepard, ‘Manhood, Credid a
Patriarchy’, pp. 75-106.

8 Fletcher Gender, Sex and Subordinatjqp. 204-222.

29 Foyster,Manhood in Early Modern EnglandIt should be noted that Helen Berry and Elizabet
Foyster are currently researching the impact dfildgsness on men and manhood. See Helen Berry
and Elizabeth Foyster, ‘Childless Men in Early Mod&ngland’, in Berry and Foyster ed¥he
Family in Early Modern Englan@Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, forthcap007). | am
very grateful to both for allowing me to read tbisapter in progress.

%0 Crawford, Blood, Bodies and Familiep. 131. On paternity also see Laura GowiBgmmon
Bodies: Women, Touch and Power in Seventeenth gektugland (New Haven: London: Yale
University Press, 2003), pp. 177-193.
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middle class worked to place men within a famitahtext?* Davidoff and Hall
considered men in both their conjugal and pateralds, with fatherhood being
discussed before motherhood. The centrality oflfaformation and maintenance to
notions of masculinity is highlighted, as well &g trecognition that fathers—in the
main—had an emotional bond as well as economic rahdious responsibilities
towards their wife and childrefi. Lisa Wilson’s study of men in Colonial New
England has drawn similar conclusions. Wilson asgthat fathers played an active
role in rearing their children and, that over tlmrse of theearly modern period,
expressions of paternal sentiment became incrdgsiogced from fathers to their
offspring®®

In 2000, llana Krausman Ben-Amos argued that parémtearly modern
England, both mothers and fathers, made huge imesss in rearing their offspring.
These investments comprised material and emotmramodities and were lifetime
commitments, which did not end because childremimecadults? Having life-long
emotional ties with offspring suggests that fatheexe not passive or marginal
figures within familial relationship&, One aspect of this thesis seeks to explore the
extent to which fathers actively participated irarreg, educating and socialising
their children. It will suggest that fathers weret marginal figures within family

life, and will attempt to locate indications thatemformed relations with their

31 Leonore Davidoff and Catherine Halfamily Fortunes: Men and Women of the English Middl
Class, 1780-185(London: Routledge, 1987).

%2 Davidoff and HallFamily Fortunesespecially chapter 7.

¥ Lisa Wilson, “Ye Heart of a Father’: Male Pareqtiim Colonial New England’Journal of Family
History (1999), vol. 24:3, pp. 255-274.

% llana Krausman Ben-Amos, ‘Reciprocal Bonding: Rtseand Their Offspring in Early Modern
England’, The Journal of Family Histor{2000), vol. 25:3, pp. 291-312.

% Recent work suggests that this is also eviderinduhe nineteenth-century; see Helen Rogers and
Trev Lynn Broughton edsGender and Fatherhood in the Nineteenth Cen(Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2007).
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children both independently and jointly with thewmives. What needs to be
considered is the extent to which becoming anchgas a father figure contributed
to notions of manhood and manliness.

Marriage and family formation provided a testingnd for men to prove
and assert their manhood and this has most often logked with sexual behaviour,
although the test is almost certainly that of a saability for self-control and
asserting his authority over others. Identifyihg xtent to which sexual reputation
was important to male identity has become a cemwaktern for historians. The
guestion which has arisen surrounding men’s sergmaltation, though, is less about
whether or not sexual behaviour impacted upon mashhand is more about whose
behaviour it was that could damage or discreditaa’mclaim to that status. The
focus on sexual behaviour is almost certainly adggof Keith Thomas’s seminal
essay ‘The Double Standarfy. Since its publication in 1959 historians, such as
Martin Ingram, Susan Amussen, and Laura Gowing,eheefined the ‘double
standard’ model and its emphasis on greater fenwalpability for sexual
misdemeanoury. Gowing has perhaps been most vocal in advocéiiggmale and
female honour rested on different values, men’scoedit through honesty and

women’s on credit through chastiy.

% Keith Thomas, ‘The Double Standardgurnal of the History of Idea&959), vol. 20:2, pp. 195-
216.

37 Martin Ingram,Church Courts, Sex and Marriage in England, 157@dCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987); Susan AmussAn, Ordered Society: Gender and Class in Early Mader
England (New York: Oxford: Columbia University Press, 199Baura Gowing,Women, Sex and
Honour: The London Church Courts, 1572-164®mndon University, Unpublished PhD Thesis,
1993); Laura Gowing, ‘Gender and the Language aullnin Early Modern London’History
Workshop Journaf1993), vol. 35, pp. 1-21.

% Laura Gowing,Domestic Dangers: Women, Words and Sex in Early eMod.ondon(Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1996).
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This distinction, whilst important, is possiblyitile too simplistic*® Writing
out a sexual component within male honour rendemshmod a status which was
either worked out solely between men, or one whiels totally reliant on men’s
relationships with chaste women. Alexandra Shépasliservation that the early
modern period ‘has been characterised as one almguwith anxious patriarchs’ is
an astute one arising from the propensity of hist@r to explore manhood in terms
of relations with women, and most often within nege?° However, this approach
should not be underestimated, not least becaus®cis historians to consider a
female role in men’s history, and it cannot be ddnthat patriarchal manhood
necessitated both self-control and control over ilfaminferiors, which would
include their sexual behaviour.

There is mileage in Foyster's assertion that sexejalitation was the only
component of male honour which was common to meallafank, and that fear of
being cuckolded united men from all social cladéeSexual ownership of women
extended to include daughters as well as wivessa IHopkins, in her study of
Fletcher and Beaumont’s playhe Maid’s Tragedyargued that a father's manhood
was threatened if he failed to marry off his femelddren. Calianax, according to

Hopkins, represented the tenuous nature of manimotbalee principal areas, his age,

% 1t may also be too simplistic in terms of femalenbur. See Garthine Walker, ‘Expanding the
Boundaries of Female Honour in Early Modern Englaridansactions of the Royal Historical
Society (1996), sixth series, 6, pp. 235-245; Amy Froiflever Married: Singlewomen in Early
Modern EnglandOxford: Oxford University Press, 2005).

0 ShepardMeanings of Manhoqdp.5. See also Shepard, ‘From Anxious Patriatoh&efined
Gentlemen?’, pp. 281-295.

“! Foyster Manhood in Early Modern Englandhapter 1.
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his cowardice, and his daughter's disgrifceThe sexual ownership of women,
which Fletcher outlines, is almost certainly aript to fulfil the patriarchal ideal of
manhood. But it is important to question the eterwhich this ideology resonated
with reality, as Bernard Capp and Alexandra Shepax@ both showf?

Capp has asserted that sexual reputation was immertant to men than
historians have allowed, and that this was notioedfonly to husbands controlling
the sexual behaviour of their wives and daughtd¥er Capp, men too were held
accountable for their sexual behaviour, and thebelr considered appropriate for
men altered according to age and marital statugapp® essay on male reputation
worked to distinguish these differences, whereincla@med that boasts of sexual
conquests belonged mainly to ‘the discourse of gowingle men, servants and
apprentices’. Capp further argues that theress é&idence to suggest that married
men indulged in such bragging, and that a ‘goodand was faithful to his wife"
Whilst young and single men could engage in casea&lal encounters and brag
amongst their peers about their sexual achievemae or imagined—with
relative impunity, once married this behaviour waslonger acceptable and could

cause tensions within both family and commufiity.

“2 Lisa Hopkins, “A Place Privileged to do Men Wrond@he Anxious Masculinity offhe Maid'’s
Tragedy, in Andrew Williams ed.,The Image of Manhood in Early Modern LiteratureeWing the
Male (Connecticut: London: Greenwood Press, 1999)5p73.

43 Fletcher, Gender, Sex and Subordinatjoespecially chapter 6; Bernard Capp, ‘The Double
Standard Revisited: Plebeian Women and Male SeRealtation in Early Modern England®ast
and Presen{1999), no. 162, pp. 70-100; Shepavtanings of Manhoad

44 Capp, ‘The Double Standard Revisited’, pp. 71, 72.

“5 Foyster has suggested that even youthful bradunigthe potential to discredit men and limit their
potential for marriage, which ultimately limitedetih ability to achieving manhood. But both Foyster
and Fletcher have argued that sexual prowess wasaas of asserting manhood for bachelors. See
Foyster,Manhood in Early Modern Englandchapter 2; FletcheiGender, Sex and Subordinatjon
chapter 5.

15



Shepard’'s research on male sexuality and sexusvimur, like Capp’s,
questioned the extent to which male reputation gamsinded on the patriarchal
ideology of female ownership. In addition, she giduto further and qualify
Gowing’s thesis of gender polarity by recognisihgttfemale honour had non-sexual
elements whilst male honour rested in some measusexual reputatioff. Shepard
also identified a distinction of acceptable sexaettaviour for men according to age,
with licentiousness tolerated—or ignored—during tlyears of youth and
bachelorhood! In terms of sexual relationships between menvamahen, Shepard
draws attention to the ways in which those relaimps were questioned and
justified between men. Whilst Shepard’s study leesn invaluable in furthering our
understanding of early modern manhood, and has tddeedebate beyond the level
of male/female relationships, she has to some extetten women out of men’s
history.

That manhood had a sexual component is axiomdtihe debate which has
emerged is not one of whether or not sexual bebawopacted upon manhood, but
rather whose behaviour it was that had the potetotidiscredit a man’s claim to that
status. Moreover, it is becoming increasingly ewidthat the working practices of
male reputation shifted over the life course, witianging definitions of what
constituted a ‘good’ sexual reputation accordingate and marital status. Youth
culture permitted sexual promiscuity, which may dawluded some level of same-
sex desire, whilst marriage demanded the fidelftyp@th husband and wife. By
considering the changing nature of male sexualtadjom, historians and literary
scholars are exploring the extent to which men dnadi exerted power over women

and other men during the seventeenth century. Youoen did boast about sexual

¢ ShepardMeanings of Manhoqdespecially chapters 4, 6.
4" See also Griffithsyouth and Authoritychapter 5.
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conquests to win approval from their peers. Magipartnerships were judged by
other men, friends and relatives. Friends and rteigts did disapprove of male
infidelity and mocked men who were cuckolded byirthveives. Men’s sexual
reputations were, therefore, reliant on their retet with women and on the opinions
of other men. But masculine identities were alsbngd in terms other than sexual
behaviour.

Violence provided one of the many paradoxes of madh according to
context it could provide a method of restoring hanobe seen as virtuous, or
construed as a lack of reason. Given the violehtigal backdrop of the seventeenth
century, in particular the years immediately legdup to and beyond the civil war
and interregnum, surprisingly little research ha$as encompassed these events and
their potential to impact on notions of manhd®dDiscourse surrounding manhood
and violence tends to be concentrated on two gah@reas: duelling and domestic
violence; the first of these has most often bedimee as an all-male affair, whilst

14 Women, then, have

the latter necessarily subjugated women under c@iro
either been excluded from, or made victims of,dbestruction and enforcement of
the concepts of manhood.

Literary scholars, such as Ira Clark and Jennifew Lhave taken the lead in

considering the ways in which manhood was constdueind enforced by the duel

8 Alexandra Shepard has bought attention to thisssiom. Shepard, ‘From Anxious Patriarchs to
Refined Gentlemen?’, pp. 281-295. Two studiesctvlaire particularly useful in beginning to counter
this, although not specifically focused on gendme Barbara Donagan, “The Web of Honour:
Soldiers, Christians, and Gentlemen in the Endlisll War’, The Historical Journa(2001), vol. 44,
pp. 365-389; Roger Mannin§wordsmen: The Martial Ethos in the Three Kingd¢@vdord: Oxford
University Press, 2003).

49 Jennifer Low did, however, identify cross-dressesinen participating in duels on the stage. See
Jennifer Low,Manhood and the Duel: Masculinity in Early Modermaha and CulturgNew York:

Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), chapter 5.
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during the late sixteenth and early seventeenthucgrin England® What has
emerged from these studies is a sense that, orhan@ duelling was a method
employed by young men of high status to defend th&mne against insults made to
their reputation. On the other, it was a practlteught by authorities to be out of
control as a result of men’s hypersensitivity teoeexaggerated slurs made against
their honour. In either case manhood could be wod lost, and agreed upon
between men through acts of violence. However offigion commonly voiced by
historians and literary scholars is that during dpening decades of the seventeenth
century martial honour became less prominent dabtgj\courtesy, and power of the
pen gained centrality within concepts of manhood.

It would be interesting to see how far this ideaiea weight if extended to
the middling years of the centuty. Certainly, as Markku Peltonen’s research has
indicated, duelling continued throughout the ciwir and interregnum yeats. It
must be mentioned, though, that Peltonen’s study also guilty of neglecting the
middle decades of the seventeenth century, jumpfiomm the Jacobean to the
Restoration years. Examinations of portraiture mpagve fruitful here, as they

provide visual evidence which suggests that theomamce of martial honour

* Ira Clark, Comedy, Youth, Manhood in Early Modern Englghdndon: Associated University
Presses, 2003); Lowjanhood and the DuelSee also, Goran Stanivukovic, “The Blushing Shafme o
Soldiers’: The Eroticism of Heroic Masculinity imlin Fletcher'sBonduca and Hopkins, “A Place
Privileged to do Men Wrong’, both in Williams edlThe Image of Manhood in Early Modern
Literature, pp. 41-54; 55-73. Useful historical studies atlling are Markku Peltonehe Duel in
Early Modern England: Civility, Politeness, and Ham (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2003); ManningSwordsmenespecially chapters 5, 6.

*1 This would be particularly interesting given thme¥gence of military professionalism during the
seventeenth century. See Martyn Bennett, ‘ThecexffiCorps and Army Command in the British
Isles, 1620-1660, in D. J. B. Trim edThe Chivalric Ethos and the Development of Military
Professionalisn{Brill: Koninklijke, 2003), pp. 291-317.

*2 peltonenThe Duel in Early Modern Englang@p. 14-15.
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fluctuated over the course of the seventeenth ogntaaching high points,
unsurprisingly, during the 1640s, 50s and B0sViolence provided a means for
high-ranking men to assert their manhood over othen. Lower down the social
scale, Elizabeth Foyster has suggested that meandisd their honour with their
fists. She argues that because manhood was assbeiéth physical strength,
refusing to fight could leave a man open to mockerlyoyster continues that
brawling ‘provided immediate satisfaction, and qpartunity to reassert manhood
publicly’.®® If civility gained centrality, whilst martial hamur declined in
prominence, within the prescriptions of manhooatghout the seventeenth century
then more research is needed to qualify that assom@s has been the case for the
eighteenth century.

Robert Shoemaker has written extensively abouthiaaging nature of male
honour over the course of the eighteenth centugyilag that there is a discernible
link between the decline of violence and violeninas and the emergence of civility
through attempts at reforming mann&rs.Shoemaker claims that the decline of
violence as a component of—as well as a methocet#hte for—male honour was

not restricted to gentlemanly sorts, but was enderhall social classes. He further

suggests that whilst acts of violence, such assduecreased throughout the period

>3 This will be discussed in more detail in chaptérefow.

** Foyster Manhood in Early Modern Englangp. 177-81, quotation p. 178.

%5 Robert Shoemaker, ‘Reforming Male Manners: Pubsigult and Decline of Violence in London,
1660-1740’, in Hitchcock and Cohen edsnglish Masculinities 1660-1800p. 133-151; Shoemaker,
‘Male Honour and the Decline of Public Violence Highteenth-Century LondonS$ocial History
(2001), vol. 26:2, pp. 190-208; Shoemaker, ‘The ifgnof the Duel: Masculinity, Honour and Ritual
Violence in London 1660-1800he Historical Journa(2002), vol. 45:3, pp. 525-545.
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domestic violence persisted; a phenomenon which basn termed the
“privatisation’ of violence=®

Elizabeth Foyster does not subscribe to this testogy and argues
convincingly that whilst domestic violence oftencaoed within the privacy of the
home, the location of the violent act did not dirsimits public influence. She claims
that ‘violence was the mechanism by which familytters became community
concerns®’ For Foyster, the crucial point about violencertipalarly domestic
violence, was not whether it remained central withiotions of masculinity but
rather that it continued to be a tool for men teréypower, domination and authority
over subordinate family membe¥s. At the same time, however, the repeated
attempts to curb male violence suggest that exaessolent behaviour received
continuing condemnation from authorities and metali

During the seventeenth century moralists were rensioout the extent to
which men could legitimate their authority withihet family through violence.
William Gouge, John Dod and Robert Cleaver, forneple, asserted that a man’s
reason should be his tool for governance, not hEts.f Conversely, William

Whateley did see cause for violent correction inreere circumstances of

disobedienc&’ These debates have provided historians with taiogy over the

%6 Shoemaker, ‘Male Honour’, p. 206.

°" Elizabeth FoysterMarital Violence especially chapters 4, 5, quotation p. 168. ideniurl-
Eamon’s research on the Westminster Quarter Sessioavides evidence which supports Foyster’s
conclusions. Jennine Hurl-Eamon, ‘Domestic ViokerRrosecuted: Women Binding Over Their
Husbands for Assault at Westminster Quarter Sessi®685-1720,Journal of Family History
(2001), vol. 26:4, pp. 434-454.

%8 Although Foyster does recognise, and includesimsts of, women acting violently towards their
husbands.

% william Gouge,Of Domesticall Duties: Of Eight Treatis¢sondon, 1622); John Dod and Robert
Cleaver,A Godlie Forme of Household Governméhondon, 1612); William Whateleyh Bride-
Bush, or a Wedding Serm@nondon, 1622).
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role violence played within the prescriptions aretgeptions of manhodd. The
contradictions of masculine identities meant thalence had multifaceted meanings
according to context: between men of equal statdsoa equal terms violence could
be a method of restoring honour; virtue could beeghfrom violence in battle; and
domestic violence was either employed to sustaire n@nour by maintaining
household order or, in excess, was associatedanils of reason and consequently
a loss of manhood.

It is clear that the feminist prerogative for memstory—exploring the
organisation of gendered power—is beginning to b@nmened in studies of
seventeenth century manhood. There has been argdstattempt to identify the
ways and means by which men exerted power over Wwottnen and other men
during the period. However, there are two dominlut conflicting images of
seventeenth century manhood. First, that manhaasl a@nstructed and negotiated
between men, sometimes to the exclusion of some aneording to age or status,
and always to the exclusion of women. Second,rtteathood necessitated the total
control of female sexuality, wherein it was the enghip of women that determined
male honour. That, so far, the focus of men’sonystor the early modern period has
been very much situated within the wider concerhgemder relations, the family,
the local community and now social status, coulckeneedundant the category
‘masculinity’ for pre-modern history. That no syuldas yet focussed solely on men
in their own right and totally distinct from themteraction with women has possibly

skewed the picture held currently of early modeamhood. However, even if it is

0 Amussen, ‘Gender, Family and the Social Ordegt¢Her,Gender, Sex and Subordinatjarhapter
10; FoysterManhood in Early Modern Englandhapter 5; Foyster, ‘Male Honour, Social Control
and Wife Beating in Late Stuart England’, pp. 2I82ShepardMeanings of Manhoqgcchapter 5;
Capp,When Gossips Meet: Women, Family, and Neighbourlo&drly Modern EnglandOxford:
Oxford University Press, 2003), chapter 6.
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largely agreed upon that roughly one-fifth of tlopplation never married during the
early modern period, this does not lessen the fisgnce of male-female relations
outside of the marriage uni8h. For the majority of the population, men and women
did not live in isolation from one another, certginot for their entire lives, and so
this should not be the case for historical inquirgt least because such an approach
would have potential to realise the current corgenh feminist historians: the
occlusion of women from history. A far more useféthod for furthering our
understanding of early modern manhood, and onehnathis thesis will adopt, is to
consider more pointedly whether or not ideas raggravhat it was to be a man
during the period were in conflict with one anothard, if so, on what basis.
Moreover, if it is understood that ‘normative mantbwas essentially an exclusive
status to which only a minority of men had acceésmng given time, but that this did
not diminish the manliness of those men who cowdathieve such standing, then
perhaps it is time we begin to think about earlydera men’s history in terms other

than manhood.

Methodology

The organising principle behind this thesis will the life-cycle. After an initial
examination of the physiological aspects of manhand the male body, and the
extent to which clothes had potential to infliceage upon the body, each of the life
stages will be explored with some consideratioregito old age in the conclusion.

The chief studies of early modern manhood that heeen undertaken to date have

®. E. A. Wrigley and R. S. SchofieldThe Population History of England, 1541-1871: a
Reconstruction(London: Edward Arnold, 1981), pp. 255-65; Davide€sy, Birth, Marriage and
Death: Ritual, Religion and the Life-Cycle in Tudord Stuart EnglandOxford: Oxford University
Press, 1997), p. 287; Shepavtkanings of Manhoqd. 252; FroideNever Married pp. 2-3.
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gone some way to investigate the defining presrgftmanhood for men in their
youth and adulthooff Boys and men in their old age have been giveasaet
prominence in studies explicitly focussed on thedgeing of early modern men.
This is not surprising given the relative novelfytioe subject are® In particular,
adult men have formed the central focus of analgsd; indeed, this thesis does not
propose to exclude them either. It is the contentof this thesis that the term
‘manhood’ has so far evaded a satisfactory definitind that this is in part due to its
contradictory and inconsistent usage during thé/eaodern period. As Alexandra
Shepard has noted, early modern commentators uaddrthe term most readily as
a specific phase of life, but it also had connotaiof social status and raffk.It is
this double meaning which has prompted historidkes$hepard and Susan Amussen
to utilise distinct phraseology, such as ‘normdtige ‘patriarchal’ manhood, to
identify that which is concerned with the econortlycandependent and married
householder, and this thesis will also use thesmstealthough the phrase ‘full
manhood’ will sometimes be employed as an altereati

Writing histories of men is becoming an increasynghallenging task. As
John Tosh has noted, ‘masculinity, like femininiig, historically expressed in
complex and confusing variety’. As more reseaghindertaken, it becomes ever

more apparent that early modern manhood was cantirgn a number of variables,

%2 Fletcher,Gender, Sex and Subordinatjiohmussen, ‘The Part of a Christian Man’, pp. 2832
Foyster,Manhood in Early Modern EnglandCapp, ‘The Double Standard Revisited’, pp. 70;100
ShepardMeanings of ManhogdBreitenburg,Anxious MasculinityLyndal Roper,Oedipus and the
Devil: Witchcraft, Sexuality and Religion in EaMjodern EuropglLondon: New York: Routledge,
1994).

%3 See, for example, Fletcher, ‘Manhood, the MaleBdburtship and the Household’, pp. 419-436;
Foyster, ‘Boys Will Be Boys? Manhood and Aggressib860-1800’, in Hitchcock and Cohen eds.,
English Masculinities 1660-1800p. 151-166; Sheparleanings of Manhoqdespecially chapters 2,
8.

%4 ShepardMeanings of Manhoqdhapter 2.
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primarily age, marital and social status and, lefien, on race, ethnicity and
sexuality. But Tosh identified further problemsrrsunding the history of
masculinity, arguing that because ‘men have hisatlyi been dominant in the public
sphere, masculinity carries public meanings of igpeditical moment, in addition to
its bearing on personal conduct and self-imagifig.Access to full citizenship,
which only some men enjoyed, has necessitatedrigisoto consider men’s roles
both within the family and the wider setting of ttemmunity®® Alexandra Shepard
has commented, however, that ‘men of the sixteanthearly seventeenth centuries
and their counterparts in the late seventeenthucgrbok like different species
rather than different generations’. The reasorttit, according to Shepard, is that
work focussing on the earlier period has ‘tendeérngphasize the household as the
primary site for the construction and achievemédnmhanhood’, viewing it as a form
of social status, whilst work on the latter parttloé period ‘privileges the emergent
public sphere as the key arena for the articulatiomanhood’ approaching it more
as a cultural construction worked out mostly betwaeen®” Whereas gender
historians of the sixteenth and early seventeeethucy tend to ‘base their analysis

on the domestic advice literature that began tdifprate during this period’, their

% John Tosh, ‘The Old Adam and the New Man: Emergiiigmes in the History of English
Masculinities, 1750-1850, in Hitchcock and Cohes.gnglish Masculinities, 1660-180@p. 217-
238, p. 217. For a sceptical view on the usefdmdghe ‘separate spheres’ categorisation in #se c
of women’s history see Amanda Vickery, ‘Golden Amge Separate Spheres? A Review of the
Categories and Chronology of the History of Womditie Historical Journal1993), vol. 36:2, pp.
383-414; see also Robert Shoemak&nder in English Society, 1650-1850: The Emergaidhe
Separate Spherd$iarlow: Longman, 1998). For a useful discussionthe need for a reconfigured
understanding of the term ‘public sphere’, and s@unggested starting points for doing so see Peter
Lake and Steve Pincus, ‘Rethinking the Public SpherEarly Modern EnglandJjournal of British
Studieq2006), vol. 45:2, pp. 270-292.

% See, for example, Anthony Fletcher, ‘Honour, Regiomaand Local Officeholding in Elizabethan
and Stuart England’, in Fletcher and Stevenson €udder and Disorderpp. 92-115.

67 Shepard, ‘From Anxious Patriarchs to Refined Genén?’, pp. 282, 284, 289.
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long eighteenth century counterparts ‘have beenqgotgied with the print culture

pertaining to an emergent, and implicitly masculineublic sphere and its

representation of genteel and middling gender itesit So, between the beginning
and the end of the century roughly marked out leyyiars 1560 to 1660, the men
described by historians ‘appear radically differemtd this may be ‘attributable to

the fact that we are not comparing like with liR&" It would seem that both choice
of periodization as well as of primary source matsrcould have a profound effect
on the picture constructed of early modern manhood.

The seventeenth century is one that has often &ggored in a fragmentary
fashion rather than in its entirety, and this istipalarly true for social and gender
histories. It has been the practice of eighteeetitury scholars to subsume at least
twenty, if not forty, of the closing years of theventeenth century into what is now
recognised as the ‘long eighteenth centfity’.But scholars of the seventeenth
century have been guilty of cutting short the pgramd focusing primarily on the
years 1560-1640, largely as a consequence ofahalysis of church court recorffs.
Even where this is not the case, the seventeenthrgas contained within the much

larger grand narrative of the early modern periwHich has been taken to be as

®8Shepard, ‘From Anxious Patriarchs to Refined Gentle?’, pp. 282, 285, 287.

% Hitchcock and Cohen edsEnglish Masculinities, 1660-1800Philip Carter, Men and the
Emergence of Polite Society, Britain 1660-1§bl@rlow: Longman, 2001); Shoemaker, ‘The Taming
of the Duel’, pp. 525-545; Karen Harvey, ‘The Cewgtaf Sex? Gender, Bodies, and Sexuality in the
Long Eighteenth Century’The Historical Journal(2002), vol. 45:4, pp. 899-916; Harvey, ‘The
History of Masculinity, circa 1650-1800Journal of British Studie$2005), vol. 44:2, pp. 296-311.
Use of the long eighteenth century has also beeptad by literary scholars, for example Jennie
Batchelor and Cora Kaplan ed®ritish Women’s Writing in the Long Eighteenth Qent
Authorship, Politics and Histor{Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).

Ingram,Church Courts, Sex and Marriag€essa WattCheap Print and Popular Piety, 1550-1640
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991); GgwiVomen, Sex and Honqueriffiths, Youth
and Authority Shepard, ‘Manhood, Credit and Patriarchy’, ppl05.
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much as three hundred years, leaving the middliagades of the seventeenth
century relatively uncharted in histories of genterlt has been commented that
traditional chronological patterns of the past Emgely inadequate in histories of
gender, particularly women'’s history. However, tagk of examining the extent to
‘which gender history might comprise chronologié$edent to and independent of
those already familiar to us as historians’ séthains’?

This thesis seeks to remedy the current disjuncti@tween what is
recognised by historians to be manhood in the gty of the seventeenth century
to that of the late seventeenth century, encompgstie years c¢.1580-c.1700.
Concentrating on the prescriptions of manhood d&l gerceptions of manliness
provides a consistency in focus that will allow farpossible congruency of the
dictates of male conduct across the long severitesitury. Although, as Judith
Bennett has claimed, historians ‘are generally noamafortable with change than
with continuity’, it may be the case that the higtof early modern manhood is one
of continuity interrupted only by minor shifts, ngr than one of all-embracing and
sweeping chang€. Whilst this is not an attempt to prioritise confity rather than

change in the history of early modern manhoodsitm attempt to explore and

™ Anthony FletcherGender, Sex and Subordinatjoeith Wrightson,English Societyto a lesser
degree see J. A. Sharfiggrly Modern England: A Social History 1550-17@@ndon: Arnold, 1997,
edn). Some important exceptions are Christophestdn, The Family in the English Revolution
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989); Ann Hughes, ‘Womeévien and Politics in the English Civil War’,
An Inaugural Lecture(University of Keele, October, 1997); Capiyhen Gossips MeeGarthine
Walker, Crime, Gender and Social Order in Early Modern Eargl (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003), see especially pp. 13M&ry Fissell,Vernacular Bodies: The Politics of
Reproduction in Early Modern Englan@®xford: Oxford University Press, 2004); Diannerlgss,
Literature, Gender and Politics During the Englitivil War (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2005).

2 Shepard, ‘From Anxious Patriarchs to Refined Gemén?’, p. 288.

3 Judith Bennett, “History that Stands Still: WomstWork in the European PasEeminist Studies
(1988), vol. 14:2, pp. 269-283, quotation p. 278.
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question the wider forces at work that had poténfiaothing more, to impact upon
gender construction and gender identities durimgpériod. In order to do this, the
thesis adopts the well-established method of engagith many different sorts of
primary source materials.

It has now long been recognised—most resonantlwdayen’s historians—
that the history of gender cannot be located inmanréicular source type, the reason
being that gender permeates all aspects of lifbwe® Hufton wrote in 1983 that
‘there is no single history of women in any pertd rather many storie$’. Basing
her recommendation that historians should studgetjothe few early modern texts
written by women, in order to ‘afford at least sofemale perspective on issues of
gender’, on the works of only three women prom@adbara Lewalski to comment
quite apologetically in 1991 that such a ‘limitati@mbviously precludes drawing
general conclusions about womén’.Amanda Vickery, writing in 1993, asserted
that ‘ideally, a historian would use as many d#fer sources as possible, for it is
often in the discrepancies between different actsothat interesting conclusions are
drawn.”® One further example, this time focussed spedifioan men’s history,
comes from John Tosh who in 1994 claimed ‘that gemslinherent in all aspects of
social life’ and, furthermore, ‘it is as though roabnity is everywhere but
nowhere”’’ That these particular observations were mad@eatrtost twenty-four

and at the least thirteen years ago, suggests hikadrians have established a

" Olwen Hufton, ‘Women in History: Early Modern EusspPast and Presentl983), no. 101, pp.
125-141, quotation p. 126.

' Barbara Lewalski, ‘Re-Writing Patriarchy and Patige: Margaret Clifford, Anne Clifford, and
Aemilia Lanyer’, The Yearbook of English Studi@g$£91), vol. 21, pp. 87-106, quotation p. 87.

® Amanda Vickery, ‘Golden Age to Separate Spheresilg fn. 111.

""Tosh, ‘What Should Historians do with Masculinityp’ 180.
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methodological framework which insists upon idemitify the points of contact and
contestation between a multifarious source base.

This thesis is situated firmly within the existingethodological framework of
gender, women’s and men’s history as it analységcally a diverse range of
primary source materials. The materials which tieisearch draws upon can be
grouped loosely into five categories: visual imggeheap print, drama, prescriptive
literature, and diaries and memoirs. It is, theref largely in line with most of the
existing studies of early modern manhood, with ammable exception: the
examination of court records. By and large thissith has not followed the
increasingly well-worn path of gender historiansowtave based their arguments, at
least in part if not entirely, on court recof8sThis was a conscious decision made
in order to focus primarily on cultural represeimas of men and masculine
identities, which were interrupted as little asgbke during the seventeenth century.
It is recognised that theatres closed during tharsyeof the civil wars and
interregnum but, as other forms of cheap culturginaed, it was felt that this would
have only a slight impact on the main findingsha# thesis, whereas the closure—or
at best a greatly restricted use—of local courtesys has proven to be a major
stumbling block in previous histories of gendemheile are instances in the work that
follows in which examples are drawn from the Nahamshire secular and
ecclesiastical court records, but these are praviderely to illustrate the possible
direction of work that may be undertaken in futteeearch. One important feature

of the thesis, which marks it out from existingdas, is its utilisation of visual

8 Gowing, Domestic DangersLinda Lees, Thou Art A Verie Baggadge’: Gender and Crime in
Seventeenth-Century Nottinghamshire and Stafforel¢Nottingham Trent University, Unpublished
PhD Thesis, 1999); Foyste¥lanhood in Early Modern Englandghepard Meanings of Manhoqd

Gowing,Common BodigdValker,Crime, Gender and Social Order
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sources, analysing critically art forms of bothhignd popular culture: portraiture
and woodcut images.

Existing research on seventeenth century manhoasl largely been
concentrated on written sources including, for epl@mballads, conduct literature
and court records. Portraits have to a large ¢Xteen excluded from any in-depth
analysis within this field of investigatiodfl. The grounds for this omission may lie in
the socially restricted nature of this type of nuealidue to the fact that portraits, and
in particular family and companion portraits, wesdremely expensive during the
seventeenth century, which highlights the excliigiof this material to those in the
higher ranks and the utmost elite of the sociahtatr The relative absence of
portraiture from historical inquiry may also be bdrom the widespread critique of
earlier studies, such as Philippe Ariés’s work bitdhood, which provided an over-
simplified understanding of medieval art, and ofvt@nce Stone who too eagerly
pronounced evidence drawn from the social elitesamsaxiom for society as a
whole® It is for this reason that portraiture must berapched with caution in
historical inquiry, and conclusions drawn from thige of material cannot be

assumed to be representative of society as a whilkevertheless, portraits are a

" One important exception that examines portraitaneh in the late sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries is Will FisherMaterialising Gender in Early Modern English Liteume and Culture
(Cambridge: New York: Cambridge University Pres30&). Focussed on science and medicine in
particular, and on the eighteenth century onwakdslmilla Jordanova has also incorporated visual
sources, including portraiture, in her researcle && example Jordanov&ender, Science and
Medicine, 1760-182(Harlow: Longman, 1999).

8 philippe Ariés,Centuries of ChildhoogLondon: Jonathan Cape Ltd, 1962); for criticisnfighis
work see Lloyd de Mause, ‘The Evolution of Childdgoin Lloyd de Mause edThe History of
Childhood (New York: The Psychohistory Press, 1974), pp3lespecially pp. 5-6; Richard Vann,
‘The Youth ofCenturies of ChildhoddHistory and Theory1982), vol. 21:2, pp. 279-297, especially
p. 281. StoneThe Family, Sex and Marriagéhe ultimate critique of this text is Alan Madfame’s
review, seeHistory and Theory1979), vol. 18:1, pp. 103-126.
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useful source which offer a visual insight into tpeescriptions of manhood
throughout the long seventeenth century and, asseguence, have potential to be
instrumental in exploring the social constructiondacultural perceptions and
representations of masculine identities in earlylemo England.

Understanding portraits of men on their own, otimta variety of different
group settings, is an informative way of reading ttypes of behaviour and
characteristics deemed ‘ideal’ during the long sésenth century. Of course it is
necessary to situate such observations within ademanalytical framework, such as
that adopted within this thesis. Diane Hughesdrgsied that ‘pictures are created
and viewed not as reflections of social and pensagadity but rather as idealised or
admonitory representations of what is desired arefié.?* Hughes further argues
that portraits were a means of conveying didactessages to children, peers and
more generally anyone who saw the painffhgSince cheaper, copper-plate printed
reproductions were made of master portraits, fookbdlustrations, title-pages,
propaganda and simply smaller reproduction, theas wotential for them to be
viewed by a wider audience than it might first lsstamed” It could be suggested,
therefore, that portraiture was both descriptivd prescriptive in social and cultural
terms® The methods through which this could be achiehethg the seventeenth
century comprised symbolism, iconography and isqtmarreflection, although the

difficulties of locating the latter have been raise past studies utilising portraiture

81 Diane Hughes, ‘Representing the Family: Portraitd Purposes in Early Modern lItaly’, in Robert
Rotberg and Theodore Rabb edart and History: Images and Their Meaning€ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1988), p. 11.

8 Hughes, ‘Representing the Family’, p. 23

8 Harold BarkleyLikenesses in Line: an Anthology of Tudor and StHagraved Portrait{London:
Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1982).

8 Gillian Rose Visual Methodologie§ondon: Sage, 2003), p. 15.
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as historical documefit. English portraiture of the seventeenth century is
particularly interesting to study, especially aftanthony Van Dyck became court
painter for Charles I. The collision between VagckKs Baroque and Catholic
southern-continental background with the Protestamthern-continental influence,
which had been prevalent in England from the nxtéesinth century, resulted in the
creation of a wholly new and stylised method oftgot painting, which remained
influential for the following two centuri€s. Nevertheless, although portraiture
became increasingly widespread as the seventeamturg unfolded, it never
enjoyed the wholesale popularity which cheaper farins, such as woodcuts,
achieved’

There is little doubt that woodcut imagery haspbeential to be as important
as portraiture in terms of analysing cultural méseuidentities. Indeed, it is not
unknown that some celebrated artists were themsedl® masters of woodcut
printing. The Venetian artist Titian, whose pawgs provided inspiration for later
court artists such as Van Dyck, did create a nundfevoodcuts himself. It is
thought that no more than twenty woodcuts can bectly linked to Titian, but even
so this remains suggestive of a possible link betwpainting and woodblock

printing 2

% Diane Hughes, ‘Representing the Family: Portraiits Purposes in Early Modern Italyournal of
Interdisciplinary History(1986), vol. 17:1, pp. 7-38, especially pp. 8-9.

8 Madeline Mainstone and Rowland MainstoriEhe Cambridge Introduction to Art in the
Seventeenth Centu(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981) 52955; Andrew WiltonTThe
Swagger Portrait: Grand Manner Portraiture in Britafrom Van Dyck to Augustus John, 1630-1930
(London: Tate Gallery Publication, 1992).

8" Mainstone and MainstonArt in the Seventeenth Centugspecially chapters 1, 6.

8 David Rosand and Michelangelo Murarbifian and the Venetian Woodc(Eonnecticut: The
Meriden Gravure, 1976), especially pp. 8-11, 176-20
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There are other, more obvious, source materialsiwkoodcuts can be
linked with. It was customary during the seventkecentury for ballads to be
accompanied by at least one woodcut image. Itnewk that the Stationer’s
Company registered over three thousand ballad tii#tween 1557 and 1709, with
perhaps many more than this actually published.relher, it has been suggested
that it is not unreasonable to estimate ‘an absatuhimum of 600,000 ballads’, but
perhaps as many as three and four million, broadsallads were in circulation in
the second half of the sixteenth century alShéWoodcuts were also incorporated
into other media, such as pamphlets and cheap, pnaking them an important
source material which deserves more attention stohcal study. Whilst Natascha
Wirzbach has argued that woodcuts often had ditttenection to the ballad text, and
so do not offer much insight to the content of tladlads themselves, this does not
detract from their usefulne&$. Furthermore, this does not appear to be the afse
all, certainly for ballads in th®oxburgheand Bagford collections. It is true that
woodcuts would be recycled and used repeatedlyanyndifferent ballad titles and
that, sometimes, mistakes would be m3dedowever, for the most part the ballad
woodcuts, certainly the leading image if there wase than one, would be directly
associated with the written text or tune of thegsoMoreover, it can be seen within

the ballads that woodcuts were quite often spliaéith other images in order to

8 Hyder Edward RollinsAn Analytical Index to the Ballad Entries, 1557-@7 the Registers of the
Company of Stationers of Londd@@hapel Hill: North Carolina Press, 1924); Margagpufford,
Small Books and Pleasant Histories: Popular Fictiand its Readership in Seventeenth-Century
England(London: Methuen & Co., 1981), p. 10; Bernard Gapmpular Literature’, in Barry Reay
eds.,Popular Culture in Seventeenth-Century Englghdndon: Routledge, 1988), pp. 199, 231;
Watt, Cheap Print p. 11; Adam FoxQral and Literate Culture in England, 1500-17@0xford:
Oxford University Press, 2000), p. 15.

% Natascha Wiirzbacihe Rise of the English Street Ballad 1550-1¢6@mbridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1990), p. 9.

%L Capp, ‘Popular Literature’, p. 199.
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create a more pertinent illustration, rather thasatng an entirely new image.
Whilst this has led some to argue that the qualityyoodcut printing declined during
the seventeenth century, it does demonstrate tmpt made by printers to utilise
appropriate images in a cost-efficient marifieit is not only the woodcuts that are
significant in popular culture, though, the printahg also needs to be considered.
Broadside ballads come under the rather awkwardicrubf ‘popular
literature’, a shorthand term that has often caygeldlems for social historians, such
as Tim Harris, Martin Ingram and Adam Fox. The mdebate amongst these and
other historians was at whom ‘popular literatureaswvaimed® Adam Fox, in
particular, voiced concerns about the role of bisllan Jacobean England, and his
primary unease lay in the speculations made by duosterians about the low social
ranking of the audience of popular literatfiteHere it will be assumed that ballads
hadpotentialto be bought, read, sung or heard by any membso@éty regardless
of age, gender, wealth or rafik. By taking this standpoint it must be realisect tha
any conclusions or observations drawn from thisrea®umaterial are taken as

evidence for entertainment and not reality.

%2 Hellmut Lehmann-Haup#\n Introduction to the Woodcut of the Seventeerthi@y (New York:
Arabis Books, 1977), pp. 13-14; Imre Rein&/podcut / Wood Engraving: a Contribution to the
History of Art(London: Publix Publishing, 1947), pp. 12-13. Nfaka new woodblock for every new
title, or reprinted title, would have been an eqoimimpossibility in the printing trade of balladse
Watt, Cheap Prinf pp. 260-264.

% Tim Harris, ‘The Problem of ‘Popular Political Guie’ in Seventeenth-Century Londomjstory
of European ldeagl989), vol. 10, pp. 43-58; Martin Ingram, ‘Rids)dRough Music and the “Reform
of Popular Culture” in Early Modern EnglandPast and Present1984), no. 105, pp. 79-113; Adam
Fox, ‘Ballads, Libels and Popular Ridicule in Jagab England’Past and Present1994), no. 145,
pp. 47-83

% Fox, ‘Ballads, Libels and Popular Ridicule’, pp-8.

% This is in common with Bob Scribner’s definitioh‘anified culture’, which Tessa Watt utilised in

her bookCheap Print pp. 2-5 in particular.
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Although still relatively little is known about thballad audience, it is
generally thought that ballads would have been aflgciand geographically
widespread, forming entertainment for men and womgrarying social rank in
rural and urban ared$. A broadside ballad was a short song which wastextionto
one side of a sheet of cheap paper or even, asBeGapp has noted, ‘any available
scrap paper’! There were both black- and white-letter balladthtf which would
be fairly short, usually between 80 and 140 lined, @uring the seventeenth century,
ballads would have at least one woodcut pictumgéce® in the region of half a penny
and a penny, ballads were affordable and not exelus, nor excluded from, those
with a large disposable incom&.Moreover, it was common for ballads to be pasted
to the walls of alehouses and taverns, so everetivb® could not afford to pay the
penny would have some access to them. In addiéisrthe principal intention for
ballads was for them to be sung or acted out inkdigpsetting, and not to be read in
solitude, those who could not read would not haaeneft out of the joviality which
ballads offered?

The oral culture of balladry has led Elizabeth Fely$ surmise that ‘women,
who may not have read ballads as much as men, aftere also familiar with their
words and tunes® This point is further underpinned by ballads whiwere

specifically directed at women, suchAa®Varning for MaidsandThe Witty Westerne

% Watt, Cheap Print WiirzbachEnglish Street BalladMargaret SpuffordThe Great Reclothing of
Rural England: Petty Chapmen and their Wares in $sventeenth Centuzondon: Hambledon

Press, 1984), pp. 1-23; 85-89.

" Capp, ‘Popular Literature’, p. 199.

% Watt, Cheap Prinf pp. 11-12, 261-4. ‘At Hoveringham in 1617, “&eand beer” could be bought
for twopence at the alehouse’, cited in W&theap Print p. 262 fn. 20.

% Watt, Cheap Print pp. 33-38.

190 Foyster, ‘A Laughing Matter? *, p. 6.
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Lasse™® Natascha Wiirzbach, in her comprehensive surveid§ modern English
broadside ballads during the years 1550-1650, lbagpared the ways in which
ballads were sold in rural and urban ar®asin rural areas or small towns pedlars
might act as ballad sellers performing the balladirs, whereas in urban centres
because of the high level of competition the ba#later had to seek out the places
most likely to be filled with peopl®® Hyder Edward Rollins has described the
process:

Starting out with his arms and his pack filled fofi broadsides, the

singer would go to the doors of theatres, to matKeirs, bear baitings,

taverns, ale-houses, wakes or any other placesewdarowd could
gather, and begin his sohy.
It is reasonable to deduce that ballads, ballagirsgn and ballad culture were
everyday occurrences of seventeenth-century lif€ngland and because of their
regular visibility are a valuable source materidiiehh should not be ignored in
historical study.

Although their primary function was entertainmegénder historians have
examined critically ballads because of their ‘noenforcing nature. For example,
Elizabeth Foyster utilised broadside ballads tchingipt important issues about the
role humiliation and laughter had in enforcing gemdodes in both male and female
behaviour'® Ballads, such adly Wife Will Be My MasterThe Discontented

Married Man andHave Among You Good Womenake jibes at the husbands who

101 A Warning for Maids’, ‘The Witty Westerne Lass&he Roxburghe Ballad¢olume Ill, pp. 42-
46, 47-51.

192\wirrzbachEnglish Street Ballad

193 \wiirzbachEnglish Street Ballagpp. 13-15.

194 Rollins, An Analytical Index to the Ballad Entrigsp. 308-9.

195 Elizabeth Foyster, ‘A Laughing Matter?’.
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cannot control their wives, or who fall foul to jeasy.*®® Thus, through laughter
and humiliation, a man’s position as head of thesebold was reaffirmed?’

Further to this, it has been suggested that sortedbanay have offered a cathartic
release from everyday tension and anxiety, sinbdahe experience of witnessing a

charivaril®

The charivari, according to Martin Ingram, wadoam of popular
culture that, as a result of behaviour which defsatial norms, instigated a
cacophonous and ridiculing processtSh.The majority of charivaris, though not alll,
were acted out against wives who physically abudedr husbands and were
intended to humiliate and shame both the wife amdhusband for their socially
deviant behavioul'® Ingram explains that the central feature of ofmis ‘was
mocking laughter, sometimes mild and good-heated,often taking the form of
hostile derision**

It is the role of laughter in both the charivardamalladry that has led some
historians to consider popular culture in widemtsr and argue that, as well as

enforcing social norms, charivaris and ballads @iswvided a release of everyday

tensions*? Ballads may have served a multi-functional puep@soviding cathartic,

106 My wife will be my master’,The Roxburghe Ballad€dited by John Payne Collier, (Longman,
London, 1847) pp. 85-90; ‘The discontented marmeah’, The Roxburghe Balladgolume I, pp.
294-299; ‘Have among you good womeRbxburghevolume I, pp. 434-440.

197 | aughter and humiliation were also central to¢harivari and penance; these were both methods
of punishment for social and moral deviancy. Iswlought that the public shaming of an individual
would act as a deterrent for other would-be desiarfor a wider discussion on public shaming see
Elizabeth Foyster, ‘Laughing Matter’ ; Underdowihe Taming of the Scold’.

18 Foyster, ‘A Laughing Matter?’, pp. 10-11.

199 1ngram, ‘Ridings, Rough Music’, p. 81.

119 1ngram, ‘Ridings, Rough Music’ , pp. 81-90.

1 ngram, ‘Ridings, Rough Music’, p. 82.

112 |ngram, ‘Ridings, Rough Music’, p. 98; Elizabetbyster, ‘A Laughing Matter?’; Underdown,
‘The Taming of the Scold’, pp. 116-136, on catltarélease see p. 128. Underdown’s discussion of
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advisory, didactic and instructive roles which aldescribed and enforced social
norms. It should be remembered, though, that lsidadballads were a form of
popular entertainment, and so it is important tesfion their instructing and norm-
enforcing abilities as well as their resonance waihlity. Nevertheless, this does not
diminish their importance in historical inquit}? Because ballads were popular and
widespread, their capability to reassert gendesgoigtion was unprecedented when
compared to sources, such as conduct books, wha@skakality necessitated both
money and the ability to read. Moreover, as a fofrpopular culture, ballads were
not limited to any particular age, gender or so@ak.

Seventeenth-century plays are also a very usefulceofor historians
researching gender construction. Like balladsyplacere not restricted to any
particular social rank. Admittance to the playh®gsuld cost as little as one penny,
making this an affordable option available to*4ll. Plays would present didactic
messages on acceptable behaviour in much the sammaswballads. Going to see a
play was a social and communal activity, a placeretiriends would meet and talk.
It can be argued that the collective responseb@ftidience to particular scenes in
plays were not only educative in gender constracéiod prescriptive behaviour, but
they were in themselves reinforcing such messa@es.a measure of caution must
be taken when using seventeenth-century plays sterical evidence, because we
are left only with the script of the play and ntt performance. This is slightly
problematic when it is considered that plays wersighed to be performed and not

read, and also that the published version of aquéait play would most likely have

laughter as a cathartic release is centred on dgaki ‘cucking’ and not on the charivari; althoule
principle is the same.

13 Gowing, ‘Gender and the Language of Insult’, pf211 on ballads prescribing behaviour see p. 9.
114 Elizabeth FoysterThe Concept of Male Honour in Seventeenth Centurgldhd (Durham
University, Unpublished PhD Thesis, 1996), p. 16.
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been edited in response to public reception bejoiag to press. This, however,
does not give ample cause to disregard plays asapyi source evidence when
researching gender history. New Historicists hanggied in recent years that literary
sources did not merely reflect society, but actea@gents in constructing a sense of
cultural identity*'®> Nevertheless, it must be remembered that popuinre was
not the only method through which gender identitoesild be constructed and
enforced. Conduct advice literature, which becamsesasingly prolific around the
turn of the seventeenth century, provides a furdmer useful insight into the dictates
of masculine identities, often across the whole-tiburse, and evidence drawn from

this type of source material, too, will be incorgiad within the thesis.

Chapter Outline

The organising principle behind this thesis islifeecycle, with chapters considering
the specific life stages of boyhood, youth and noaxh Old age will be discussed
very briefly in the conclusion, because the primfgus of this thesis is the rise to
manhood and not its eventual decline. Gender hmestoare increasingly
incorporating examinations of the body and clothimgy consideration*® Chapter
two, then, will begin with an examination of thengaex and differing ways in
which the body was understood, and how this maye hatered, during the early
modern period. In existing examinations of theartady, focus has primarily been
given to genital morphology and only limited atienthas been paid to early modern

understanding of other male body parts. It will &igued that whilst genitalia

115 See R. Wilson and R. Dutton edslew Historicism and Renaissance Drarfi®92), cited in
Foyster, ‘The Concept of Male Honour’, p. 15.

118 gee, for example, Gowing;ommon BodiesFletcher, ‘Manhood, the Male Body, Courtship and
the Household’, pp. 419-436; Fishbtaterialising Gender
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provided the most obvious marker of sexual difféegion, it was not the only one.
Moreover, it is important to give considerationitow the male body demarcated
differences within the male sex, as well as betwbensexes, and chapter two will
do this. The role of clothes in shaping notion®watward conformity to prescriptive
gender and status roles will also be examinedpvi@t by an examination of the
dangers posed to the social and gender orderliflsogndaries were crossed.

Chapter three will begin the analysis of how prgsions of manhood and
the perceptions of manliness were employed acrosslite-cycle. Histories of
childhood have now long been in existence, and ludten been at odds with the
works by Philippe Ariés, Lloyd de Mause and LaweerStone’ However, the
central concern of chapter three is less to do wiitovering the lived experiences of
early modern children as it is with identifying thetent to which representations of
boys indicated that the lessons of full manhoodewsrgun to be learnt during the
years of childhood. Moreover, this chapter wilaexne the extent to which traits of
manliness—which acted as a promise of the futuggiiation of manhood—were
sought for and identified in boys. In additionetkignificance of the breeching
ceremony will be examined, and it will be consider®w far manliness was desired
or evident before the breeching age had been rdache

The lessons to acquire full manhood were not cetedl by the time a boy
reached youth. Indeed, the years of youth markedhe stage of life wherein these
lessons were most critical and were most in neegradtice. It will be considered
how far and in what ways the foundations to achfeMlemanhood were laid during
the second phase of life. Conduct advice, in paldr, cautioned male youth against

excess. Such literature will be examined alonggideular literature, such as

117 Arigs, Centuries of Childhogdde Mause, ‘The Evolution of Childhood’, pp. 1-73tone, The

Family, Sex and Marriage
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ballads, and records from the Nottinghamshire secahd ecclesiastical courts in
order to assess the extent to which multiple amdradictory male identities existed
within the prescriptions of manliness for male yout

Chapter five will examine manhood, the third amdalf life stage to be
considered within this thesis. It is this life gleawhich has received the most
attention from historians of early modern men’sdmg and, consequently, it has also
been the focus of most debate and contestationpaiticular, the debate which is
emerging is centred around the extent to which eptscof manhood were linked
directly to the ruling principles of patriarchy. o prescriptive advice and popular
literature present an assumption that adult menldvmarry and set up their own
independent households, but historians have queestibow far this was a reality for
all men within the period. It is the intention this chapter to add to this aspect of
the debate and it will further question the extentvhich patriarchy influenced the
prescriptions of full manhood. Moreover, it widlantify the ways and means
through which other male identities competed wiik tlominant ideology of full
manhood.

It was understood during the early modern perfat tonflicting meanings
concerning what it was to be a man were in exigen€ull or normative manhood
was held by moralists and polemicists to be theraspn of all men, but historians
are still unsure how far this really was the caddistorians, such as Elizabeth
Foyster, have identified the defining principlesrmfrmative manhood and others,
such as Alexandra Shepard, have explored the pldgstbat such dictates were
contested or ignored by men, but there remainseal ne explore fully how the
prescriptions of manhood and manliness were leaoojyired and mastered over the

life course throughout the long seventeenth century
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Chapter 2.

‘The Distinction of Man into two Sexes’? Understanthg Gender
Difference’

The Condition Properties and Habit of Bodies, do much differ one
from the other; and also tteameBody, by time, doth vary and alter
much from what it wa$.

For what concerneth cloathes; accommodate thy selfiee fashion of

thy equals, civill and orderly men, according te tise of times.
Early modern gender categories have been equateshifting sands’: unfixed,
unstable and constantly in need of affirmation apdroval’ The body has come to
feature as a point of interest and contention tenapts to establish the nature of
gender difference and gendered experience durig dlrly modern period.
Increasingly historians are placing importance @stalering how the body was
understood by early modern people and the impadst khowledge had on the

workings of gender relations and marridgé\ccording to Laura Gowing, the body

! Samuel HaworthAnthropologia Or, a Philosophic Discourse ConcemiMan. Being the Anatomy
Both of his Soul and Bodizondon, 1680), p. 192.

2 Everard MaynwaringeThe Method and Means of Enjoying Health, Vigoud anng Life(London,
1683), p. 154.

® Francis HawkinsYouths Behaviour, Or Decency in Conversation Ambkigs (London, 1646 %
edn.), p. 24.

* Anthony Fletcher, ‘Men’s Dilemma: The Future ofti&rchy in England, 1560-1660Transactions

of the Royal Historical Socie(l1994), sixth series, 4, p. 69.

® Laura Gowing,Domestic Dangers: Women, Words, and Sex in Earlgevto London(Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 1-12, 79-85;w8wy, Common Bodies: Women, Touch and
Power in Seventeenth-Century Englghdndon: New Haven: Yale University Press, 20Q8), 17-
51. On the male body see Anthony Fletclig&ender, Sex and Subordination in England 1500-1800
(New Haven: London: Yale University Press, 199%)apmter 2; Alexandra Sheparileanings of
Manhood in Early Modern Englan@Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), chapterKaren
Harvey, “The Majesty of the Masculine Form’: Muligty and Male Bodies in Eighteenth-Century
Erotica’, in Tim Hitchcock and Michéle Cohen edEnglish Masculinities, 1660-180(Harlow:
Longman, 1999), chapter 10. For how the materodlylwas understood by ordinary people during
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was essential in determining gender differenceg imary, immobile category of
gender is visibly rooted in the body, and the npldti potentially mobile division of
class is not® Her assertion that class division was not imbdddehe body can be
guestioned in light of research undertaken by $&adelson and Patricia Crawford
who have suggested that medical theorists did gtaledt the female body in those
terms’ Equally, as Catherine Richardson has arguedhinptcomplicated ‘the
clarity of immutable gender’ by hiding sexual diface whilst concurrently adding
the dimension of social status to the b8dyBut Gowing's statement strikes an
important note: gender was encoded in a visuallof understanding during the
early modern period.

This chapter will examine the varied ways in whible body and clothing
were understood by early modern people and witietithis onto an understanding of
gender difference. Biological and anatomical caghpnsion in medical treatises
will be considered alongside popular discoursetstaxd images in order to realise
the paradoxes of bodily knowledge during the perié@llowing on from this, and
building on Catherine Richardson’s argument, thentredity of clothing in
demarcating both gender and status division wilekglored. The chapter will then
consider attitudes towards and instances of crosssohg, as a means to identify the
extent to which the body and clothing were inexiy linked in establishing gender

difference. It will be argued that male bodiesd &me clothes which covered them,

the early modern period see Mary Fisselrnacular Bodies: The Politics of ReproductionHarly
Modern EnglandOxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).

® Gowing,Domestic Dangetp. 5.

" Sara Mendelson and Patricia Crawfoi¥omen in Early Modern Englan@Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998), pp. 23, 27.

8 Catherine Richardson elothing Culture, 1350-165QAldershot: Ashgate, 2004), p. 16.
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were as distinct between men of differing agesranéts as they were between men

and women.

Degree or Difference?

The human body was a matter of debate during tHg sedern period. Ideas of
how the body functioned, was comprised and differecbrding to each sex were not
agreed upon. In part, the blurred boundaries lmtvwazience and religion caused
problems for explaining human anatomy. It was madsual for medical tracts to
consider anatomy in terms of the mind, body and, saacing mankind into the
wider spectrum of being, living and dyifigAt the same time, though, other medical
books centred solely on biological and anatomieathing with no thought given to
religiosity, whilst others made only passing refees to the sodf Knowledge
articulated by anatomists and medical scholarsdcantl frequently did differ greatly
from that of the authors of popular medical bobk& he fascination of early modern
people—from the highest order of royal physiciatts,astrologers and almanac
writers, to midwives—in trying to understand theriwongs of the body has provided

a nexus of contradictory and often conflicting imh@tion’*> The main point of

° See for example, Helkiah Crooldicrocosmographia: A Description of the Body of M@wndon,
1615); Sir Kenelm DigbyTwo Treatises in the one of which, the Nature di®a in the other, the
Nature of Man’s SoulLondon, 1658); Hawortinthropologia

19 see for example, Thomas Vicaithe Englishman’s Treasufg&ondon, 1586); Thomas Bartholin,
Bartholinus Anatom; Made from the Precepts of hashEr, and from the Observations of all Modern
Anatomists(London, 1663); Johann Veslinghe Anatomy of the Body of M#élbondon, 1677). It
should be noted that by 1613 Vicary's text had bertended to include medical remedies, going
through seven editions between 1586-1641.

! Roy Porter and Lesley Hallhe Facts of Life: The Creation of Sexual KnowleigBritain, 1650-
1950(Hew Haven: London: Yale University Press, 19@bgpter 2.

12| auren KassellMedicine and Magic in Elizabethan Lond¢®xford: Oxford University Press,
2005); Andrew WearKnowledge and Practice in English Medicine, 155@80§Cambridge,
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disagreement stems from the acceptance or rejeatithe idea that sex was a matter
of degree and not difference.

Despite coming under increasing scrutiny and qaesthe Galenic theory,
which positioned male and female bodies along eatghical axis in what has been
termed the ‘one-sex’ model, continued to be inftisdnin anatomical thinking
throughout the early modern period. It explainied difference between male and
female generative parts in terms of woman’s infégoto man. The female sex
organs were seen as inverted and substandard ngisionale genitalia: thus women
were imperfect versions of men. Thomas Laqueur drgsed that this mode of
thinking remained dominant until the eighteenthtegn™ But Laqueur has been
criticised by Mark Jenner and Bertrand Taithe foesgnting an ‘over-simplified
account of changes in medical theory’ and also‘leagely ignoring non-medical
evidence about non-professional understandings ofception and sexual
difference’’® Moreover other scholars, such as Karen Harveymcthat sameness
and difference in the sexual organs could be emgdsimultaneously according to

context™® Indeed, Laura Gowing has suggested that ratlaer theing the totality of

Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp. 11-45; Befi@app, ‘Popular Literature’, in Barry Reay ed.,
Popular Culture in Seventeenth-Century Englghdndon: Routledge, 1988), pp. 198-243; Keith
ThomasReligion and the Decline of Mag{tondon: Penguin Books, 1991 ed.), pp. 347-50.

3 Thomas Laqueunylaking Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks to dF(@ambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1990).

14 Mark Jenner, and Bertrand Taithe, ‘The Historipfiaal Body’ in Cooter, R. and Pickstone, J.
eds.,Medicine in the Twentieth Centuyny. 194 cited in Karen Harvey, ‘The Century of Set%ender,
Bodies, and Sexuality in the Long Eighteenth Cepiturhe Historical Journal2002), vol. 45:4, p.
913.

15 Karen Harvey, ‘The Substance of Sexual Differer@eange and Persistence in Representations of
the Body in Eighteenth-Century Englan@ender & History(2002), vol. 14:2, pp. 202-223. For a
detailed critique of Laqueur®laking Sexsee Harvey, ‘The Century of Sex’, pp. 899-916.
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bodily knowledge the ‘one-sex model was part of redscape of early modern
bodies, not the whole world®

If the ‘one-sex’ model represented just one dimamsof the whole of
anatomical understanding as Harvey and Gowing kaggested, then there is also
evidence to suggest that anatomists and medictra/mivere questioning this model
earlier than Laqueur allows for. For example, 899 The Anatomie of the Inward
parts of Womardescribed how ‘such partes as are in a woman), ¢ieferent from
the parts in a mart” In addition, this one-page tract was targetechath a
professional medical and at a more general audigctading ‘Physitians, Surgians,
and all others who desire to know themselves’, iactlided a diagram for ease of
comprehension. The description of ‘the secretspafrthe body of woman’ makes it
clear that the female generative parts, particuldme womb, were accorded specific
functions in procreation, which did not make themperfect versions of the male
parts but completely different altogett&r.

Medical and anatomical treatises that did subsdabthe ‘one-sex’ model
were usually quite authoritative and demanded taiceamount of knowledge and
understanding as a prerequisite for reading th&amuel Haworth, the author of
Anthropologiawould not even include descriptive passages oihthke and female
generative parts in a text to be printed in Englishexplains:

We should now come to the Spermatic Vessels, aadCigans of

Generation, but modesty will not permit me to expdsem to the

captious and ignorant Vulgar in their Native Langgtathinking it no

way convenient that empty Heads that have notedrio that small
degree of Literature, as to read Latine or Greethéw should in their

' Gowing, Common Bodie®. 19.
7 Anon, The Anatomy of the Inward parts of Woman, very sesrg to be knowne to Physitians,
Surgians, and all other that desire to know thereslLondon, 1599).

'8 Anon, The Anatomy of the Inward parts of Woman
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Mother Tongue have a prospect of those Things whath Nature and

Reason endeavour to conceal from such shallow’triladicastors-?
In Haworth’s view, the secretive world of male dedhale sexual organs was to be
uncovered only by those educated men with causereasbn to know them. Not
only then was sexual degree founded on a hieraiohyhich women were
subordinate to men, but also access to this kn@eledas based on an elitist
hierarchy in which those who were not educated wespt ignorant of the
anatomical rules of order and pla€e.Popular medical books, such as Nicholas
Culpepper’'sThe English-Physicians dayly Practisghich promised to teach ‘every
Man and Woman to be their own Doctor’, were scoféédy Samuel Haworth in
Anthropologia for picking ‘a few blind Recipe’s out of some sgillpedantic
Translation’ and claims Culpepper ‘laughs at Leagniderides the Works of all the
Grave and Learned Men, and Nick-names our ablegsi&ans'? It is perhaps
rather telling that Haworth chose to ridicule therkv of Culpepper: he did not
advocate the ‘one-sex’ mod&l.

Not all of the authors of medical and anatomicehtises shared the same
attitude as Samuel Haworth. Shortly following piglicationMicrocosmographia:
A Description of the Body of Mam 1615, Helkiah Crooke published a greatly

shortened and simplified version of the text ‘hapib will proove profitable and

19 Haworth,Anthropologia pp. 92-3.

% For a more popularised account see Robert Underwodlew Anatomie Wherein the Body of Man
is very fit and aptly compared: 1. To a househaldlo a Cittie(London, 1605).

2L Nicholas Culpepper,The English-Physicians dayly PractiséLondon, 1680); Haworth,
Anthropologia p. 93.

2 See for example, Nicholas Culpepp&rDirectory for Midwives: Or a Guide for Woméhondon,
1651). Culpepper describes the generative partsvassorts’, p.2. For detailed descriptions oé th

sexual organs see pp. 3-39.
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delightfull to such as are not able to buy or hagetime to peruse the othér.
Somatographia anthropingresented a more manageable and easily portatiersc
of the human body, made simple to understand becaush of the technical jargon
had been omitted and was replaced by short deseripthat were accompanied by
pictures. The passages concerning the parts ofrgegon, which the author of
Anthropologia was too modest to divulge, were included in bothodke’s
MicrocosmographiaandSomatographia anthropine

Both of Crooke’s texts included descriptive passafethe generative organs
that questioned the Galenic position of understandienitalia, and so presented the
debate over the ‘one-sex’ model to a potentialldesmianging audience. The fifty-
nine pages specifically dedicated to describingstiyaial organs in the larger volume

were trimmed down to just thirteen pages in thellembhook®* The images of the

Figure 1. The womb freed from & Figure 2. The womb cut out of tt
vessels, from CrookeSomatographi body, from Crooke Somatographi
anthropine (1€16), pp. 128, 12! anthropine (1616), pp. 128, 12

23 Crooke MicrocosmographiaHelkiah CrookeSomatographia anthropine, Or, A Description of the
Body of Man(London, 1616). The original textjicrocosmographiais one thousand one hundred
and eleven pages long, wher&mmatographia anthropinéncluding pictures, is three hundred and
eight pages.

24 Crooke, Microcosmographiapp. 199-258, for seed generation and pregnaneyppe 259-347;
Crooke,Somatographia anthropingp. 122-134.
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womb inSomatographia anthropinare perhaps most telling in establishing how the
‘one-sex’ model could be perpetuated during thaoger Figure 1, for example,
shows the womb intact but cut away from all surdhng vessels (i.e. bladder and
kidneys). It is distinctly phallic in appearandeigure 2depicts the womb cut out of
the body. It concurrently details the outward amdard parts of the female sexual
organs, from the vaginal lips at the bottom ofithage to the womb at the top. The
womb itself is shown to be heart shaped and has betin two offering further
detail to this multi-dimensional image. Again tf@male organs are accorded a
penile form. As this book of anatomy contained yndatailed images, and the text
was written in English, those who were not educatddatin or Greek, or even those
who were not particularly literate, could learn thasics of anatomy. This meant that
not only did reasonably well educated men have sacte the secret world of male
and female sexual organs, but so too did theiretesgucated, and less well-off,
counterparts. The human body, including the mattencerning degree or
difference, could then be a subject of debatelfonembers of society.

It is possible to see that such works persistethaér usefulness and appeal
later in the seventeenth century. Jane Sharpssrigdon of the female generative
parts inThe Midwives Boqgkirst published in 1671, was based in part onokeds
Microcosmographid> Sharpe, like Crooke, did not subscribe to thee‘eax’ model
and she made use of his pictures and descriptibisirman anatomy, particularly
those concerning the sexual and reproductive orgdhsrpe dedicated nine chapters
of Book | to describing the female sex organs amtirong their functions, in which

she questioned the passivity associated with tmeal® body in Galenic and

% Jane SharpeThe Midwives Book, Or the Whole Art of Midwifry @isered(London, 1671) in
Elaine Hobby ed.Women Writers in English: The Midwives Bqbdlew York: Oxford: OUP, 1999);
Crooke,MicrocosmographiglLondon, 1615).
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Aristotelian teaching. Concurrently, though, skers the Matrix, or womb, to male
genitalia:

The whole Matrix considered with the stones anddSéessels, is like

to a mans Yard and privities, but Mens parts fom&ation are

compleat and appear outwardly by reason of heatwbmen’s are not

so compleat, and are made within by reason of tmeall heaf®
In this description Jane Sharpe was not advocatiegone-sex’ model, but she was
admitting to a similarity of appearance betweengéeerative parts of the two sexes.
Laura Gowing has argued convincingly that this rodtlof analogous description
was not a form of ‘anatomical muddle’ as AnthongtEher has claimed, but was in
fact ‘a means of making sense of women’s bodiesh Sharpe’s thinking, like that
of earlier popular medical writers such as Nichdlasgpepper, the female sex organs
were not imperfect versions of the male sex organshey had their own roles to
play in creating new lifé® What Sharpe does adhere to in her midwifery miaisua
an understanding of biology based on the humoraleho

The traditional humoral model of thought still hedday during the early
modern period, which both provided an explanation gender difference and
perpetuated the dispute over degree or differerntieus the body comprised four
humours, blood, choler, melancholy and phlegm. Atiger components, blood and
choler, were most present in the male, whilst tbieler elements, melancholy and

phlegm, predominated in the fem&le Anthony Fletcher has argued that within this

% SharpeThe Midwives Bookxi.

2" Gowing,Common Bodies. 21.

8 Hobby, Women Writers in Englistpp. xi-xxxi.

2 Fletcher,Gender, Sex and Subordinatjochapter 2; see Fletcher, ‘Manhood, the Male Body,
Courtship and the Household in Early Modern Englamtistory (1999), vol. 84, pp. 419-436,
especially pp. 422-3. On how the four humors affee male body and the ‘hierarchy of manhood’
see Shepardyleanings of Manhoqgp. 50-3.
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biological framework on which the sexes were defigender ‘seemed dangerously
fluid and indeterminate®® The problem with the humoral model, as Elizabeth
Foyster has highlighted, is that by being foundadadalance of the four humours
the sex of the human body was not fiedA woman with an excessive amount of
blood, such as a post-menopausal woman, was thoodig becoming more like a
man®? There was a possibility that men could transfamto women, and women
into men. As will be discussed later in this cleapit was for this reason that
authorities and moralists alike made such a coadeztfort to control and regulate
the appearance of men and women, not only drawistinctions between the sexes
but also within them along the lines of age, sosi@tus and marital status for
women. This source of tension and anxiety—themi@kfor gender convergence to
occur—regardless of whether it was merely constdieind not readily felt by early
modern men and women, also proved to be an immensgbular theme in
entertainment such as ballads and drain#hether or not men and women believed
their bodies could transform is of secondary imguace to the fact that it was so
widely discussed throughout the entire long searitecentury.

Nevertheless, the humoral model supplied early mmodeciety with a
seemingly natural description of the body. Theldgtal structure of the human
body not only provided an ostensibly deft explasatof gender difference, but it
also offered an equally skilful validation for maleuthority and patriarchal
dominance. Men, having more reason than womere wquated with the head of

the body. The female was subordinated under tHe agathe body is the head: ‘as

% FletcherGender, Sex and Subordinatjqn 33.

%1 Elizabeth FoysterManhood in Early Modern England: Honour, Sex andriiée (Harlow:
Longman, 1999), chapter 2.

%2 Mendelson and Crawfortfyomen in Early Modern Englang. 23.

% See pp. 72-84 below.
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an head is more eminent and excellent than the, by placed above it, so is an
husband to his wife’, wrote the Puritan preachelisivihn Gouge in 1623¢

The humoral model provided further differentiatiaof the sexes. It
accounted for menstruation, parturition and lactgtithe three physiological
differences which distinguished women from nfenThe humoral model provided a
way for medical theorists to explain these speailjcfemale biological occurrences
in terms that reinforced patriarchal ideology, whiasisted on women'’s inferiority
to men. Patricia Crawford’s research has showh ttiexe were two dominant but
conflicting ideas about menstruation which wereenirin the seventeenth century;
on the one hand it was described as a course dyipgrwomen’s blood and on the
other it was seen as the process through whichsexgleod was expelled from the
female body. Men’s purification was achieved byeating, due to their hotter and
drier temperament. Crawford explains that evenugho these two ideas—
purification and expulsion—were incompatible theguld be and often were
‘combined for practical purposes of treating martrdisorders®® The monthly
cycle, and also giving birth and breast-feedingreansescribed by medical writers as
being caused by excess fluids—primarily blood—beéxgelled from the body/.

The need for such expulsion arose because womedigdwere inferior to men’s.

% William Gouge Of Domestical DutiegLondon, 1622), pp. 27-31, 76-77, quotation p. 30.

% Mendelson and Crawfortfyomen in Early Modern Englandspecially pp. 18-31.

% patricia Crawford, ‘Attitudes to Menstruation iev@nteenth-Century England®ast and Present
(1981), vol. 91, pp. 47-73, quotation p. 53; P#@riCrawford,Blood, Bodies and Families in Early
Modern EnglandHarlow: Pearson Education, 2004), chapter 2.

37 By the late seventeenth century it is unlikelytthiod loss through menstruation, or parturition
according to early modern belief, was understooteims of purging (i.e. through blood letting) as
there were veins specifically identified for thiarpose. For example, Randle Holme claimed that
there ‘are 41 Veins chiefly for bleeding, viz. ¥rthe Head, 3 in each Arm, 3 in each Hand, 4 in the
Fundament, and 4 in each Leg.” Randle Holitee Academy of Armory; Or, a Storehouse of Armory
and BlazonChester, 1688), p. 424.
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Crawford suggests that the early modern medicalritis upheld the Old Testament
view that a ‘menstruating woman was polluted aniiliing’.*® The three distinctly
female physiological characteristics were regardsdGod’'s punishment of all
women for Eve’s fall from Grace. Thus, the scieatbiology was given a religious
authority and justification?

Knowledge and comprehension of the human body &rséaal difference
during the early modern period was both complex ematradictory. The medical
and anatomical treatises of professional anatorargidearned scholars were often at
odds with the information contained within poputaedical books and pamphlets.
The blurred boundaries between science and religaarsed further problems in
explaining human anatomy. It can be seen thattdedoad contestation concerning
the ‘one-sex’ model of anatomical understanding dhd fluidity of gender
distinction lasted well into the eighteenth centtfryWill Fisher has commented,
however, that there has been a tendency withiordgsi enquiry to focus too much
attention on genitalia in examinations of gendarstauction and gender difference,
and that this could be the result of the attengoren to the generative parts in
Laqueur’s studWaking Sex*

Building on the work of Judith Butler and focussiog the male sex, Fisher
has argued that it is necessary to look beyond geeerative organs when

considering how early modern people understood thwen bodies and, moreover,

3 Crawford, ‘Attitudes to Menstruation’, p. 49.

%9 On understanding the reproductive organs and detion in relation to both religion and science
during the eighteenth century see Ava Chamberi@im Immaculate Ovum: Jonathan Edwards and
the Construction of the Female BodWijlliam and Mary Quarterly(2000) vol. 57:2, pp. 289-322.

0 Chamberlain, ‘The Immaculate Ovum’, pp. 289-322.

“L Will Fisher, ‘The Renaissance Beard: Masculinity Early Modern England’Renaissance
Quarterly (2001), vol. 54:1, pp. 155-187; Will Fishddaterializing Gender in Early Modern English
Literature and CulturéCambridge: New York: Cambridge University PreX3)6), chapter 1.
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how distinctions both between and within the sexese delineated. Fisher
identified a number of what he termed ‘prosthetictg, including clothing, hair, the
tongue and weapons, which he claimed could be usefuexploring the
‘materialisation’ of seX? That this list contains external parts—worn orclose to
the body—is useful in illustrating that during tearly modern period the body was
thought to be influenced, shaped and possibly atexd by outer garments and
environments. Alexandra Shepard also took this dihthinking in her examinations
of the male body. Shepard’s work identified a nembxternal pressures which
could affect the balance of the male body; shedddieyond clothing to include air,
climate, the seasons and di&t.As it was believed the human body was nearly
always in a state of flux, meaning that sex diffitiggtion was not clearly defined and
could be susceptible to change, it is necessatystern external markers of sex and

gender.

Outward Conformity?

Will Fisher's comment that historians have been tflaw inclined to base their
observations concerning sex differentiation on alisse of the generative organs is
both an astute and an interesting one. But whildter does acknowledge a number

of gender markers—noted above—he has focussed ofugis attention on beards

21t should be noted that whilst Fisher highlighthdse features as possible markers of gender he has
so far, only given a detailed examination of thie raf handkerchiefs, codpieces, beards and hair in
‘materialising’ gender, with no further consideoatipaid to the tongue, weapons and clothing. See
Fisher, Materializing Gender chapters 1-4. For a discussion on the glove agenthan just a
‘materialisation of status’ but also as an ‘extéromyan’ see Peter Stallybrass and Ann Rosalind
Jones, ‘Fetishizing the Glove in Renaissance Eurdpéical Enquiry (2001), vol. 28:1, pp. 114-132,
quotation p. 116.

43 ShepardMeanings of Manhoqd:hapter 2, especially pp. 64-9.
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in determining gender difference during the earlpdern period’ From his
examination of portraiture, dating from 1540-1686,has claimed that over 90 per
cent of men wore beards making them a culturagigiicant marker of the male sex.
He further argued that beards not only distingudsheen from women, but also
differentiated men from boys: providing a visuarsof sexual maturity. This is an
interesting argument and it does carry a certaiowarhof weight during the first half
of the early modern period. But after the Civil Wand Interregnum, from around
the late 1650s and into the 1660s, the beard ltsesltural significance as a marker
of gender as it becomes increasingly fashionableetalean-shaven. The sexually
mature male no longer demonstrated his manhood darimg a beard. Fisher’'s
work, though, raises three points which are woxthgloser inspection: firstly, the
corporeal distinctions between the two sexes nedxt texplored in terms other than
genital morphology; secondly, more consideratioredseto be given to how
understanding and representations of the male bmahked out differences within
the male sex in terms of age and social statusthardly, the importance of outward
appearance, constructed from removable devices asicheapons and clothing, in
providing a visual codification of gender and pbBsiage and status too, requires
further thought and examination.

In his chapter ‘Of the Sexes’, Samuel Haworth maaleeference whatsoever

to genitalia®®

As discussed above, Haworth did not see fit folagx in detail the
generative organs in an anatomical descriptiorheftuman body which was to be
written in English. But his omission of these argan examining the differentiation

of the two sexes, it can be argued, is rathemtgllilt may be that it was Haworth’s

modesty that precluded him from considering theitgksy even in the most general

“ Fisher, ‘The Renaissance Beard’, pp. 155-187;eFjshaterializing Genderchapter 3.
> Haworth,Anthropologia chapter 12.
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sense, in elucidating the differences between memnwamen. Or it may be that he
observed more fundamental distinctions of sex. ®&tdwwas clearly aware that
nature, or rather nature through God, afforded armhwomen physical differences.
He claimed that ‘they might not only be investedhwdifferent Apparal, but that
their Souls might be Cloathed with Bodies of diéier composure$? Although the
teachings of Galen and Aristotle claimed that alhgration was meant to produce
male offspring and that ‘the female is procreatgatcident out of a weaker seede’
making her ‘nothing else but an error or aberratibNature’, by the early part of the
seventeenth century it was urged that ‘it is untwprsaid that she is an Error or
Monster in nature®’ So, whilst in classical thought the female bodswhought of
as an imperfect, or even grotesque version of patfection, it is interesting to note
that Haworth did not seek to explain how the fendiféered from the male, but
rather how the male differed from the female magkiout only the physical
particulars of the male bod§. He wrote that ‘the male (on whose Masculine Soul
Nature hath conferred a Body in Strength and Viglanost adequate to it) is of a
hotter and drier Temperature than the Female.this passage it can be seen that
Haworth’s comprehension of anatomy was groundedummoral theory, but it can
also be suggested that he was normalising the &bwaly in only drawing attention
to male corporeality? Alternatively, and perhaps more likely, Haworthlyo

considered the male physical characteristics warfrattention.

¢ Haworth,Anthropologia p. 190.

4" See CrookeMlicrocosmographiap. 271.

“8 On the female body as ‘grotesque’ see Elizabetiaia‘Speaking to Reveal: the Body and Acts of
‘Exposure’ in Early Modern Popular Discourse’, iicRardson ed.Clothing Culture pp. 240, 251-
252.

9 Haworth,Anthropologia p. 192. Haworth does go on to describe the feniait he does not draw

out specific ‘female’ parts of the body; insteadtalks at length about female beauty, acknowledges
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In Haworth’s discussion of the male sex he claintieat the hot and dry
climate of the male body caused an increased amotmapours which were
released through every pore. On contact with tiéec air these vapours condensed
almost immediately and remained in the form of $airlt was for this reason,
according to Haworth, that men were more hairy tvamen®® By no means was
this a new idea in 1680. In 1615 the eminent EBhgphysician Helkiah Crooke
declared that the ‘matter of the haires [...] is atgothicke and earthy vapour, which
[...] is elevated by the strength of the action o thaturall heate, and passeth
thorough the pores of the skin’. He continuediisgiathat ‘the efficient cause is as
we saide, a moderate action of the naturall healech exiccateth or drieth this
moysture or these sootie and thick vapours, andstbth them out by the
transpirable passages of the skintte’.Thus, according to the logic of humoral
theory, because men were the hotter sex they vegoeatly the hairier sex.

That men were expected to be the hairier sex cafuibeer identified in
contemporary accounts of monstrous births. Thales,twhich could and frequently
did act as forms of both political and religiousopeganda, often described the
features which rendered a new-born child monstroMghilst the most common
abnormalities appeared in the size and shape dfidhd, facial features, limbs and
digits, hair was sometimes marked out as a rembakabdefining feature. Such a
case is provided, for example, in a pamphlet da&fiD, wherein the sex of the child
is made uncertain by the absence of fully formetitgks and also by the absence of

hair. In another case from 1668 an un-sexed ahdd described as unnatural, for

women are colder and wetter than men and clainisstiae women possess a quick wit before going
on to promote the virtues of marriage; see pp.@.94-
*0 Haworth,Anthropologia pp. 192-3.

*1 Crooke Microcosmographiap. 66.
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‘along down the back of it was long black hair gqudontrary to humane Nature’,
making it appear more like a beast than a humamint The frontispiece of the
popular medical boolristoteles Master-Piecksic] depicts ‘the Effigies of a Maid
all Hairy, and an Infant that was black by the linagion of their Parents® It is
revealed in theMasterpiecethat the maid, who was ‘hairy like a black beavgs
afflicted because her mother focussed intentlythi@ very instant of receiving and
conceiving the Seed, the Image of St. John covesnitid a Camels skin, hanging
upon the post of the bed!’ Whilst acknowledging that monstrous births cduddthe
judgement of God brought to bear on wrongdoerskiblelCrooke looked for more
‘scientific’ or natural explanations for infant afmmalities>® He asserted that the
primary cause for monstrous births was the imaginat To illustrate his point
Crooke drew on the same example as that usédigtotle’s Masterpieceseventy
years later®

In both accounts of this story there is no indmatof derision aimed toward

the ‘Maid all hairy’, rather there is simply a sersf fascination and an interest in the

2 |.R., A Most straunge, and true discourse, of the Wondlgiidgement of GodLondon, 1600);
Anon, The strange monster or, true news from Nottinghhiref a strange monster born at Grasly
in Nottingham-shirdLondon, 1668).

%3 Anon, Aristoteles Master-Piece, Or, the Secrets of Geimradisplayed in all the parts thereof
(London, 1684), frontispiece. The same image ajgp@aan appendix to the main text entitled ‘And
the Pictures of several Monsterous Births drawtiéoLife’.

** Anon, Aristoteles Master-Piecappendix.

% Katherine Park and Lorraine Daston have argued lijathe end of the seventeenth century
monsters of any kind were considered to be a carese of the wrath of God to a much lesser extent
than earlier in the period, and that more naturglamations were increasingly sought. It would
appear that Crooke sought such natural reasons pautier than Park and Daston allow for, as the
text Microcosmographiavas published in 1615. See Katherine Park andaime Daston, ‘Unnatural
Conceptions: The Study of Monsters in Sixteenthd &eventeenth-Century France and England’,
Past and Presen(t1981), vol. 92, pp. 20-54; see also David Cre$sgyesties and Transgressions in
Tudor and Stuart Englan@xford: Oxford University Press, 2000), chapter 2

*% Crooke Microcosmographiapp. 299-300.
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cause of such an anomaly of nature. Moreover, bwh versions contend
unquestioningly that the mother’s imagination atethe appearance of the child at
the moment of conception is suggestive of the pdiverwomb was thought to have
during the seventeenth centdfy. However, this power usually assumed negative
connotations and could be utilised to hold womespoasible for physically
weakened or abnormal offspring. Crooke admitted thonsters could be the result
of weak seed or sodomy, theoretically making meeasally culpable as women,
but he maintained that imagination—specifically thether's imagination—was the
primary cause of monstrous births. Nevertheledsatwmade the ‘hairy maid’
remarkable was precisely because she was covetiedharr. The length of hair, and
the places where hair grows, provided early modgemmentators with visual and
tangible indicators that denoted differences battwken and within the two sexes.
On recalling the commandments of St Paul, PhilipbBés wrote that ‘the
Apostle Paul (as | remember) commaundeth womerhéoish their heyre, saying,
that it is an ornament to ther?. It was a belief commonly held during the early
modern period that long hair was an adornment efféimale sex. Moreover, long
hair was also considered a marker of the subsdrpiesition of the female to the

male, so when men grew their hair long it provoltexhted observations from

" On the maternal imagination and the creation ofisters see FisseNernacular Bodiespp. 64-9;
207-11; Mary E Fissell, ‘Hairy Women and Naked hsitGender and the Politics of Knowledge in
Aristotle’s Masterpiece William and Mary Quarterly(2003), third series, vol. 60, pp. 43-74; for a
general discussion on monsters, including monstrouths, see Park and Daston, ‘Unnatural
Conceptions’, pp. 20-54. On the gendered and ipiskd understanding of monstrous births,
patrilinearity and the power of female imaginatgee Diane Purkissjterature, Gender and Politics
During the English Civil Wa(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005)¢eeigtly chapter 6
and pp. 193, 201, 205-8.

%8 Philip StubbesThe Anatomie of Abusésondon, 1583), p. 34.
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polemicists’® In highlighting the cultural significance of hawill Fisher has noted
that there were a number of books published betw0 and 1690 dedicated
entirely to discussing hair, and such texts werliphed both on the continent as
well as in England® Of particular concern within such texts was thesprvation of
both patriarchal order and also of an appearanpeoppate for the male sex. Men
who wore their hair long threatened both of thageddmental precepts. According
to Paul Griffiths ‘long hair in male youth [...] blked distinctions between
appropriate male and female appearances’, andcémtainly provided a point of
controversy for early modern critié.

The comments of Philip Stubbes regarding femaledraise from his disdain
directed toward women who ‘curled, frisled and ped’ their hair, or who decorated
it with ‘rings, gold, silver, glasses, & such othggwgawes and trinckets besides’
and, worse still, those who ‘buy other heyre, dyibgof what color they list
themselves’; such excess was ‘the ensigne of Pddd’ wantonness. By 1620,
however, such accusations were also being chargethst men’s hair. At the

moment which could be described as the heightehtated exchange betwdgic

% For a consideration of female hair as a ‘coverifigm the legal concept of coverture, see Fisher,
Materializing Genderp.137. For hair as a natural adornment of tieafe sex, which defined their
subjection both to God as well as men see WilliagnRe, The Unlovelinsse of Lovelock@sondon,
1628); Thomas HallThe Loathsomenesse of Long Héiondon, 1654); Thomas WalEpiritual
Armour to Defend the Head from the Superfluity afightinesgLondon, 1688).

% Fisher,Materializing Genderchapter 4. For a discussion on the role of haindtions of female
beauty in early modern London see Tim Reinke-WilkaThe Negotiation and Fashioning of Female
Honour in Early Modern LondoUniversity of Warwick, Unpublished PhD Thesis0Z(), chapter 1.

®1 paul Griffiths, Youth and Authority: Formative Experiences in Emgla1560-164QNew York:
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 228-3Riotation p. 229; see also Gregory Woods,
‘Body, Costume, and Desire in Christopher Marlowksurnal of Homosexuality1992), vol. 23:1,
pp. 69-84.

62 StubbesAnatomie of Abusegp. 33-4.
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Mulier andHaec-Vir, following on from the point when the womanish-ne@amsured
the man-woman for her condemnation of custsim,Mulier retorts:

tell me what Character, prescription or right afiglie you have to those

things you make our absolute inheritance? Whyydecurle, frizzell

and powder your hayres, bestowing more houres iamel it dividing

locke from lock, and hayre from hayre, in givingegy thread his

posture, and every curle his true sence and cirbengpce than ever

Caesar did in marshalling his Arrfiy.

Here the appearance of men had potential to deterror at least impact upon, their
behaviour. Time which should have been spent inlynpursuits, here defined by
martial activity, was overridden by unnecessaryityanPreoccupation with looks

was destabilising the whole foundation of gendé&erénce.

Apparently the problem of gender inversion, outlirey theHic Mulier and
Haec-Vir pamphlets, was not easily or quickly resolved aontemicists continued
their attack on men who wore their hair long thitoogt the remaining decades of the
seventeenth century. William Prynne, in 1628, dbed the period as ‘degenerous,
unnaturall and unmanly’, asking ‘would they nothext have the Common-wealth
disturbed, than their Haire disordered?’ It wagnRe’s contention that male youth
in particular ‘sit all day betweene the Combe, #mel Glasse’. The longhaired men
of the 1620s were not only becoming womanish aridnmehate, they were also
becoming less English and more FrefithHair was not only a determining feature
of sex, it was also formative of national pride asidic consciousness. Thomas

Hall's objections to long hair arose primarily frosoripture, arguing that long hair

on men was offensive to God. He presented guiglelon what exactly constituted

® Anon, Haec-Vir: Or, The Womanish-Man: Being an Answera tate Booke intituled Hic-Muligr
(London, 1620), p. 13.

% Prynne Unlovelinsse of Lovelockesp. 1, 2.
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hair that was too long for men, and apparently Was not a straightforward matter.
Just as it was an offence to wear long hair, seag equally bad to shave the head.
Hall identified five categories of hair which wascessively long, but these were not
specifically defined: hair that covered the eyed aheeks was just as reprehensible
as that which covered the neck and b¥ckIn 1688 Thomas Wall, too, was
concerned with men wearing their hair long and womearing theirs short, as an
abomination of both God and nature, claiming thatg hair is given to Woman for
her natural covering; therefore long hair is callébmans glory, but man’s
shame®® Long hair remained the subject of controversyoudlghout the long
seventeenth century, suggesting that hair was aleimtrmarking out the sex of a
person. That such a controversy persisted issalggestive that the need to define
and reassert gender difference remained curremiighout the period. However, the
fact that these works continued to be publishe@l$® indicative that men, for
whatever reason, ignored such distinctions andlaiisg little fear that they were
somehow less manly in any corporeal sense simggus® of their hairstyle.

But hair was a marker of manhood in ways other tleagth. Colour was
also significant; it marked out the transition ofan’s life. Randle Holme claimed
that ‘white, or light coloured hair’ appears ‘in stoyoung Children’, but that hair
appears ‘white, hoary, when it is snow white thfodge’. He further claimed that
very old men, or men in ‘decripped age’ would baldy without any hair®’
Alexander of Aphrodisias maintained that men’s haimed grey as they aged
because they had spent their natural heat duringhyoHe asserted that ‘in his old

age, when heat faileth [...] the whiteness doth fe]levhich is called grayness, or

% Hall, Loathsomenesse of Long Haip. 9-15.
% wall, Spiritual Armour p. 10.
" Holme, Academy of Armoryp. 389.
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hoariness® Nathaniel Crouch put forward a similar messagg6®8, declaring that
‘Old Time has strew'd gray hairs | upon thy hoaeadth, | Declaring that thy day is
past, | Thou must prepare for b&d'.

Grey hair was the visual indicator of the loss pfdecline from manhood,
marking it out as an ephemeral stage of life. Ashsthe early signs of grey hair
were sometimes thought to be a form of punishméatinus Lemnius, for example,
recounted a classical tale of a young nobleman weémto be punished by death for
ravaging a virgin of gentlewomanly status. Whitsprisoned and awaiting death,
the young man worried about his fate to the extiwat his hair turned grey
overnight. The king, who had adjudged the punisitmen seeing the grey-haired
youth decided that he had suffered punishment dn@ngl pardoned him of his
crime’® As grey hair was an indicator of a loss of mamhdb was presumably
considered a worse punishment than death itsélé cblour of hair, then, provided a
visual marker of manhood and its eventual decliMen’s bodies were, therefore,
understood in terms that marked out differencesvéxen the two sexes but, more
than this, they were understood in terms that nthdwg differences within the male
sex. However, distinctions drawn by hair coloud drair loss become problematic
with the wearing of wigs.

Wearing false hair was criticised in the earliert pd the period covered by

this thesis by critics, such as Philip Stubbes ®idiam Prynne, but the more

% Alexander of AphrodisiaThe Problems with Aristotle, with other Philosophemd Physitians
(London, 1670), A

%9 R. B. [a pseudonym for Nathaniel Crouchhe Vanity of the Life of a Mghondon, 1698), p. 24.

0 Levinus LemniusThe Touchstone of Complexions: Generallye appliabtpedient and profitable
for all such, as be desirous and carefull of tHedylye healthtrans. Thomas Newton (London, 1576
edn.), pp. 91-2. That this edition was still beprgduced in the 1630s is suggestive that it maiath

popularity for at least sixty years.
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pointed attacks came after the Restoration. Thddadls the anonymous author of
Coma Bereniceand John Mulliner all denounced the wearing ofsaag unnatural,
ungodly and yielding to prid€. But men of status and men of wealth increasingly
took to wearing wigs from the 1660s and they did@omany reasons, such as to
cover baldness, to demonstrate their wealth amddoce the hassle of keeping their
hair clean’® If a man had lost his hair by contracting some sbvenereal disease,
then this too could be disguised by covering th@lhead with a wig® Men
continued to wear periwigs despite their ill favoamongst polemicists and
moralists.

Samuel Pepys, a man very interested in his ownaappee, provides a useful
insight into the emotional and practical elementsciv wearing a wig apparently
invoked. There are numerous occasions in Pepyalyg dhere we can see his own
personal struggle in deciding whether or not haikhtake to wearing a wiff. And
we can see his transition from a man who has ‘omath’ for it, to one who is
eagerly awaiting his first wig to be made, to orf@wpurchases a special case for his

periwig.”” Pepys also remarks on the decision of both tHee@di York and Charles

" Thomas Hall,The Loathsomnesse of Long Héiondon, 1654); AnonComa Berenices; or, The
Hairy Comet; Being a Prognostick of Malignant Irdhces from the Many Blazing Stars Wandring in
Our Horizon(London, 1674); John MullineA Testimony Against Periwigs and Periwig Makingd an
Playing on Instruments of Musi¢kondon, 1677).

2 Wigs were an expensive commodity during the penich limits their availability only to those
with a large disposable income. See for examplrgslret SpuffordThe Great Reclothing of Rural
England: Petty Chapmen and their Wares in the Seeath CenturyLondon: Hambledon Press,
1984), pp. 51, 155.

3 Michael Keevak,Sexual Shakespeare: Forgery, Ownership, Portrait(Detroit: Wayne State
University Press, 2001), pp. 87-9.

™ pepys,Diary, iv, 9 May 1663, 29 August 1663, 26 October 1683,0ctober 1663, 31 October
1663, 2 November 1663, 3 November 1663, 4 Noverilsél, 8 November 1663, 11 November
1663, 13 November 1663.

> Pepyspiary, iv, 9 May 1663, 30 October 1663, 4 November 1663.
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Il to begin wearing wigs in late 1663, commentihgtt’l never till this day observed
that the King is mighty gray® Even though Charles would have only been aged 33
at this point his hair had already begun to charweur; perhaps it was because of
this that he took to wearing a wig or, more likdhg was copying this fashion from
the French court. It can be seen that hair wotkedifferentiate men from women,
but it also marked out distinctions between menair Holour provided a visual
indicator of the rise to and decline from manhoMlearing a wig could mask this
degeneration, and it distinguished men of wealtld aank from their poorer
counterparts. The self-fashioning of the nobitbuld make it seem as though their
manhood had endurance far beyond that of men oéri®tatus, perhaps indicating
the plurality of manhood in terms of status as \aelhge.

Whilst wigs are a removable device there is curyemmc discussing them
within considerations of bodily hair, because psta wig can be removed so too can
beards. As discussed above, following Galenic ghguboth Haworth and Crooke
described hair as excrement left behind by thendryand hardening of vapours
exiting the body through the pores of the skin. wideer, whereas Haworth put
forward the idea that men were more hairy than wordae to their humoral
configuration, Crooke maintained that there weiéetent types of hair. The first
type, Congenitj according to Crooke, was hair bred with the cltdlst still in the
womb and was essentially the hair on the head,reyelbnd eye-lid. The second
type of hair,Postgenitj appeared at the onset of puberty and grew ire thagticular
places: ‘first about the privities, secondly undee arme holes, thirdly in the chin
and cheekes” In addressing the issue why it was thatRbstgenitihairs in women

appeared ‘never in the chinne’, Crooke explained fthere is not so great agitation

® pepyspiary, iv, 2 November 1663.

" Crooke Microcosmographiap. 67.
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of the humor in the act of generation in women @s r@rifie the skin so farre from
the place where the seede is engendfedfor Crooke, hair was not only excrement
of bodily vapours but it was also a product of sgederation. The Tudor royal
surgeon, Thomas Vicary, commented in 1577 that “amgrsparme is thinner, colder
and féebler [sic]’ than men’s. So, according t@ary, the primary purpose of the
female seed was to accommodate the male sperrthimtwomb’® Men were able to
grow beards and women were not precisely becawssttength of the male seed
was greater than that of the female. The natdrahgth of the male seed therefore
furthered the concept of the natural superiorityneén and added weight to the
justification of patriarchal authority. Linked &exual maturity, the beard provided
visual evidence of the strength, vigour and vyrilgfforded to the sexually mature
male as opposed to women and boys.

The beard, as a product of seed generation, detadresually the sexually
mature man from boys and from women. Levinus Lemmraxpected boys should
begin to show the first wispy signs of beard growtbere about the age of xiiii
yeares®® John Bulwer, writing in 1653, argued that the rdeaas ‘the naturall
Ensigne of Manhood’ and he later remarked ‘sureBibard was form’d and given to
man for some end, the place, and dignity of theglshe time it appears, and the
species of it shews an ornaméfit’ Just as long hair was a natural ornament of the

female sex so, for Bulwer, the beard was for théensax. So important was the

8 Crooke Microcosmographiapp. 67-8.

" Thomas Vicary, in contrast to Crooke, assertetltibth female and male seed was ‘gathered of the
most best and purest drops of blood in all the habe Thomas Vicaryh Profitable Treatise of the
Anatomie of Mans Body.ondon, 1577), M

8 Lemnius, Touchstone of Complexians 42.

8 John Bulwer, Anthropometamorphosis: Man Transform'd: or, The ifiill Changling
Historically PresentedLondon, 1653 edn.), pp. 193, 205-6.
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beard, in fact, that it was situated in pride afqal on a man’s fa®é. It could also
provide a phallic euphemism, as Charles Il jokingiysed about Sir J. Minnes that
‘his beard was the stiffest thing about hith’.Regardless of its cultural importance
the beard was also a thing to be managed, andstparticularly interesting if it was
indeed ‘an ensigne of manhood’, as it suggestsnizathood also needed managing.
Pepys informs us of the hassle which keeping adbeauwld bring, writing that

| did also in a suddaine fit cut off all my beawdhich | had been a great

while bringing up, only that I may with my pumictsse do my whole

face, as | now do my chin, and to save time, whitihd a very easie

way and gentil&?
His frustration at keeping his hair and face clpesmpted him ‘in a suddaine fit’ to
cut off his beard, whereupon he seems to haverfslantly better about himself,
describing his new look as ‘gentile’. Two yearetaPepys again recounts shaving
off his beard, again to lessen the time neededyfooming® If the beard was a
natural ornament of man, then it was not one wienéry man wanted to keep and
was subject to fashionable change as much as dmgr dorm of dress and
appearance.

It would seem that the beard began to decline litwi@l significance after the
Civil Wars and Interregnum with fewer men wearirggtuls, or at least being painted
wearing them. As Diana de Marly has noted, howewbilst men and women may
have been willing to discard their fashionable llog in exchange for a more
constant, or classical, style of dress, they weteprepared to dramatically alter their

hairstyle or facial hair. It may be safe to assutherefore, that whilst fashionable

82 Bulwer, Anthropometamorphosis: Man Transformjzl 206.
8 pepysDiary, iv, 11 January 1664.

8 pepyspiary, iii, 31 May 1662.

8 pepyspiary, iv, 20 January 1664.
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dress cannot easily be charted through seventeentury portraiture, fashionable
facial hair caf® Take, for example, the portraits of Captain Lt&e Earl of
Monmouth, Thomas Pope, William Style of Langley,dgmion Porter, Henry
Howard and James Sotherby and it becomes appainthere is a shift in fashion
from wearing a beard to being clean-shaVerSo, as beard declines there is a need
to consider other ‘markers’ of manhood.

In terms of visual differentiation of the sexes,apens perhaps hold much
more cultural significance than beards. Weapouosh sas daggers, pistols, even
cannons, but most often swords are utilised througlhe entire long seventeenth
century as markers of s&%.After the emergence of polite society weaponsnste
decline in both images and representations of rbeh,swords do not lose their
importance in marking out men from women. More amtantly, weapons indicate
the longevity of manhood in terms of the life sgadicating the manliness of male
children and of old mef?. If the beard demarcated a man from a boy in tesfns

puberty and the ability to beget children, thistidition is made almost ineffective

8 Diana De Marly, ‘The Establishment of Roman DrassSeventeenth-Century Portraitur&@he
Burlington Magazing1975), vol. 117, no. 868, pp. 442-451, p. 45X.cQurse, as is the case with all
fashions, not all men adhered to this trend andt s@uld be very unwise to suggest that all men
before the Interregnum wore beards, whilst all ¢hafterwards did not; personal preference would
always have been key.

8" See plates 24, 14, 27-29, 32, 34 respectivelyopehdix A below; but also compare the images and
dates for plates 10, 12-13, 15, 17-20, 22, 31333, 38-40, 42-45. Exceptions to this generaidre
include the portraits of an unknown man in a slddblack doublet (c.1605); James Hamilton (1623),
but this could be attributed to his age since he waly 17 years old in the painting; Sir Richard
Saltonstall (1636-7); the portrait of an office64b), although there is some hint of a goatee Itire;
Thomas Tipping? (c.1660); and Frans Mercurius Vetmaént (1671); see plates 25-26, 16, 30, 37, 40
respectively in Appendix A below.

8 All of the abovementioned portraits include soreéerence to weaponry, with the exception of
Saltonstall, Tipping and Van Helmont.

8 A fuller discussion of the use of weapon iconobsajn relation to manliness can be found in

chapters three and five below.
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by the visual symbolism of carrying a weapon. Pphablem with indicating sex by
the carrying of a weapon is that this distinctisreasily blurred, making weapons a
truly ‘prosthetic’ marker of sex.

Popular imagery, such as the woodcut on the froieti® ofHaec-Vir, makes
it clear that gender categories could be blurredth®y inclusion or exclusion of
weapons® Within the image, the only attempt made to coeftise sex of the
woman has been achieved by her holding three wesajpopistol, sword and dagger,
and wearing spurs. The depiction of the man camebd in two ways: either he
holds a mirror and feathers indicating his femityinor the objects are supposed to
be a shuttlecock and board which are emblematibi®fchildishness. In either
regard he is lacking of manhood. In another examntpke woodcut illustration on the
frontispiece of the pamphl&omen’s Fegarieshe implements wielded by the two
figures characterise their respective gender: tman is brandishing a ladle whilst
the man wields a sword as they fight over which ohéhem holds the breeches,
which resemble the seat of power in their relatigms"

Clothes were essential in denoting both sociaustand gender during the
early modern period. So important were clothethéocitizen of Augsburg Matthaus
Schwarz, that in 1520 he took it upon himself toord his personal clothing history.
Schwarz, on his twenty-third birthday, made a comst decision to record the
clothes he wore—through miniature paintings of hals‘in order to see over a

period of five, ten or more years what might becashét’.®> The book contains

% Anon, Haec-Vir, frontispiece.

°1 Anon, The women's fegari[es] shewing the great endeaviheg have used for obtai[ning] of the
breechegLondon, 1672), frontispiece.

%2 Quotation taken from Gabriele Mentges, ‘Fashioimer and the Consumption of a Renaissance
Man in Germany: The Costume Book of Matthdus SchvwedrAugsburg, 1496-1564Gender &
History (2002), vol. 14, pp. 382-402.
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pictures of Schwarz learning how to fence and nlodgelthree differently
embroidered shirts in a triptych portrait of hinisebchwarz is also depicted in his
wedding outfit, and can be seen in both inside@ntdide settings. The final picture
was entered in 1560, some forty years after hebegadin the project. His costume
book has provided historians with a personal hystidrSchwarz’s life, which also
comments on events that occurred in Augsburg dwercourse of his life, and this
account exists precisely because one fairly higlkirey German citizen wanted to
record his clothing. Gabriele Mentges has stu@ielawarz’s costume book in detail
and argues that it is ‘purely masculine’ and isspetific product of male self-
perception?®

Seventeenth-century portraiture had a similar foncto Schwarz’s costume
book in the sense that it provided a medium throwdich the self-fashioning of
elite men and women could occur, and in part thas achieved by the clothes and
hairstyles worn by the sitters. In many casestgoams are taken by the artist to
show the fine details of high quality fabric, shiteg and ornament on the clothing
and in some cases the surroundings of their sihjesbhbwcasing the wealth of the
sitter as well as the skill of the artfét. However, this was not always the case.
Anthony Van Dyck, the court painter for Charlesdld not paint the intricate
detailing of fabric. It was his custom only to ipiasitters in the plainest of fabrics as
a timesaving method which increased his outputreKalearn has argued that the

prestige of sitting for Van Dyck probably outweighthe necessity to be shown in

% Mentges, ‘Costume Book’, p. 383.
% For example see plates 7-8, 10, 32, 44 in AppeAdielow.
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the latest fashionS. Moreover, seventeenth-century artists tended taopaint
modish clothing so as to preclude the work froncilyi going out of style; it is for
this reason that we see the repeated motifs ofddacthe Roman military and, from
around the mid 1650s, the much simpler civic V&sTwo painted examples of the
latter are the gowns worn by Samuel Pepys and Bahokes’’

The portraits of Pepys and Elizabeth, both of whigdre painted by John
Hales, were clearly important to Pepys. He reabrdeir visits to Hales’s studio
over the course of the month which it took to cosbplElizabeth’s portrait, and each
time he mentioned how much he liked the wtrkde seemed to take great delight in
comparing his wife’s portrait to the drawing of tBeichess of York which Peter
Lely was undertaking just a few weeks after Elizhlsepicture was finished, writing
‘I was well pleased to see that there was nothieay 50 much resemblance of her
face in his work, which is now the second, if o third time, as there was of my
wife’s in the very first time®°

For his own portrait, Pepys was most concernedttieasheet music, which
he holds in his hand, was painted correctly anebitld appear from the diary entries
that this was the only element of the portrait thatinsisted was reworkéd It is
also clear from the diary that the costume worrPlepys in the portrait was hired

specifically for the purpose of sitting for the plamg. It is known that Pepys was a

% Karen Hearn, ‘Sir Anthony Van Dyck’s PortraitsSif William and Lady Killigrew, 1638'Tate
Papers(2004), vol. 1, date accessed 06/08/2005, availabline:
http://www.tate.org.uk/research/tateresearch/tgters#04spring/dyck paper.htm

% De Marly, ‘The Establishment of Roman Dress iné&ggenth-Century Portraiture’, pp. 442-451.
" See plates 39, 41 in Appendix A below.

% Samuel Pepy®iary, vii, 15 February 1666, 3 March 1666, 10 March@ @fd 15 March 1666.

% pepysDiary, vii, 24 March 1666.

190 pepysDiary, vii, 11 April 1666. The music is commemorativietle song ‘Beauty Retire’ which

Pepys had recently composed.
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man concerned with his appearance and was anxackeep up with the fashions of
the times; in this respect the hired costume iy weteresting. In compositional
terms, the gown is significant. Since the backgtbof the picture is comprised
largely of dark shadow and the costume worn idfitséronze colour, the folds of
the fabric and the places where light would shimorethe silk are crucial in adding
depth and interest to the work, and also in marlong) Pepys’s form from the
backdrop. Great pains would have been taken bwrtist to achieve such an effect
and we can see that this was the case, as Pepgs/sedtry states ‘To Hales’s, and
there sat till almost quite dark upon working myvge, which | hired to be drawn
in; an Indian gowné®" A similar gown is worn in the 1676 portrait ofhipBanckes.
Even though Banckes’s portrait is much busier thzet of Pepys, including a
garden, silk curtain and oriental carpet, the gownstill given compositional
prominence, dominating the central focus of thekwdBanckes pulls his robe across
his front allowing Godfrey Kneller to capture thayin which the silk fabric catches
the light. The painting illustrates Banckes’s s$ads merchant and banker through
highlighting the expensive fabric worn.

Clothes defined social rank. Paul Griffiths’s r@®d on youth cultures and
authority during the early modern period suggebtt magistrates and moralists
alike were concerned with maintaining the socialeoy and one way in particular
that they tried to achieve this was through theilagpn of dress®? Sumptuary laws
were periodically re-enacted and re-enforced durihg sixteenth century, as

attempts were made to distinguish materials anchgais appropriate only for those

191 pepyspiary, vii, 30 March 1666, vii.
192 Griffiths, Youth and Authoritychapter 4.

71



in the upper echelons of the social scale—such earimg the colour purpf@?
Griffiths’s research reveals that in London the @ofi Aldermen set up a committee
with the direct purpose of policing the dress & #pprentice youth of the cit{’
The fact that such measures were taken to regdtats in the metropolis suggests
two things: firstly, that regulation did not work+# did there would be no need to
re-instate the laws—and, secondly, that it was ghowy the authorities that order
could be upheld through maintaining a visual ddfdgration of social rank. Both
conclusions point to the tenuous and unstable eattithe social order and social
hierarchies in early modern England. Fashion wasidered to be a cause for social
unrest and a blurring of status boundaries. Itiqdar, young men who according
to the fashion dressed above their station and Woeematerials, gold buttons and
swords, were thought to be subverting hierarchdégrand were often charged as
being thievish and immoral. Clothing and immosalitere closely linked. Outward
conformity to social norms prescribed through dmessntained a social order that
necessitated a visualisation of status differeotiat In equal need of validation and
preservation was the gender hierarchy. Becaussettes were not rigidly fixed and
were, to some extent, feared to be mutable, nofeomity to gendered dress codes

was a source of great contention and anxiety througthe early modern period.

Crossing the Boundaries
There was a belief that because clothes occupidilytgpace, they were themselves

an extension of the body. If the humoral modedwéd for the possibility that men

193 Kim Phillips has argued that medieval sumptuawslavere less significant in drawing distinctions
between social rank as they were in defining hadras of manhood; see Phillips, ‘Masculinities and
the Medieval English Sumptuary Law&gender & History(2007), vol. 19:1, pp. 22-42.

194 Griffiths, Youth and Authoritypp. 226-228.
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and women could transform into the opposite sex extdrnal forces could bring
about such alterations, then a woman wearing neathes was endangering herself
of becoming a man-woman, a monster known both aszdm and Virago. But it
would seem that women did take on a male appeafaneenumber of reasons, and
apparently were sometimes very good at passingsélees off as men.

A ballad in circulation in 1681, purportedly beiadrue story, recounts how a
woman in London dressed as a man to join the aforeds. She proved to be very
courageous in battle, and joined with the othedistd in playing cards and dice.
The true gender of the woman is only suspected wsiem is thought to be
pregnant—quite who the father of this child was, blallad does not reveal—and her
female sex is certified after being examined byidwife.!®> What is particularly
noticeable within the ballad is the belief thatvegaring men’s attire the woman was
herself increasingly adopting manly types of bebawni In particular, the woman
was afraid she might blush at the men’s wanton kalk her costume made her
‘confident and free’. The woman although pregnaas becoming like a man. As
well as dressing like a man to join the armed fetustorians, such as Bernard Capp,
Sara Mendelson and Patricia Crawford, have argo&dwomen dressed as men for
a number of reasons, including for fashion, foresafwhilst travelling and for

prostitution®

195 Anon, The Female Warrior(London, 1681), in Ebsworth, J. W. edhe Bagford Ballads
(Hertford: Printed for the Ballad Society, 1877).Mb pp. 326-29.

1% Bernard Capp, ‘Playgoers, Players and Cross-Drgdsi Early Modern London: The Bridewell
Evidence’, The Seventeenth Centu3003), vol. 18, pp. 159-171; Mendelson and CragifdVomen
in Early Modern Englandpp. 247-8. It should also be noted that womenetomes dressed in men’s
clothes in order to participate in wars, possildbngside their husbands, see Credawpvesties and
Transgressionschapter 7; Barry Reafopular Cultures in England, 1550-17%8arlow: Longman,

1998), p. 31. For female robbers who dressed assee Gillian Spragg§utlaws and Highwaymen:
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Throughout the latter half of the sixteenth centamg during the opening two
decades of the seventeenth century, there was hsofiasmongst the growing
mercantile class for citizens’ wives to adopt matére and appearance. Many
affluent London wives donned doublet and hosetleeit hair short and carried with
them daggers or swords. This fashion provoked nfaeh and outrage amongst
high-ranking men and London officials. The conceraralists had for this cross-
dressing fashion arose from a belief that clothdogld transform a person’s gender.
Philip Stubbes’sAnatomy of Abusegublished in 1583, argued that apparel was
given as a sign from God to discern one sex froenctier. Stubbes further claims
that to wear the clothes of the opposite sex cdeab®minations, ‘monsters of both
kinds, half women’ and ‘half mert®” The worries voiced by Stubbes underline the
necessity of a visual differentiation of the sexalsngside the belief that the body
could be altered by apparel.

In 1620 James | directed moralists to preach veh#ynagainst the trend
from the pulpit and in their sermons, and the hisbbLondon passed on the King’s
commands to his clergy:

to inveigh vehemently and bitterly in their sermoagainst the

insolency of our women and their wearing of broatdnmed hats,

pointed doublets, their hair cut short or shorn smahe of them stilettos

or poniards-®®
The practice was also condemned in a number of pketsp includingHic Mulier,
which was registered for publication in Februar2@6 TheHic Mulier pamphlet

urged household heads to check the behaviour ofwtenen and to disallow them

the Cult of the Robber in England from the Middiges to the Nineteenth Centuityondon: Pimlico,
2001), pp. 264-271.
197 StubbesAnatomy of Abuseg. 38.

198 Quotation taken from Fletcher, ‘Men’s Dilemma’, ..
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to dress in a manly fashion. It was the respoligiband duty of fathers and
husbands, according to the author of the pampletsee that female family
members dressed appropriately and spent the hddsekbome on the necessities of
the family, and not on modish fashiol1s. A response to thelic Mulier pamphlet,
Haec-Vir, which was registered for publication only a wedier the original, argued
that wives would be controlled and remain under pineper authority of their
husbands, if men were to truly behave as men sholildias the contention of the
Heec-Virthat men themselves had become too consumed athdppearance and
lacked their supposed propensity for reas8nFashion could threaten the gender
order: the man-woman was a consequential reswbafanish-men.

Bernard Capp’s examination of the Bridewell recordgeals that London
women dressed as men for reasons other than fashloarecords provide evidence
of women wearing men’s apparel for travelling tagas, or at times, ‘when an
unaccompanied female was likely to be challenged@ested™* Capp argues that
dressing as a man empowered the cross-dressedefeamal provided her with a
freedom of movement not usually available to womedharlotte, in the opening
scene of the 1695 pléBhe Ventures and He Wjnsices the same argument as that
put forward by Capp. Dressed in men’s clothes,riGtia and her cousin Juliana
open the play discussing their apparel. Not osly clear that the two women seem
to enjoy wearing breeches, and the power thatsscated with them, but Charlotte
also recognised the restrictions imposed on wonyettidir clothing. In elucidating

why they were both disguised as men, Charlotteagx@tl ‘these clothes will give us

199 Anon, Hic Mulier: Or, The Man-Woman: Being a Medicine Gure the Coltish Disease of the
Staggers in the Masculine-Feminine of Our Tirfiesmdon, 1620), sig. £
19 Anon, Haec-Vir

1 capp, ‘Playgoers’, pp. 159-171, quotation p. 165.
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greater liberty than the scandalous world will ailto our petticoats, which we could
not attempt this undertaking in without hazard o modesty*? Wearing breeches
enabled the two women to venture through the tdwplaces such as the playhouse,
in relative safety. Moreover, wearing breechege@adrded their reputations from
potentially scandalous slurs against their hon@at they been about the town alone
and dressed in female attire. There was, howesgys the risk that they would be
recognised as women, but Charlotte shrugged off gussibility claiming that
‘there’s no great danget®> Nonetheless, as Bernard Capp’s work has shown, at
least a proportion of the women disguised as meaity modern London must have
been discovered otherwise they would not have lieunght before the court to
explain their behaviour.

Capp’s examination of the Bridewell records prosifiether evidence which
suggests that many cross-dressed women—particutaolygh not always—of low
rank were accused of prostitution. Their dressigagnen was a sign that they were
available for purchase. Many of the cross-dress@inen found gquilty of
prostitution suffered humiliating and often physipanishments, such as a public
whipping** The difference in how higher-ranking women whessied as men were
treated by the authorities in comparison to thadr status counterparts should be

noted here. For what was essentially the same @oss-dressing—the citizen’s

wife was liable to being chastised by her husbavtu|st the workingwoman was

Y2:Ariadne’ (a young lady), ‘She Ventures and He Wif1695), in Paddy Lyons and Fidelis Morgan
eds.,Female Playwrights of the Restoration: Five Comgdi®ndon: Everyman’s Library, 1991), pp.
103-159, quotation p. 109.

13 Ariadne’, ‘She Ventures and He Wins’, pp. 109-1fliotation p. 111.

114 capp, ‘Playgoers’, pp. 166, for playhouses andsijirgion see pp. 160-2, for cross-dressing and
illicit sexual relations see pp. 165, 166; see &sessy,Travesties and Transgressiorehapter 7,

especially pp. 110-112.
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liable to being whipped or imprisoned. It is diffit to determine which was
considered to be the worse crime, cross-dressimpgastitution. Equally difficult to
resolve, is whether all of the women punished alldBvell were in fact prostitutes,
as not all women confessed to the crime. It isjds that in some cases, in order to
secure the conviction and punishment of a crosssdce woman, a charge of
prostitution was added. Prostitutes affected espaodomestic and social order.
There is less evidence to suggest that cross-dgessen caused much of a
problem in England during the early modern pefidd.Certainly, moralists were
more inclined to demonise women’s dressing-up as mthan they were men’s
dressing-down as women. The reason for this iplsinpatriarchal authority was
grounded mainly, though not entirely, on restrigtiwomen’s behaviour and
movement. It was also reliant on preserving ththaity of those men in high-
ranking positions over all of their social infespmhich included other men. It is for
this reason that magistrates and moralists focaseduch attention on regulating the
dress and social cultures of male youtHs.Apparently, men who dressed above
their station were a greater threat to patriarctability than men who dressed as

women, in all probability because the former repnésd bogus upward mobility

115 Faramez Dabhoiwala, ‘Sex, Social Relations and_the in Seventeenth- and Eighteenth-Century
London’, in Michael Braddick and John WalteXegotiating Power in Early Modern Society
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001),8%101, see especially pp. 93-4; Paul Griffiths,
‘The Structure of Prostitution in Elizabethan LondoContinuity and Chang€1993), vol. 8:1, pp.
39-63; Griffiths,Youth and Authoritypp. 213-221.

116 David Cressy, ‘Gender Trouble and Cross-Dressingarly Modern Englandjournal of British
Studieg(1996), vol. 35:4, pp. 438-465.

117 Griffiths, Youth and Authoritychapter 4.
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whilst the latter suggested downward mobility. Aesdmetimes, dressing as women
was a method employed by men to re-assert soclat bf

The ‘Lady Skimmington’ was a character often asslirbg men in the
shaming rituals of their neighbours who had beeatdye or cuckolded by their
wives. Martin Ingram’s research on charivaris ®gyg that they were not
particularly common occurrences, but that they waemmployed by some
communities to shame husbands and wives who s@dvedr over-turned, the
natural order. Central to the charivari, accordingingram, ‘were notions of
hierarchy, inversion, reversal, rule and misrulejeo and disorder®® It was
certainly a preoccupation with restoring order ghiampted William Star and John
Taylor of Walton to go accompanied by a group ohndeessed as women to the
Digger community at George Hill. Arriving at thadger community the group of
disguised men took to ‘beating and striking thazeré naked men, beating them to
the ground, breaking their heads and sore bruittieiy bodies®®® This rather
vicious attack left one of the four men fighting fus life. The cross-dressed men

were clearly not impressed with the Digger's seoseommune. Whilst Star and

118 For men dressing as women in ritual performaneeRszay Popular Cultures pp. 137, 141, 146,
151-3, 156-7. Men also dressed as women whercipating in riots; see David UnderdowRevel,
Riot and rebellion: Popular Politics and Culture England, 1603-166Q0xford: Oxford University
Press, 1985), pp. 110-11, 216; Nicholas RogergpuRo Protest in Early Hanoverian London’, pp.
266, 280, and David Rollison, ‘Property, IdeologydaPopular Culture in a Gloucestershire Village,
1660-1740’, pp. 297, 316, both in Paul Slack &&bellion, Popular Protest and the Social Order in
Early Modern EnglandCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984)ptdra 13, 14.

119 Martin Ingram, ‘Ridings, Rough Music and the “Refoof Popular Culture” in Early Modern
England’, Past and Presen{1984), vol. 105, pp. 79-113, quotation p. 96; Maynderdown, ‘The
Taming of the Scold: The Enforcement of PatriarcAathority in Early Modern England’, in
Anthony Fletcher and John Stevenson edtder and Disorder in Early Modern England
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985),1416-136.

120 Unknown,A Declaration of the Bloody and unchristian actisig\William Star, and John Taylor of
Walton(London, 1649), pp. 1-2.
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Taylor were described as ‘free holders’, the otherthe group could possibly have
been men of gentlemanly status protecting theipgmy rights, or perhaps even
infantry soldiers stationed in the region and hitedhttack the commuré* Being
dressed as women during the attack was either comanyethat the Diggers were
over-turning social order or, possibly, revolutiongolitics disguised as normal
community behaviour, or simply a disguise for thackers.

Whereas the early modern social commentators andlists seem to have
little to say about cross-dressing men in evenyjdaysituations, they do condemn,
and vehemently so, the theatrical practice in winch actors played female roles on
stage'”> Because women were not permitted on stage uinéit the Restoration,
except in private masques where women'’s involvermeag condoned, roles were
always acted out by boys and men, including thdskermale characters. If this
theatrical practice is thought about in conjunctieith the fear that clothing had
potential to transform gender, then the paradoxasiwarose from the early modern
understanding of biology and gender constructiontwarealised. On the one hand
there is a belief shared by anatomists, moralist$ ® some extent the popular
conscience that bodies could alter from male toalenand vice versa and, on the
other cross-dressing was employed as standardig@aict a popular form of

entertainment?® There is little wonder that anti-theatricalitychene the focus of

121G, R. Aylmer, ‘The Religion of Gerrard Winstanlejn J. F. McGregor and B. Reay ed®adical
Religion in the English Revolutiq®xford: Oxford University Press, 1986), pp. 10121

122 Mark Breitenburg,Anxious Masculinity in Early Modern EnglanCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), chapter 5; Laura Leviden in Women’s Clothing: Anti-theatricality and
Effeminization, 1579-164Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994),1pp5.

123 For a discussion on the different uses of crosssing on stage and also in romance literature see
Jean Howard, ‘Cross-Dressing, the Theatre and Gefdeiggle in Early Modern England’,
Shakespeare Quarterl{1988), vol. 39, pp. 418-440; Peter Berek, ‘Crbsessing, Gender and
Absolutism in the Beaumont and Fletcher Plagtidies in English Literature, 1500-19(2004),
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many moralist authors. One anti-theatrical autimoparticular, Stephen Gosson,
draws attention to the crux of the fear concermirugs-dressing on stayfé.

Stephen Gosson in his essaghool of Abuseéirst published in 1579, argued
that the theatre adulterated men’s minds. For @ysboth the players and the
audience were at risk from the cross-dressing satarstage. Theatrical costume
held a direct threat to those men and boys wedhiegn, because their apparel could
alter their sex. This was considered particulémye for young men and boys who
had not yet reached sexual maturity or full adudtho Boys and young men, then,
were particularly vulnerable to gender transforomati But Gosson also believed that
male audience members were also at risk from bewpraffeminised simply by
going to the theatre and watching the performancHseatres, in Gosson’s words,
‘wounde the conscience’ and they make ‘straungsat@s of melodie, to tickle the
ear, costly apparrell to flatter the sight, effeaten gesture to ravish the sense, and
wanton speech, to whette desire to inordinate.tddtSo, according to Gosson, male
audiences were in danger of becoming effeminisezhuse theatre performance
could provoke their desires beyond control. Stifengf will and reason, two
characteristics which defined men from women arabtse could be lost to pleasure.

It can be seen that the practice of cross-dressingtage—that of boys and
men dressing as women—was a cause of anxiety dtmmgarly modern period.
But cross-dressing often appeared as a centraletheithin the plots of plays.

William Shakespeare, Thomas Dekker and Thomas Midd] John Fletcher and

vol. 44:2, pp. 359-377; Winfried Schleiner, ‘MaleoSs-Dressing and Transvestism in Renaissance
Romances’Sixteenth Century Journ§l988), vol. 19:4, pp. 605-619. Contrast with $&35e ‘Gender
Trouble’, who claimed that the stage conventiorraks-dressing bore no relation to the anxieties of
moralists, and could often enhance rather than areaktions of manliness.

124 Stephen GossoBchool of Abuse@d.ondon, 1579).

125 GossonSchool of Abuse8;
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Francis Beaumont, Ben Jonson and Aphra Behn atesquse of the late sixteenth
and seventeenth century playwrights who made aosssing heroines a feature in
their plays®® On occasion these characters could be used astl@odnto stir
feelings of unease and anxiety within audience nesisuch as Portia in
ShakespeareB®lerchant of Venice-and they could be used as social commentary of
real cross-dressing women—such as Moll Cutpurdeekker and Middleton’§ he
Roaring Girl—but they could also be used to underpin patridrateology and
authority.

In two Shakespearean comedigs,You Like landTwelfth Nightthe leading
heroines are for a significant proportion of timeessed in men’s clothing and
embark upon acting as m&f. Rosalind creates for herself the persona Ganyragde
a means of liberation in the Forest of Arden; whugla, naming herself Cesario,
adopts her twin brother’'s personality to disguisasklf in a difficult situation.
Harold Bloom has suggested that neither of theadters was supposed to incite
anxiety for the early modern audience, rather th#iemnce was to be captivated and
inspired by their plight$?®® Although the two women'’s reasons for and expegsn
of cross-dressing were quite different, the endiltes similar in both instances:
Rosalind is married to Orlando whilst Viola is lmthred to Duke Orsino, thereby
adhering to rather than subverting patriarchal rsorm

Rosalind’s character Ganymede is an important amecébnsidering how

female cross-dressing in plays could be non-thngageto patriarchal order. Her

126 See for example, William Shakespeaféie Merchant of Venicé1596); Thomas Dekker and
Thomas Middleton,The Roaring Girl(1611); John Fletcher and Francis Beaumdiite Maid’'s
Tragedy(1611-13); Ben Jonsorfhe New Inr(1629), Aphra BehriThe Feigned Courtesar$679).
27\illiam ShakespeareAs You Like 1{1599); William Shakespear&welfth Night(1601-2).

128 Harold Bloom,Shakespeare: The Invention of the Hunliew York: Riverhead Book, 1998),
chapters 14, 15.
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decision to adopt a male appearance is an almastsidal one arising from the fact
that she is too tall to dress as a poor womanit lsibne in which she is nevertheless
successful. Indeed her attire and her demeanotiteagoung man Ganymede go
unquestioned. Dressed as Ganymede, Rosalind astsltilise patriarchal norms.
Through undertaking to teach Orlando the meanstananly in courting women,
Rosalind concurrently fulfils both a female and enmhperative. At a personal level
Rosalind is able to tell Orlando what she desimesnfa man, which could be
exported to the audience on a much broader scale.

Rosalind’s lessons for Orlando also recognize &makd: that of friendship
and counsel. If Alexandra Shepard is correct in drgument that manhood was
‘most resonantly worked out between men’, then was the role that the Rosalind-
Ganymede character was fulfilling with Orlando e tForest scenes of the pfay.
Orlando was in danger of allowing his love for Roghto blind his reason and
render him mad, which would have undermined hishnad. Losing his reason and
succumbing to madness would have had an effemgisiifiect on the Orlando
character. Rosalind’s lessons prevented this fooourring and provided an outlet
for Orlando’s desires. The exact moment when @damas rationalised his love and
has in essence become a man is summed up in el laan live no longer by
thinking’.**° This line acts as a catalyst for Rosalind whatheomises to marry
Orlando; patriarchal order has been maintained.

Viola, in Shakespeare’3welfth Night provides a different but equally
important character when considering female creosssing in plays as non-
threatening to patriarchal order. By becoming @es#&iola adopts the appearance

and personality of her twin brother Sebastian wistim assumes to be dead after the

129 ShepardMeanings of Manhoqgp. 5-6.
130 As You Like 1{1599), act 5, scene I, 48.
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ship they were aboard was wrecked. Like Rosahiola is successful in donning a
man’s persona. Although it is commented on that\fiola-Cesario character has
feminine facial features, her disguise was not tedib Even in the fight scene
between Sir Andrew and Viola she was suspected anbeing a coward and not a
woman. It is possible that the fight scene waslamsising the aggressive nature of
manhood, in which male honour had to be foughtafud protected®’ In fact here
Viola reminds the audience of her true gender:

Viola: [aside] Pray God defend me! A little thing would make rell

them how much | lack of a mar#

The ‘little thing’ Viola mentions is no doubt a phareference drawing attention to
her lack of a penis. This speech could be useatdgae that Shakespeare was less
inclined than some contemporary moralists to thieebéhat cross-dressing could
transform gender. Viola is still very much a wontagardless of her clothing.

A significant role for the Viola-Cesario charactserthat of friend to Duke
Orsino, which is remarkably similar to the conceptmale friendship’ described by
Alan Bray. Bray argues quite persuasively that bHoeindaries between male
friendship and sodomy were not clearly defined aoould be open to
interpretation:>* He argues that the signs of friendship could atsmetimes be the
signs of sodomy, where an act such as kissing dogltdoth a public testimony of
favour and a reason behind a charge of sodomy. d¥Vvieot see Orsino and Viola

kiss, but she does provide him with a close appnakion of the ‘male friend’ and is

131 The differing role of violence within both manhoadd manliness will be discussed in greater
details in chapters four and five below.

132 Twelfth Night(1601-2), act 3, scene 1V, 334-6.

133 Alan Bray, ‘Homosexuality and the Signs of MaldéeRdship in Elizabethan Englandiistory
Workshop Journal1990), vol. 29, pp. 1-19.
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a completely devoted servant to him. Her totalotiew to Orsino is demonstrated
by the fact that she would willingly die for himLuckily for Viola, her twin brother
Sebastian arrives in time to save her life andaklbeth of their true identities. In
the final act of the play, Orsino finally learnsthnis ‘young boy’ is actually a young
woman dressed in men’s clothing, whereupon he hsksto marry hint** This
rather odd matrimonial proposal brings the ‘maléendship’ to its logical
conclusion: a consensual, legal sexual relationshiiola has transgressed the
gender and hierarchical order by dressing as a rhanh,has also concurrently
underpinned these patriarchal structures by piliaggcOrsino from potential
accusations of sodomy, and then by agreeing toymam. In both of these
Shakespearean comedies, the cross-dressed hesmhesly sustain rather than
over-turn social order. Furthermore, they adheréhé patriarchal ideology of the

perfect woman by submitting to the authority of men

Conclusion

It has been suggested in this chapter that the b@dya matter of interest, debate
and anxiety during the early modern period. It vedso the subject of much

confusion, paradox and inconsistency. The anatnieatises of the early modern
period comprised an uncomfortable mixture of Classieaching, Biblical reference,

new scientific thought and personal experience, redee popular medical books
could contain all, some or none of these componenhilst other scholars have

argued that the two sex model was a product oéidleteenth century, wherein ideas
concerning the absolute difference between malef@mdle genitalia were invoked

and became more scientifically fixed, it would agpthat the claims put forward by

134 Twelfth Night act 5, scene |, 333-338.
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Karen Harvey and Laura Gowing are much more satmfa Seventeenth century
anatomists were cautious and selective in their afs¢he Classical authorities,
specifically Galen and Aristotle, including onlyoge parts which they agreed with
and often presenting material in direct contestatawards such traditional modes of
thought. Certainly by 1615, if not earlier, mateldemale genitalia were understood
in terms of difference and not degree. This, hawewas not a universally held
belief. Furthermore, during the early modern p#rigender difference was not
defined by genital morphology alone and it wouldupevise for historians to do so.
Looking at more visible body parts, such as had tatial hair, it becomes apparent
that men were defined as much in relation to oreghean as they were in relation to
women, creating important distinctions along theedi of age and social status. In
essence, manhood, as it was represented throughaleebody, was a discourse of
virility, strength and vigour. Although theoretilyathese attributes could be falsified
at any point in the life cycle, the body pointstanhood as an ephemeral highpoint
of a man’s life which would decline with the onsébld age.

It is also clear that gender categories were ufestdiyoughout the early
modern period. There was, to a certain degreenaeern that the sex of the human
body was fluid, and that it was possible for merthange into women and women
into men. The dominance of the humoral model irdiced and popular thought
concurrently explained and allowed for monstersdhsag the ‘man-woman’ and the
‘womanish-man’ to exist. To some extent early miadeeople believed that their
bodies could change sex, and this impacted on gettder and social hierarchy.
One of the ways in which the authorities soughtdntrol hierarchy was through the
regulation of dress. During the earliest periodered by this thesis, until the turn of

the seventeenth century when the sumptuary lawe vegrealed, punishments were
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meted out to those who dared transgress the geardkrsocial order by wearing
inappropriate apparel or by sporting an impropeyeapance. Nevertheless, as Paul
Griffiths has argued, the connection between mgraéind appropriate dress
remained into the seventeenth centlify.It was believed that the preservation of
both the gender and social order could be achibyeavisualisation of sex and rank
difference. So the young men who dressed abovedtation, and the women who
donned male attire, were not only threatening geathial order, they were over-
turning it. It is evident that patriarchy and sd@rder were in some ways grounded
on ‘shifting sands’: the fluidity of gender, ancetfashions which blurred difference,
worked to weaken the distinctions between sex anl which were fundamental to
hierarchy. Gender difference was then understoddrms of the body and clothing:

the two were inextricably linked.

135 Griffiths, Youth and Authoritypp. 221-234.
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Chapter 3.
Mini-Men, Skirts and Breeches: Boyhood

A foolish son is a grief to his Father, and a bitéss to her that bare

him.!

In childhood we speak, understand, and think ashi&d,cand in

manhood we put away childish things.
Two of the central characteristics which were thuug distinguish adult men from
women and boys were physical strength and reds®uch attributes worked to
enable men to govern effectively both themselved #oeir social and familial
inferiors. Elizabeth Foyster has argued that ‘bdyslies were physically under-
developed’ and, moreover, that ‘from birth untiéthge of seven, a boy’s reason and
judgement were feeblé'. Likewise, Alexandra Shepard's reading of healtfdgs,
medical tracts and conduct books suggests that kikgsmen in their youth and old
age, lacked the physiological balance which mankemd'man’s estate’—required
and on which reason and strength were fouridéntleed, as chapter two above has

suggested, manhood, in terms of medical and anes#minderstanding, was

presented as a specific and ephemeral life-stage.

! Daniel BurgessAdvice to Parents and Children: the Sum of a FewmSas, Contracted, and
Published at the Request of Many Pious Heagndon, 1690), pp. 49-50; Edward Lawrence,
Parents Groans Over Their Wicked Children: Sev&&mons on Prov. XVII. Zondon, 1681), sig.
B; this passage is taken frdPnoverbs, 27:5

2 Anon, The Office of Christian Parents: Shewing how chtdrare to be governed throughout all
ages and times of their lif€ambridge, 1616), p. 43; this passage is talkan @orinthians, 13.11

% Elizabeth FoysterManhood in Early Modern England: Honour, Sex andriiéme (Harlow:
Longman, 1999), pp. 28-32; Alexandra Shepafdeanings of Manhood in Early Modern England
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), pp. 29-30,

* Elizabeth Foyster, ‘Boys will be Boys? Manhood akggression, 1660-1800’, in Tim Hitchcock
and Michele Cohen ed€nglish Masculinities, 1660-180@larlow: Longman, 1999), p. 154.

®> ShepardMeanings of Manhoqdthapters 1, 2.
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Criticisms of the earliest histories of childhosdich as the work of Philippe
Aries, Lloyd de Mause and Lawrence Stone, are nelWnehearsed and whilst there
Is an appreciation of the merits of the questidrh@ heart of each of these studies,
and what they set out to explore, there is an dlmowersal acknowledgement of
their perceived weaknesses and short-comfingaibsequent histories of childhood,
which were spurred on by the inadequacies of tipéseeering studies, focussed
attention on stamping out the myth that there wasancept of childhood before the
sixteenth century, on establishing that there Hasys been an emotional bond
between parent and child and, crucially, on esthbyig that the history of childhood
is more one of continuity than of change, each loictv appeared to be denied in the
older studieg.

Over fifteen years ago, Hugh Cunningham added npethar twist to these
hotly debated and deeply contentious topics byraiting to present a history of the
children of the poor, followed closely by his highhfluential thesis that the period

after 1500 bore witness to the development of aolayy of childhood specific to

® Philippe Ariés,Centuries of ChildhoodLondon: Jonathan Cape, 1962); Lloyd de Mauseg‘Th
Evolution of Childhood’, in Lloyd de Mause edThe History of ChildhoodNew York: The
Psychohistory Press, 1974), pp. 1-73; Lawrence &fbime Family, Sex and Marriage in England
1500-1800 (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1977).

" Linda Pollock, Forgotten Children: Parent-Child Relationships froh800 to 1900(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1983); Ralph Houlbrookee English Family 1450-170@Q.ondon:
Longman, 1984); Ralph Houlbrooke edtnglish Family Life, 1576-1716: An Anthology From
Diaries (New York: Oxford: Basil Blackwell Ltd, 1988); Kb Wrightson English Society 1580-1680
(London: Routledge, 2002 edn). See also, Alan Biefie, ‘The Family, Sex and Marriage in
England, 1500-1800 — Lawrence Stone — Reviéiistory and Theory1979), vol. 18:1, pp. 103-126.
For a discussion on the history of childhood in i@&ny, see Carmen LukBedagogy, Printing and
Protestantism: the Discourse on Childho@dbany: State University of New York Press, 198@)ne
text that could also be added here is John Somigervhe Rise and Fall of Childhood.ondon:
Sage, 1983). For an historiographical overvievthef history of childhood see Hugh Cunningham,
‘Histories of Childhood’ American Historical Revie\{d998), vol. 103:4, pp. 1195-1208.
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the middling-sort§. Cunningham further argued that the historieshifdbood and
the histories of children need to be teased af@tformer being that of ‘a shifting
set of ideas’ and the latter of the lived exper@nof childrer’. From this
perspective Cunningham endeavoured to restoredti@nnof change to the heart of
the history of childhood. He asserted that thesremist historians of the 1980s had
indeed found continuity in the history of childhgdulit that this occurred only in the
examination of the parent-child relationship and mowhat had formed Aries’s
uppermost concern: the concepts of childhtfodBreaking away from following
what has been termed ‘the sentiments approachhitdhood history, Cunningham
looked to consider the role of philanthropy and $i@te in creating, shaping and
impacting upon both concepts of childhood and tkgegences of children outside
of a purely familial setting® It was his contention that ‘between the late seaenth
and mid-twentieth centuries there occurred a majat irreversible change in the
representation of childhood®. Whilst Cunningham argues that it is in the twettti
century that the conceptualisation of childhood agxperiences of children
underwent the most rapid and dramatic change, Bispihe eighteenth century as

the site of the first real shift in attitudes todsiand treatment of children, which was

® Hugh CunninghamThe Children of the Poor: Representations of Chilath since the Seventeenth
Century(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1991), especially chap8 CunninghamChildren and Childhood
in Western Society Since 15Fondon: Longman, 1995), especially chapters 1,s8 also
Cunningham, ‘The Employment and Unemployment ofi@®an in England c¢.1680-1851Past and
Present(1990), no. 126, pp. 115-150. For a discussiotherunsatisfactory usage and the complexity
of the term ‘middling-sorts’ see Henry French, ‘Thearch for the ‘Middle sort of people’ in England,
1600-1800".The Historical Journa(2000), vol. 43:1, pp. 277-293.

® Cunninghamghildren and Childhoogdpp. 1-4.

1 Cunninghamghildren of the Poqrp. 2.

* CunninghamChildren and Childhoodpp. 15-18. The term ‘the sentiments approacts first
used in Michael Andersoripproaches to the History of the Western FamilyQQt5914 cited in
CunninghamgChildren and Childhoodp. 13.

12 CunninghamgChildren of the Poarp. 7.
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instigated by the emergence of a bourgeoning sewidav of children and was in
part aided by the works of John Locke and Jeanu#scRousseal.

That childhood is both culturally constructed andtdrically specific is
axiomatic. The term, therefore, is one of clasatibn that possesses shifting
meanings according to place, period, social rartkgander. It is doubtful whether
any real understanding of a history of collectiveldhood experience can ever be
achieved, particularly for periods of pre-indudthéstory. Despite her impressive
source base of primary material—416 diaries andmographies, of which 98 were
written by children—Linda Pollock, for instance,ufal it difficult to draw any
definite conclusions on past children’s experieqeecisely because individual
experience is so diverse and so wide-randfnglndeed, Ralph Houlbrooke has
commented that ‘the world of early modern childhesdow largely impenetrable
save through personal testimony contained in diaaiel autobiographie¥’.

The focus of this chapter, however, is not prinyacdncerned with childhood
experience. Neither is it centred upon examiniagept-child relationship¥. In
part, it is an examination of the conceptualisatwdrchildhood. More specifically,
this chapter is concerned with assessing the exterwhich the inculcation of
attributes necessary to achieve manhood occurredgdthe years of childhood.

Will Fisher has asserted that boys ‘were quiteditg a different gender from men

3 Cunningham,Children and Childhoodpp. 41-78. See also, Roger C&haping Childhood:
Themes of Uncertainty in the History of Adult-ChitélationshipgLondon: New York: Routledge,
1996), especially chapters 2, 3.

4 Pollock, Forgotten Childrenespecially chapters 4, 6 and 7; C8kaping Childhoodpp. 3-4.

' Houlbrooke English Family Lifep. 133.

16 parent-child relationships will be explored in ptex 5 below, wherein it will be argued that

fatherhood was of central importance to manhoodraalé honour.
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during the early modern periotf. This chapter will provide an assessment of
Fisher’'s claim and it will be countered that rathlean being ‘a-gendered’, early
modern boys copied, practised, learnt and went saane toward acquiring the
necessary skills of manhood during their childhgedrs. Indeed, it was Henry
Newcome’s contention that ‘children will imitate athwe do™® Whilst debarred
from the status of manhood by their age and s@udependants, it will be argued
that boys could, and were very much encouragedctoeae traits of manliness
making them entirely male-gendered despite thewaemmaturity.

This chapter will examine the varied ways in whiglys were encouraged to
learn and display attributes of manliness from angpage. Examinations of visual
sources, primarily portraiture, will be considerddngside diaries, conduct manuals
and prescriptive texts to suggest that both mdsalend parents alike sought
assurances that boys would reach adult age andraciyi manhood. Visual
representation of boys in particular marked outuiess of their manliness, providing
a promise of future manhood. The significancehef breeching ceremony will be
considered. Some historians have assumed thatdebays from the age of five or
six were dressed in the garb of adulthood this semsehow indicative that they were
nothing more than ‘miniature adults’. However, as this chapter will suggest, the
donning of ceremonial breeches did not mark theadrehildhood for boys, instead

it signified the commencement of a boy’s transitioto adulthood. Indeed, as

" Will Fisher, ‘The Renaissance Beard: Masculinity Early Modern England’Renaissance
Quarterly (2001), vol. 54:1, pp. 175-179; see also StevewBroThe Boyhood of Shakespeare’s
Heroines: Notes on Gender Ambiguity in the Sixtee@éentury’,Studies in English Literature, 1500-
1900(1990), vol. 30:2, pp. 243-263.

'® Henry Newcome, ‘Diary’, 9 February 1662, in Houlbke,English Family Lifep. 159.

19 See for example, Laura GowinGommon Bodies: Women, Touch and Power in Sevehteent

Century EnglandNew Haven: London: Yale University Press, 20@3)193.
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Elizabeth Foyster has noted, a boy’s first paibi@feches marked out just one of the
stages in the rite of passage which a boy wenutiron the process of becoming a
man®® So, the cultural phenomenon of ‘mini-man’ potuwesé may well have
presented boys as smaller versions of adults, towias intended to display their
accomplishment of at least some manly attributethey learnt the skills necessary
to achieve full manhood upon reaching adulthoddvill be argued that in the visual
representation of boys, markers of manliness wast as important before the
breeching age as after it. It is the intentiortto$ chapter to argue that whilst boys

were necessarily unable to attain the status ofhimach they were both capable and

encouraged to demonstrate their manliness.

Boy-Child or Mini-Man?

Toni Bowers has claimed recently that children yietl in the illustrations of
conduct books stand ‘like chessboard pieces — oeraccurately, like miniaturized
adults.?* The image which appears in both the front andreater of the children’s
advice manualhe School of Gracis one such example of tHfs. That this book
had gone through nineteen editions by 1688 is fighbgestive of its popularity. It
would appear that this particular book was meant@am@sinstruction manual for
children of a fairly young age and it included l@ss, prayers, catechisms and the
Ten Commandments to be learnt and rehearsed drehiin the home environment.
Interestingly, there is a list of ‘godly books’ geid at only ‘three pence per piece’

advertised in the back of the text which the authonsidered appropriate for

%0 Foyster Manhood in Early Modern Englangp. 39-40.

2! Toni Bowers, ‘Domesticity and the Family in thevBeteenth and Eighteenth Centurid3&fining
Gender, 1450-1910Adam Matthew Publications, 2003).

22 John HartThe School of Grace; or, A Book of Good Nurturetfar Admonition and Instruction of
Youth and Age in the Fear of the Lqi®" edn. London, 1688).
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children to read, each of which promoted godlinessriety and charity® The cost
of these listed books suggests something of thmlsskatus expected of the target
readership of the work, affordable to the lessemyanry and possibly even those of
husbandmen statd$. Whilst it is likely that those children of a lowsort would
hear the same or similar lessons and catechisi@bunch, it cannot be assumed that
The School of Gracevas representative of the most basic educationmmmmto
children of all ranks.

Elizabeth Foyster has argued that boys were farenikely to learn the
attributes of manhood through personal experiemcethrough observation of the
adult world around them than they were by readimandact literaturé?
Nevertheless, whilst it was common for conductéditere to take the form of advice
to parents during the earlier part of the periodeced here, wherein it was assumed
that parents would take a role in the direction godernment of the social and moral
education of their offspring, a growing corpus oégcriptive and instructive texts

were directed specifically at children as the I@®yenteenth century unfold&l.

% Hart, The School of Grag¢sig. G.

4 Tessa WattCheap Print and Popular Piety, 1550-164Dambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1991), pp. 260-2; Wrightsoinglish Societypp. 32-4.

% Foyster,Manhood in Early Modern Englang.39; Foyster, ‘Silent Witnesses? Children arel th
Breakdown of Domestic and Social Order in Early Miod England’, in Anthony Fletcher and
Stephen Hussey ed<Childhood in Question: Children, Parents and that&{Manchester: New
York: Manchester University Press, 1999), pp. 57-73

% For conduct literature directed at parents, seefample Bartholomew Battfhe Christian Mans
Closet: Wherein is Contained a Large Discourse e Godly Training Up of ChildreffLondon,
1581, translated by William Lowth); Richard GreemhaA Godly Exhortation, and Fruitfull
Admonition to Vertuous Parents and Modest Masteasmdon, 1584); AnonThe Office of Christian
Parents Examples of conduct literature directed at akitdinclude Henry Jessy, Catechisme for
Babes, Or, Little OneglLondon, 1652); George FoR Catechisme for Childre™ edn. London,
1657); Anon,School of Learning: Or, a Guide for Childréhondon, 1668); S. TThe Child’s Book
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Such works were usually much shorter in length thdualt conduct literature, and
they tended to assume a male readershifdvice books for children could include
academic lessons, such as spelling and basic lcatiechisms and daily prayers and
also more pointed direction on courtesy, civiliggod conduct and gender rofés.
The moral and religious overtones of children’s cuet books remained constant
throughout the period. John Gothdristructions to Childrenfor example, took the
form of a catechism of questions and answers fchila to learn, and was divided
almost exactly into two halves, the first of whiehs entirely dedicated to devotional
teaching whilst the latter was concerned with fahiduties and civil behaviodr,

The School of Graceas also meant as an instruction manual for aldr
Above all else, the lessons to be learnt were ioelgy studies and deference and
obedience to God, the King and parents, thus asgeahd reinforcing the ordered
principles of patriarchy and the patriarchal hiengr All of the images in the text
reflect this. Indeed, the frontispiece illustratiof the book, which appears on both
the very first and very last page, is a woodcuntpaf Charles 1. Given that this
particular edition was in circulation after the tteaf Charles, it is possible that it
was thought that such a popular text would be wgesable with a new cover

illustration, which might affect its saleabilityr that a greater political statement was

and the Youth’s BooglHart, School of GraceJames KirkwoodAdvice to Children2" edn. London,
1693).

2" Martyn Bennett, ‘Gender and Education in the EMbdern Period’ Defining Gender, 1450-1910
(Adam Matthew Publications, 2003).

8 As Anna Bryson has noted courtesy texts, whick topedagogic form and which were specifically
directed at schoolboys, were not the inventiorhefseventeenth century. Those penned by Erasmus
and Seagar in the sixteenth century remained infiakinto the seventeenth century. Anna Bryson,
From Courtesy to Civility: Changing Codes of CondicEarly Modern EnglandOxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998), especially chapters 1, 2.

29 John Gotherinstructions for Childrer{London, 1698).
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being made. Nevertheless, its accompanying mafear ‘God, Honour the King’
speaks volumes about the patriarchal trumpetirtgefvork and its Caroline loyalty.

The only other image in the work to be repeatetthas which is of concern
here® In essence, it depicts the intended use of tie& had so a mother and father
can be seen instructing their brood of four chitddrét may well be that this is in fact
a pious scene of family devotion, as Toni Bowers baggested, but it is equally
likely that it depicts a form of home education w&ie mother and father read
lessons to their offsprint. As will be argued in chapter five below, it wastn
unusual for fathers to be involved in the educatmtheir young children,
particularly their sons. In presenting evidencestiggest that close and emotional
bonds existed between parents and their offsprurghd the early modern period,
Ralph Houlbrooke provided excerpts from a numberdiaries which included
descriptive passages of fathers schooling theldi@n in reading, history, counting,
arithmetic and Latirf?

Whilst Anthony Fletcher has argued that Latin iasiagly became the secret
language of the elite—and more specifically of eelinen—during the period,
Houlbrooke’s work seems to suggest that this wasaet shared by fathers with
their sons, at least for those sufficiently welliedted to do s& Indeed, Sir
Justinian Isham, a gentleman scholar and royaligjgested to his son Thomas that

he should keep a record of daily goings-on withdble purpose of later translating it

%0 SeeFigure 3below, p. 97.

31 Bowers, ‘Domesticity and the Family’.

%2 For example see extracts by John Dee, Henry Newc@tiver Heywood, Thomas Isham and Sir
Richard Newdigate in HoulbrookEnglish Family Life pp. 137, 158, 159-60, 161, 162, 163-4, 166.
3 Anthony Fletcher,Gender, Sex and Subordination 1500-1800¢ew Haven: London: Yale
University Press, 1995), pp. 302-3; Houlbrookaeglish Family Life On education as a civilising
process see BrysoRrom Courtesy to Civilitypp. 29-31, 67-8.
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into Latin3* Thomas Willis, a teacher from Middlesex, sawtdittompile and have
printed for sale hi¥estibulum Lingue Latinehich was in the design of a dictionary
and intended to aid children in learning Latin. eTwork was also advertised as an
aide memoirfor those adults who had forgotten the Latin theg learnt at school
and, moreover, it also claimed to be useful forosh not brought up to the
knowledge of the Latin Tongue’ as it contained émpreted words often used in
English Books and Sermon’. That Willis also included some instruction on how
the Dictionary could best be used in teaching youngsters botHidgbngnd Latin,
suggests that the text would have a place in athome and the school.

It was expected in conduct literature that paremtsuld read lectures,
Scripture, moral advice tracts and great histot@sheir children and there is
evidence which suggests that at least some padlehtso. On warning against the
vice of pride and noting that it had become moreaofirtue during the opening
decades of the seventeenth century, Elizabethylooeted that ‘many parents reade
lectures of it to their childrer?® The author ofrhe Office of Christian Parentsent
further, suggesting that mothers and fathers weate stmply the biological—or
natural—parents of children but included any numidferelations and kin including
uncles, brothers, grandparents, stepparents, wamndsters, guardians and those
without their own children who ‘doe adopt some othather of their kindred, or

otherwise, and bring them up, and make them theires.2” According to this

3 See HoulbrookeEnglish Family Life p. 249. By 1671 Thomas Isham had taken up higefs
suggestion and began to keep a daily journal; %traets from his journal see Houlbrookenglish
Family Life pp. 163-6.

% Thomas Willis,Vestibulum Lingue Latine: A Dictionarie for ChildréLondon, 1651), quotation
from frontispiece.

% Elizabeth JocelyriThe Mother’s Legacie to Her Unborne Chilflsndon, 1625), sig. 8

37 Anon, The Office of Christian Parentpp. 1-5, quotation p. 3.
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author, it was the duty of ‘govenours and gardtanshildren’ to educate their young
and, whilst in the very first years of life this svarimarily the responsibility of the
mother, both parents played a role in educating tréldren®® The reason for this
being that educated children were an honour to $kéras and to their parents and,
moreover, they bolstered both the church and tmemonwealtt®® So, whilst it is
possible that this image portrays a scene of fadelyotion, it is equally likely that it
depicts parents schooling their offspring. Morgarantly for the purposes of this
chapter, this image typifies the representatiochaitiren that Toni Bowers described

as being ‘miniaturized adults’.

Figure 3 Family lessons,
from Hart,School of Grace
(1688).

The School of Gracdirected young offspring to ‘hear the instructimnthy
Father, and forsake not the law of thy MotH&r'The picture that appears on both
the front and back endpaper of the bobg. (3) underpins the messages contained
therein: fathers instruct, parents rule and chiidobey. It can be seen that both

mother and father stand in front of all four chddrand it is in fact the father who

% Anon, The Office of Christian Parentpp. 42-56.
39 Anon, The Office of Christian Parentsig. A-As, quotation p.5.
“%Hart, The School of Grageig. As.
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instructs the youngsters whilst the mother stanggartively by his side. However,
the mother too holds a small book, or folded pigiceaper, which could suggest that
she was also involved in schooling the childrerhergé are three daughters and one
son in the image, all of whom are dressed in gemides to that of their parents. Itis
this element of the picture which could be drawwrupo argue that children were
viewed only as miniaturised adults during the peeriddut there is another indicator
within the image to suggest that this was not #eec It is possible to make out that
both the son and the smallest daughter each heidHhht in their hands, whilst both
the mother and father wear their hats on their heHas is a small but significant
factor, which is suggestive of the deference oweg@drents by their offspring and
illustrates the relative inferiority of children &l adults!* The removal of one’s hat
whilst in the presence of those of superiority v@asocial custom in early modern
England and not adhering to such a practice corddepcontentiou$’ That two of
these children are pictured to be displaying ravegeto their parents implies that
there were very clear boundaries between childleomebladulthood, regardless of the
resemblance of their apparel. Boys pictured as-men were meant as commentary
of their accomplishment of traits of manliness gg@nise of future manhood, and
such indicators were as significant before the ditiewy ceremony had occurred as

they were after it had taken place.

“1 Bryson,From Courtesy to Civilityp. 67; see also S. Tthe Child’s Book and the Youth’s Book in
Two Parts(London, 1672), sig. £

“2 Sir Thomas Fairfax, for instance, was bewildergdhe Diggers’ refusal to doff their hats in his
presence when he visited them at St George’s Hill849. See G. R. Aylmer, ‘The Religion of
Gerrard Winstanley’, in J. F. McGregor and B. Redg.,Radical Religion in the English Revolution
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), p. 101; fya Bennett,The Civil Wars in Britain and
Ireland, 1638-16510xford: Blackwell, 1997), p. 325.
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One-fifth of the one hundred and twenty portrakamined portray young
boys who are featured either on their own or withifamily group®® Of these, ten
portraits include boys before the breeching age e reached, whilst sixteen
picture boys who have gone through the breechingnoeny?* F. M. Godfrey has
argued that ‘children enter the stage of paintirapart from their idealised existence
in religious pictures — as young rulers or scholtrs children of the great’ and that,
he continued, ‘it is through Van Dyck that portsadf children became fashionable
in English painting®® According to Oliver Millar, towards the end okhiareer Van
Dyck charged ‘£50 to £60 for a standard full-lendiBO for a half-length and £20
for a head-and-shoulders portrait’ and a full-léngortrait by Daniel Mytens ‘could
cost a patron £50 if it contained such extras gali@.*® Given that a full-length
portrait could cost the same amount as one endiag’s/ income for lesser yeomen
and between one quarter and one half of that of Weslthier counterparts, it should
not be surprising to find that all of the portragteamined here are of young princes
or of sons from wealthy families of lesser gentgtiss and abov&. However, of the
twenty-four portraits under discussion here, nireremvpainted during the decade in
which Van Dyck was the principal painter to the itaaf Charles I, whilst eight date
from before Van Dyck’'s coming to London and sevee dated after his death,

which suggests there existed a more sustained tdvehildhood portraiture than

“3 The only exception to this is the pageboy attegpdim Oliver Cromwell, which has also been
included in the number presented above; Oliver Gvelin(1649) by Robert Walker (National Portrait
Gallery, London).

4 Two of the portraits include both pre- and postdmhed boys: see plates 11 and 13 in Appendix A
below.

% F. M. Godfrey,Child Portraiture From Bellini to Cezanné.ondon: The Studio Publications,
1956), pp. 8, 10.

¢ Oliver Millar, Van Dyck in EnglandLondon: National Portrait Gallery, 1982), p. 22.

4" Wrightson English Societyp. 33.
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Godfrey has allowed féf So, whilst caution must be taken not to assuraetttese
paintings are anything other than representatibmsate children of the social elite,
they do offer an insight into the accomplishmemd &aits expected of noble and
wealthy boys.

Diane Hughes has stated that ‘portraits that shategbrince in infant skirts
or with small spaniels trapped in a domestic wafidemale dresses and little dogs
had displeased the kin®’ Here, Hughes is discussing portraits of princars,
the eldest son of Charles I, and in doing so skeesathe important issue of the
extent to which a boy could cross the gender bayndailst still an infant. Ten of
the portraits examined include pre-breeched bayd,these span the period 1596-
1675°° In each of the portraits there are indicatiorat the child pictured is a boy.
Moreover, it can be argued that in each case #rerassurances of the child’s future
manhood incorporated within the composition. Ip@ssible to see that, contrary to
Will Fisher’'s assertion that boys were almost aegead during the early modern
period, the boys pictured in these portraits amy eéearly depicted as belonging to
the male sex, despite their sexual immaturity.

When boys were very young, still infants, they werast likely to be painted

wearing white silken gowns and caps, such as tbbpance Charles, Buckingham’s

8 van Dyck was appointed Principal Painter to thdajesties in 1632 until his death in 1641; see
Andrew Wilton, The Swagger Portrait: Grand Manner Portrait in Baib from Van Dyck to Augustus
John, 1630-193QLondon: Tate Gallery Publications, 1992), p. 232.

“9Hughes, ‘Representing the Family’, p. 32

* Lady Ann Pope with her Children (1596) by Marcube@rearts Il (National Portrait Gallery,
London); The Duke of Buckingham and his Family @8R Charles Il (1630); The Saltonstall Family
(c.1636-7); Five Children of Charles | (1637); T@apel Family (1640); A Lady of the Grenville
Family and her Son (1640); A Family Group, CalledThomas Browne and his Family (mid 1640s)
by William Dobson in Malcolm Roger$Villiam Dobson 1611-4@_ondon: National Portrait Gallery,
1983), p. 52; William Il (1657); Mrs Salesbury wiher Grandchildren Edward and Elizabeth Bagot
(1675-6). See plates 1-4, 11-13, 16-17 in Appe#rdbelow.
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son and two of the Capel bo¥s. At first glance it would be very difficult to
ascertain the gender of such youngsters. Wheniagdnm conjunction with girls of
approximately the same age, however, it is posdiblelentify one factor which
appears to distinguish baby boys from baby girlds’gdresses tended to be less
fitted, more loosely draped and left the shouldehgst and top of the arms bare,
whilst those of boys were more fitted and did neteal their shoulder. It is
possible that the white dresses worn by infant vegiee their baptism gowns. Being
made of white silk with detailed necklines, suctwge are clearly an indication of
wealth and purity. In the case of the portraipohce Charles in particular, it might
be reasonable to argue that this was commissigmedifieally to commemorate the
boy’'s baptism. It may also have been one of thommtioned above which
‘displeased the king'.

Within the portraiture examined, as boys grew olttey lost their white
dresses in favour of more colourful attire. Bdtle son of the Grenville family and
William 1lIl wear yellow gowns, Lady Pope’s two sqrthe son of the Saltonstall
family, prince James and the youngest son of tleevBe family are pictured in red
gowns, whilst Edward Bagot is clothed in a moressieal style comprising a blue
dress and red smock, which is reminiscent of them&westyle costume that became

increasingly fashionable in mid to late seventeamthtury paintings> The gowns

*1 See plates 2, 12, and 13 in Appendix A below.

2 Compare, for example, plates 2, 12 and 13 witm@ &1. This, however, is only a tentative
suggestion at present; many more examples of emlsliportraiture need to be analysed in order to
provide further evidence to support or rule ous gtatement.

%3 See plates 1, 3-4, 11, 16; see also A Family Gragled Sir Thomas Browne and his Family (mid
1640s), in Rogerswilliam Dobson p. 52; and also Pope with her Children (1596)n Rbman
classical dress as a feature of seventeenth-ceptutnaiture see Diana De Marly, ‘The Establishment

of Roman Dress in Seventeenth-Century Portrait{ies Burlington Magazin€l975), vol. 117, no.
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appear to be much closer in style and colour toctbdhes of older boys than those
white skirts of their infantile counterparts. Thgsmost evident in the two paintings
which depict both pre- and post-breeched broth@&he costume of prince James, for
instance, is almost exactly the same in colour sty as that of his older brother
Charles, with just three noticeable differenceanés is wearing skirts and not
breeches, his outfit has a low-cut neck line amdsblit-sleeve design of the garment
is not quite so large and prominent as that of [@k@ doublet* Within the
painting of the Browne family a similar effect ishéeved, wherein the colour and
style of the two boys’ costumes match perfectlyhwiinly one difference: the
youngest wears skirts and not breeches, as in dee with James above. The
youngster's knees are also covered with an apronjrball probability this was
merely to protect his clothes from the rabbit whits in his lap>

Animals featured within the portraiture provide somdication of the future
manhood of the boys painted, and they appear woth pre- and post-breeched
boys. In the portrait of the infant prince Chaylassmall brown and white spaniel
sits on the child’s lap, and does not look to hiagen in the original composition of
the painting’® It may be that the animal was added later, perbagefine the Stuart
pedigree of the boy. Small dogs can also be itigieaf familial bliss and this could
suggest that the child has completed the marriamgenuof Charles and Henrietta

Maria and so provided a lineage for future generati The spaniel in the portrait of

868, pp. 442-451; a clearer example of Romanesdgess is William Il (c.1668) by Jan de Baen
(National Portrait Gallery, London).

* See plate 11 in Appendix A below.

%5 See A Family Group, Called Sir Thomas Browne aisdFamily (mid 1640s) in RogerSyilliam
Dobson pp. 52.

* See plate 2 in Appendix A below; see also RobihsGi, The Face in the Corner: Animals in
Portraits from the Collections of the National Paiit Gallery (London: National Portrait Gallery
Publications, 1998), pp. 26-7.
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the family of Sir Robert Vyner holds perhaps twpamate meaning¥. On the one
hand, because it is a spaniel it could be indieatif the family’s Caroline loyalty
particularly since Vyner points toward the animdliet is situated between him and
his only son Charles. On the other hand, and gthenposition of the animal, it
could also be alluding to Charles’s loyalty andedefice to his fathéf. As with the
repeated image in thfechool of Gracealiscussed above, such a marker of reverence
or obedience was important in signalling the sodistinctions both between siblings
and also between children and their parents.

In a later portrait of prince Charles, that of 168€ is again pictured with a
dog. There are in fact two dogs within this paigti The large mastiff, which
dominates the centre of the painting, can be sksmlyg. But there is also another
dog, this time another spaniel, which sits at et of the two younger princesses,
Elizabeth and Anné’ It is the mastiff which is of concern here. Téfeer size of
the animal works to make clear the relative heeyid proportions of all the other
children®® Moreover, a mastiff is a dog meant for protectand the position of
Charles’s hand is suggestive that it is he who wifler—upon reaching full
manhood—yprotection of his younger siblings. In #@ne painting, the younger
prince James is linked to manliness through higrolitother by use of dress and
stance. His dress has already been discussed.aboterms of his stance, James is

turned slightly in order to face his brother and gaze is fixed on the large mastiff

" See plate 17 in Appendix A below.

%8 Robin Gibson has also suggested that this paatispaniel was a marker of wealth which held
connotations of a gentlemanly status as well asitmginGibson Face in the Cornempp. 30-1.

% See plate 11 in Appendix A below. This is, howewgecropped version of the painting which cuts
out the section of the painting where the smaltsg dught to be. For the full image see Milldgn
Dyck in Englandp. 71.

% See Gibsorface in the Cornempp. 28-9.
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on which Charles rests his hand. This positiosuiggestive that James too would
grow to be strong and manly, whilst at the same tsmbmitting to the authority and
protection of his older brother.

Protection is a key element of boyhood portraitame is a method through
which a boy’s manliness was demonstrated, providingassurance of his future
acquisition of full manhood. As discussed abovayge Charles was shown to offer
protection over his younger siblings through thelusion of a large dog within the
composition of the painting. More common in thetgots examined, however, is a
more pointed comment of a boy’s protection overdister's honour and chastity.
As with animals, this motif occurs in portraits lwdth pre- and post-breeched boys,
again hinting that the acquisition of at least sahéhe attributes of manliness was
just as important before the breeching age as iaftdihere is one similarity between
the Buckingham, Capel and Vyner family portrait)ieh indicates the protective
role of brothers over their sisters. Mary VillieEizabeth Capel and Bridget Hyde
are each clutching in their skirts a bundle of #osvand these are predominantly,
though not exclusively, ros&5. When a rose was incorporated into the composition
of marital portraiture it was an indication of loaamd harmony; when a rose was
depicted with a young girl it signified that shedh@ached the age wherein marital
suitors were sought after and approved of by paréamily and kif? It can be seen

within the Capel and Vyner family portraits thataabeth and Bridget offer a flower

®1 See plates 12-13, 17 in Appendix A below.

%2 See plates 22-23 in Appendix A below; an additiex@mple is the portrait of Sir Ralph Assheton
and his wife, Elizabeth Harrington (c.1670) by Bieter Lely, which is the cover illustration of
Fletcher,Gender, Sex and Subordinatjaee also Karen Hearn, ‘Sir Anthony Van Dyck’stRaots of

Sir William and Lady Killigrew, 1638, Tate Papers(2004), vol. 1, date accessed 06/08/2005,
available online:

<<http://lwww.tate.org.uk/research/tateresearchgtgters/04spring/dyck paper.htm>>
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to baby Henry and Charles respectively, whereasyMapears to be offering the

entire bundle to her brother George. In each tasd&oys reach for the flowers and
So it is possible to argue that this provides alication that brothers were supposed
to safeguard their sisters’ honour.

A variation of this compositional motif is evidewithin the portraits of the
Saltonstall, Streatfeild and Bagot familf@slt is possible that the Saltonstall family
portrait was not quite so concerned with the pitoteaole of brothers as it was with
presenting a sense of family unity, as both Saladis deceased wife Elizabeth and
recent bride Mary, as well as his three childreniacluded within the painting. The
only hint of Richard junior’s protection over hister Anne is that he holds onto her
left wrist. The posturing and positioning of SiricRard Saltonstall, his son
Richard—who was still too young for breeches—andgtiéer Anne is possibly a
method through which to communicate both a chairafééction and the line of
authority within the remnants of his first familyitt  Their domination of the left
hand side of the painting—the traditional placidpigher status—further underlines
this suggestiofif The Streatfeild family portrait is a litle mowbvious in this
regard with two of the three children, a son andgtiéer, positioned with their father
on the left hand side of the paintiffg.The linking chains of affection and authority
can once again be witnessed, as the father’s Isgpldced on his son’s head, the son
in turn places his arm around his sister's shoglderd the girl offers her father a
cherry. The third child, whom Malcom Rogers hasrokd could be either a boy or

a girl, is positioned with the mother who pointsvéwd the youngster: possibly this

%3 See plate 16 in Appendix A below.
% Hearn, ‘Sir Anthony Van Dyck’s Portraits’.

% See A Family Group, Possibly the Streatfeild Fsiniil RogersWilliam Dobson pp. 65-6.
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was her child from a previous marriage, but assttiers’ real identities are yet to be
discovered this point can only be put forward veigtution®

Within the Bagot family portrait, which is laterah those of the Saltonstall
and Streatfeild families, brotherly protection gam emphasisetl. Edward Bagot,
like Richard Saltonstall, had not yet reached theething age at the time this
portrait was painted, but this does not diminist piotective duty over his sister
Elizabeth. Edward’s protective role is evidencgdHte fact that he hands a doll of
the Virgin Mary to his infant sister. Despite tReman Catholic connotations of the
doll, and the Catholic religion of the portraitlsihn Michael Wright who painted the
work, it is unlikely that any comment was being madgarding the religion of the
Bagot family as they had a tradition of both acttogcurtail popery and passively
tolerating it; however, less certainty can be gitenthe Salesbury line of the
family.®® The inclusion of the doll, and the compositiontieé work, is more than
likely an emulation of the Madonna with Child wiflohn the Baptist, That it is
Edward who hands the doll to his younger sistendscative that it was his role to
safeguard her honour. Both pre- and post-breebtlogd, it has been suggested,
assumed this role and this is indicative that iswiasired by parents at least that
boys from their infancy should display manlinessa dsture promise of manhood.

It is not unreasonable to argue that the type ofrpiture under discussion
here was intended to illustrate early, manly acd@hments in pre- and post-

breeched boys, therefore situating them firmly witthe male sex rather than the a-

% Roger,William Dobson p. 65.

%7 See plate 3 in Appendix A below.

% M. W. Greensdale, ‘Bagot Familpér. c.1490-1705)’, irDxford Dictionary of National Biography
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004, online §ddate accessed 15.09.2007.

% See the online description of the work, first aseel 29.07.2004:
<<http://lwww.tate.org.uk/collection/T/T06/T06750]&>>
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gendered categorisation which Will Fisher has natdi® Moreover, it can be seen
that one purpose of the portraits which featuregslwas to present those children as
mini-men. Portraits of post-breeched boys mostrgtidy the mini-man function of
portraiture. Two works, those of the princes Gdadnd James, painted in 1639 by
Cornelius Johnson, are very similar in style aredabviously intended to be pendant
portraits’* Aside from their similarities to each other, ttehyow a stark resemblance
to the 1631 portrait of their father by Daniel Mys¢?> The composition is almost
identical with only a few differences, and these arimarily concerned with
highlighting the kingship of Charles. The two basteind in an almost identical
position to that of each other and of their fathéithe portraits of the two boys were
to be hung together, the position of prince Chasleshe left would be demonstrative
of his relative authority between the two princéghat Charles | would have been
aged thirty-one at the time his portrait was palnend the two boys would only be
aged nine and six, coupled with their similaritycmmposition, is highly suggestive
that the princes were painted in the mini-man sofl@ortraiture. This is not to
suggest that they were no longer considered clmdher it is indicative of their
future manhood, and this argument can be appli@t¢b of the portraits of William
lll, prince Charles, Henry Prince of Wales, prirkaames, Walter Raleigh junior and
Arthur Capel junior® Whilst it can be argued that these paintings vadrestate
portraits, commissioned only to demonstrate thength and stability of the
monarchy and commonwealth, it cannot be denied tihey also relay desired

attributes of manhood.

" Fisher, ‘The Renaissance Beard’, pp. 175-179.

" See plates 6, 9 in Appendix A below.

2 Charles | (1631) by Daniel Mytens (National Pdtt@&allery, London).
3 See plates 4-11, 13 in Appendix A below.
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Boys of all ages were, then, encouraged to achients of manliness. But,
there is some suggestion that these lessons weteldsnt during the years of
adolescence.The Office of Christian Parentgsrovides a good illustration of how
advice to children was tailored according to tlagje. From the contents page it can
be seen that the chapters are divided into ageesasgch as pre-birth, from birth to
seven years, from seven to fourteen, and from deurtto twenty-eight or until
marriage’® Learning the attributes of manhood was a cumicalktivity for boys
which was practised in adolescence, and of whittkefa were the teachers—at least
at the level of prescription—and this idea is atemveyed through portraiture of
high-ranking fathers and sons.

The Capel family portrait, which was painted by @xius Johnson in circa
1640, offers some indication that fathers instrddigeir sons on the attributes of
manhood” In this painting it can be seen that there aneumber of children
depicted: two girls and three boys. The positignof the three boys is highly
suggestive. The baby is sat on his mother's kmekraaches towards his sisters.
His appearance leaves some room for ambiguity deggrhis sex but, as it was
suggested above, there remain clear indicationthefinfant's manliness. Of the
eldest two sons only one has been breeched, batdoetpositioned closest to their
father. As it will be discussed later, breechisgally occurred at around age six and
was the process through which a boy lost his skirtfavour of breeches. It is
possible that the position of the two eldest solas & method only of providing
balance to the portrait, but it is more likely thtatvas to illustrate that the boys were
under the instruction of their father in learningnhto become men. The eldest son

in particular stands in an almost identical positim that of his seated father,

" Anon, The Office of Christian parentspntents page.

> See plate 13 in Appendix A below.
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emulating the older man. The boy holds his hatickviis exactly the same as his
father’s, in the same way the father holds the geumoy. There is little doubt that
the son was painted in imitation of his fatheraawini-man, a visual representation
of behavioural instruction.

Another portrait, that of Sir Walter Raleigh and kidest son, painted by an
unknown artist in 1602 also suggests that fathesgructed their sons on how to
become me® Here, the mini-man function of the picture is mqrominently
defined as only man and boy are painted. The $&aleigh’s eldest son who in this
portrait was aged nine. Raleigh junior is standm@n almost identical position to
that of his father, again emulating the older made has on a similar costume,
although his is blue and not white. He holds mlbit hand a hat identical to that of
his father. The boy’s hat is in his hand, rattemt on his head, to show his social
inferiority to Raleigh, as discussed above. Ra&lgigior is holding gloves in his
right hand, and because he is holding and not wgdnis gloves this can be seen as
another marker of respect, again suggestive ofrelete towards his father. Both
this portrait and that of the Capel family offeretimpression that fathers were
playing the part of role models for their offspripgoviding real images of the
attributes of manhood for their male children. Thmi-man method of painting,
which depicts sons almost as replicas of theirdiaghis clear evidence of this role-
playing, and of the importance placed on boys legrthe traits of manhood whilst
still young. Moreover, such portraits imply thaese lessons were likely to begin
before the age of breeching had been reached, muised during the years of

adolescence.

" See plate 10 in Appendix A below.
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That learning the lessons to acquire manhood wasimiary concern during
the years of adolescence, does not mean that ywaysywere not encouraged to do
so from an earlier age. Portraits of both veryngand older boys hint at manly
attributes, such as Thomas and Henry, in the 189Bgit of Lady Ann Pope, that of
Edward Bagot, each of those of prince Charles glubgprince Henry, prince James,
Walter Raleigh, George Villiers and Henry Caffel.ln each example the boys’
manliness is suggested through the inclusion dieeisome sort of weapon or toy.
Thomas Pope, prince Charles, prince Henry and WRIadeigh each hold swords,
whilst Henry Pope holds a bow and arrow, EdwarddBagtoy horse and the infants
Charles, George and Henry are each painted witktla end pacifier. Each example
can be read as a signifier of manliness and a g®mi future manhood and this
motif, as it will be suggested in chapter five lvelaontinued to be significant in

portraits of men in full adulthood.

The Breeching Ceremony

The breeching ceremony was in all probability apanant moment in any boy’s
life, regardless of his social status. As Marg@ptfford’s research has shown,
clothing constituted the second largest expenditurdne maintenance of orphaned
children after food and boafd. The cost of boys’ breeches, for example, before
1660 was on average 3s. 11d., whilst during thesy®&60-1700 this cost had risen
to 5s. 11d., comprising a massive 51 per cent asaen price. However, in 1703
competitively priced breeches could still be fourd.Canterbury, for instance, large

boys’ breeches could be bought from a salesmaBdo6d., whilst those for small

" See Pope with her Children (1596); see also pl&s5-10, 12-13.
8 Margaret Spufford, ‘The Cost of Apparel in Sevent#-Century England, and the Accuracy of
Gregory King’,Economic History Revie{2000), vol. 53:4, pp. 677-705, especially p. 681.
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boys were cheaper at 2/6t.Spufford’s work has further revealed that desfie
inflation in textile prices, which ‘had been neaclyntinuous from the 1570s until the
1670s’, even children of the lower sorts, includithgse of craftsmen and labourers,
would have had benefit of new clotff@sMoreover, for those poorer still, there was
the flourishing second-hand clothes trade which ld/duave provided access to
cheaper clothing for the ‘millions of lesser fotkaking do with secondhand as long
as the cost of new materials kept those items btftair reach® So, at around the
age of six years old a boy would be given his foair of breeches, whether newly
made, newly bought or second-hand, and this mattkedeginning of his journey
into the adult world.

The first pair of breeches provided just causec&ebration and remark. Just
as Lady Anne Clifford saw fit to record of her datey Margaret ‘the first time the
Child put on a pair of Whalebone Bodice’ and hénstfcoat that was laced with
Lace’ as well as ‘her crimson velvet Coat lacechveitver, which was the®1velvet
Coat she ever had’, so similar mention was madmyg$’ first breeche® Sir Henry
Slingsby noted in 1641 that he had sent from Londosuit of clothes for my son
Thomas, being the first breeches and doublet thavier had’. His tailor had made
the suit but, as Slingsby further recorded, ‘it was soon for him to wear them,

being but five years old’. The reason for suchrengature purchase being that ‘his

¥ Margaret SpuffordThe Great Reclothing of Rural England: Petty Chapraed their Wares in the
Seventeenth Centu¢izondon: Hambledon Press, 1984), p. 123.

8 Spufford, ‘The Cost of Apparel’, pp. 687-691, catin p. 687, figures p. 688.

8. Beverly Lemire, ‘Consumerism in Preindustrial aRarly Industrial England: the Trade in
Secondhand Clotheslpurnal of British Studie§1988), vol. 27:1, pp. 1-24, quotation p. 3. Hwse

of a lesser-moral fibore—or those with no other chei-the trade in stolen clothes may also have
provided opportunity to purchase cheaper, or elageb an exchange for clothing, see Beverly
Lemire, ‘The Theft of Clothes and Popular Consusrarin Early Modern EnglandJournal of
Social History(1990), vol. 24:2, pp. 255-276.

82 Clifford, Diaries, 28 April 1617, 2 May 1617, 1 January 1619, pp.6&8
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mother had a desire to see him in them, how a promm would be®® In the
mindset of Thomas’s parents at least, wearing he=ewould give the small boy the
semblance of a man. Thomas Isham’s younger brbtiebto wait longer for his first
pair of breeches. In November 1671, Isham noteldisnournal that their servant
Katherine ‘went to Northampton and bought cloth Bmother Ferdinando’s first
breeches® Given that Ferdinando was born in April 1663, weuld have been
aged eight at the time this diary entry was pennddwever, whether or not these
were his first pair of breeches, or simply thetfpair made specifically for him is
unclear.

Recording the occasion of giving a son his filat pf breeches was not only
significant in terms of him taking the first stapthe rite of passage to becoming a
man, but it also marked the successful rearingaffila past the age of infancy. The
demographers Wrigley and Schofield have estimdtati34.4 per cent of all deaths
were those of children under the age of ten yekltsnopre-industrial England. In
addition, their study of the records of eight paes for the years 1550-1649
establishes that around one quarter of all childvenld not live to see their tenth
birthday and that, not surprisingly, death was nig&ly to occur during the first
year of life®® Conversely, Peter Laslett’s research suggestsdimng the years
1550-1749 roughly 20 per cent of live-born boysddgthin their first year of life,

and this figure dropped to around 15 per cent o$¢haged between one and rihe.

8 Henry Slingsby, ‘Diary’, 1641, in, HoulbrookEnglish Family Lifep. 147.

8 Thomas Isham, ‘Journal’, November 1671, in Houttike English Family Lifep. 164.

8 R. Schofield and E. A. Wrigley, ‘Infant and ChiMortality in England in the late Tudor and Early
Stuart Period’, in C. Webster edHealth, Medicine and Mortality in the Sixteenth @enp
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979)dditeWrightsonEnglish Societyp. 105.

% peter LaslettThe World We Have Lost: Explored Furthgiondon: Taylor and Francis e-Library,
2001 edn), p. 112.
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Nevertheless, the birth rate rarely fell beneathdbath rate during the early modern
period and, as Wrigley and Schofield’s work suggiestughly 31 per cent of the
population were aged fourteen or under in 1886t might be safe to imagine, as
Laslett has, that right up until the Victorian eeamilies were ‘in the perpetual
presence of their young offspring’ and, moreovbkat tin the pre-industrial world
there were children everywhef&'.

Despite this, rearing boys beyond the years ofniyacould be a very
difficult and somewhat emotional task that was gumranteed to be successful. The
rather ambiguous conformist minister Isaac ArcHer, instance, fathered nine
children of whom only his second daughter, Anneyigad into adulthood® Of his
three sons, William, the eldest, did not live beydine age of three. His second son
fared worse and did not live more than a few housfortunately, his first two sons
died within two months of each other, reminiscehhis own childhood when his
mother, sister and brother died within quick sust®s Archer blamed the death of
his eldest son on his own nonchalant attitude tds/éine death of the second baby
boy and regarded the double loss as God’'s punishfoeerhis lack of remorse,
writing ‘the Lord knew how to strike to the hedny taking away my joy, strength,
builder of my house, and by casting my crown togrmund!. Archer later noted in
his diary that ‘since God tooke away my two boyesdsed not privately to pray for

another to make up my losse.” His prayers werevared and on 14 February 1678

87 Laslett's work suggests that the birth rate feltidg the mid to late seventeenth century, and
attributes this to higher levels of out-migratiomainly to North America; see Laslefthe World We
Have Lost chapter 5, especially p. 108; E. A. Wrigley andSRhofield,The Population History of
England, 1541-1871: a Reconstructirondon: Edward Arnold, 1981), pp. 217-8.

8 aslett,The World We Have Lqgtp. 118, 119.

8 Archer,Diary, p. 4. Itis not known when Anne died but she siilkalive exactly one day after her
30" birthday (4 April 1700), when she gave birth to Haughter Frances, see p. 184. For Archer’s

ambiguity regarding religious conformity and hitatenship to nonconformity sd@iary, pp. 21-7.
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his third son, Isaac, was born. However, his j@swo be dashed just five months
later and Archer’s distress at the death of higdteon Isaac is evident: ‘my son of
prayer, desire, and hopes is taken awdl!".

The death of John Evelyn’s first son prompted kanwrite a rather lengthy
tribute honouring the boy in hBiary.”* Either in truth or in mournful hyperbole, it
can be seen that at five years old Richard Evelgs guite a well-accomplished
child. Evelyn described the boy as ‘a prodigie\ditt & understanding; for beauty
of body a very Angel, & for endowments of mind,infredible & rare hopes’. He
claimed of the child that God had ‘dressed up atSdifor himselfe’ and upon the
boy’s funeral he noted ‘here ends the joy of mg,l& for which | go ever mourning
to the grave® Evelyn claimed that at just two and a half yealts his son could
‘perfectly reade any of the English, Latine, FrenctGothic letters; pronouncing the
three first languages exactly’. By five years géaRichard could read most writing,
had mastered grammar, learnt nearly all Frenchlatith primitive words and he
could translate Latin into English and vice verddoreover, he could write legibly,
remember and recite verse and plays, had skillithraetic, he had learnt all of his
catechism and demonstrated ‘his apt & ingenioudiegmn of Fables & Morals’,
all of which ‘far exceeding his age & experient&'The death of such a prodigy was
clearly a great loss to Evelyn, and a similarly &ormal tribute was penned on the

death of his daughter Mary, but one of his sonisnJived well into maturity?

%0 See ArcherDiary, September 1649, 25 August 1675, 30 October 16¥February 1679, 16 July
1679, pp. 47, 150-1, 157, 159, quotations pp. 157, 159.

°1 See EvelynDiary, 27 January 1658, 30 January 1658, pp. 350-354.

%2 Evelyn,Diary, quotations pp. 351, 352, 353-4.

% Evelyn,Diary, quotations pp. 351, 352.

% Evelyn,Diary, 7-14 March 1685, pp. 714-15, 719-20
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William Coe, a farmer of gentlemanly status fromff@ll, enjoyed better
success in rearing his sons into adulthood thaacls@archer and John Evelyn,
although he too suffered losses. Of his fourtdafdien from two marriages, two
sons and one daughter died in their infancy. Fafuhis sons, William, Henry,
Thomas and James survived at least into their méhies. Coe’s diary, however, is
not nearly as rich in detail nor as family orieathas that of Archer, and so many of
the more intimate emotions which have been ideutifin Archer’'s accounts are
lacking in that of Co& No comment is made of any of his sons’ first pafir
breeches, although frequent observation is madeheir falls, accidents and
mishaps® Ralph Josselin, who was the vicar of Earls Coltssex, for over forty
years, saw two of his sons, Thomas and John, redcimaturity. Of the two
brothers, only John’s first pair of breeches isedah Josselin’®iary. The boy was
breeched exactly two weeks after his sixth birthaiag it was evidently a moment of
pride for Josselin, who wrote, ‘John put in breegHenever saw two sons so clad
before’?” So, it can be seen that it was indeed a causeelebration when sons
reached the age at they were to be breeched, agidle of infancy had been

overcome and the first step in the rite of passeagecomplete.

Conclusion
Will Fisher has argued that boys ‘were quite lilgra different gender from men

during the early modern periotf. If this is true for the depiction of boys in

% See Matthew Storey’s introduction to the diarZime,Diary, pp. 27-37.

% For examples see CoBjary, 10 December 1711, 13 July 1712, 15 December 171 2anuary
1714, 18 June 1716, 24 March 1719, 6 April 1720J@9 1724, pp. 230, 231, 235, 237, 239, 242-3,
244, 254.

%7 Josselinpiary, 3 October 1657, p. 407.

% Fisher, ‘The Renaissance Beard’, p. 175.
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Renaissance literature, the focus of Fisher’s stitadertainly is not true for accounts
in prescriptive texts and conduct literature, pottre and testimonials taken from
seventeenth century diarists. Fisher’s claim wmapgart grounded on the arguments
put forward by Thomas Laqueur who asserted thdy @aodern male and female
bodies were placed along an unfixed axis of degrek not differencé® As was
suggested in chapter two above, however, the glidaale of corporeal distinction
comprised only one facet of the early modern bedigticture regarding human
biology, physiology and anatomical understanding. much wider spectrum of
knowledge was in existence than Laqueur allowed fomay be the case that some
fear existed that boys’ bodies could morph intodénform, or that boys had a more
feminine rather than masculine appearance, butgoeathat they were ‘a different
gender from men’ is overstressing the point toekieeme.

Boys, it has been argued here, were placed firmtiginvthe realms of the
male sex even from the years of infancy, desp#e #exual immaturity. Portraiture,
like the literature examined by Fisher, cannot &leeh to be representative of all
boyhood experience. But, as Cunningham has argueésl,mportant to separate
childhood experience from perceptions of childhé¥dThe perceptions of boyhood
examined within this chapter reveal that parents raoralists alike were anxious to
ensure the manliness of male offspring and lookeaérly indicators of their future
manhood. Such assurances were just as signifiifote the age of breeching as
after it. It would appear that the traits of maebs were beginning to be learnt by
boys whilst they were still very young, to be prsetl in adolescence and, as chapter

four will indicate, such practice continued throoghthe years of youth.

% Thomas LaqueumMaking Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks to dF¢@ambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1990).
1% cunninghamgChildren and Childhoodpp. 1-4.
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Chapter 4.
‘His Emblem is a Goat’: Youth®

They that will honour win must dare to fight.
The choicest of his youth thus spent and gone,
Arrivd at thirty or at thirty oné.

His wanton Flames are now blown up,

His mind is all on Firé.
The years which comprised youth have most oftem lelerstood and described as
the most dangerous period of life for men, and ithisue for contemporaries as well
as for historian$. It was the time of life demarked by lust, wilfels, misrule and
impatience’. But it was also the period in which the most bdsiindations of full
manhood were laid out. It was whilst in youth thating men turned their hand to a
trade or, for those of higher rank, finished theitucatiorf. Male sociability and
interaction was fundamental to the years of younth, @s it will be shown drinking,

gaming and fighting could form an integral partafyoung man’s experience of

! R. B.The Vanity of the Life of Man: Represented in tixeef Several Stages Thereof, from His Birth
to His Death(London, 1698), p. 9.

2 Anon, Youths Lookinglasd_ondon, 1660), p. 9.

% The Vanity of the Life of Man: Represented in tee Several Stages Thereof, from His Birth to
His Death(London, 1698), p. 11.

* Paul Griffiths, Youth and Authority: Formative Experiences in Engla1560-1640New York:
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 34-48g also Susan Brigden, ‘Youth and the English
Reformation’,Past and Preser(L982) no. 95, pp. 37-67.

®> Samuel Pomfrefd Directory for Youth Through all the Difficultidstending that State of Life: Or a
Discourse of Youthful Lus{déondon, 1693); see also Alexandra Shepdtdanings of Manhood in
Early Modern England(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), espegiathapter 4; Elizabeth
Foyster, ‘Boys Will Be Boys? Manhood and Aggressib®60-1800’, in Tim Hitchcock and Michéle
Cohen edsEnglish Masculinities 1660-18Q®arlow: Longman, 1999), pp. 151-166.

® Griffiths, Youth and Authoritypp. 147-69, 330-35; Steven Smith, ‘The London rspices as
Seventeenth-Century Adolescenjst and Presentl973), no. 61, pp. 149-161; Steven Smith, ‘The
Ideal and Reality: Apprentice-Master RelationshipsSeventeenth-Century LondorHistory of
Education Quarterly (1981), vol. 21:4, pp. 449-459; Anthony Fletchggender, Sex and
Subordination 1500-180(New Haven: London: Yale University Press, 19@bgpter 15.
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growing up. And, finally, it was in youth that yogimen also boasted of their sexual
conquests—real or imagined—and began courting womesn attempt to find a
wife.” The years of youth were of vital importance ie firocess of acquiring full
manhood, and it was precisely this which made ysutth a dangerous stage of life.
Whilst it appears that moralists, preachers andrgaralike were most anxious that
young men worked hard, were pious and sought aldaitvoman to marry, it would
seem that such often-repeated advice frequentlpriedeaf ears.

This chapter will examine the differing ways iniath youth was understood
during the long seventeenth century. Assessin@xhent to which this phase of life
was considered to be a preparatory stage in theepsoof acquiring full manhood
will be of chief importance here. Prescriptivelédture, and father-son advice books,
will be examined in order to explore youth as begingnarily a period of training for
adulthood. Following on from this, the extent thigh youth provided opportunity
for young men to assert dictates of manliness wdidgdctly contested the patriarchal
ideal will be considered. That moralists throughthe period saw fit to lecture
against drinking in particular, is suggestive tdainkenness remained problematic
across the entire long seventeenth century. Euslemawn from the secular and
ecclesiastical court records of Nottinghamshird i examined alongside ballads
and prescriptive texts in order to establish howdanking, gaming and fighting
formed a particular form of manliness which wascompetition with patriarchal
manhood. The chapter will then go on to exploréeriemale relationships, and will
consider the significance of courtship and sexdocepts of male identities. An
examination of court records and cheap print wdl Used to suggest that whilst

courtship was a serious undertaking, casual seen@unters could both bolster and

" Bernard Capp, ‘The Double Standard Revisited: &b Women and Male Sexual Reputation in
Early Modern EnglandPast and Presen{tt999), no. 162, pp. 70-100.
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undermine a young man’s reputation. It is thentiea of this chapter to argue that
youth, during the early modern period, was underston terms that both

underpinned and undermined the patriarchal order.

Training for Adulthood
Moralists’ concern with the instruction and directiof male youth, in particular,
was born from the anticipation that a young marukhmarry, thereby establishing
an independent household, father children and vinaik to maintain his family.
This expectation worked to reinforce the patriareth@al. There was little indication
within the prescriptive literature directed at matmuth to suggest that they would
not marry and assume a patriarchal role withinesgci The time of life when male
physiology was at its hottest in humoral terms, #merefore most prone to and
encumbered with lust and high spirits, was also ghgod in which young men
needed to rein in their tempers and desires, aga lpritting into practice all they
had learnt in becoming a man. In many ways, youthk considered to be the most
critical stage of life for a man, fraught as it weish danger and difficulties, as it was
the period where the most crucial steps towardewdriy full manhood were taken.
Much of the prescriptive literature, which took ttoem of a father’s advice
to his children, was directed at male youth whoenagoproaching the age when they
should have been thinking about setting up theimn awdependent households. Even
though such advice books were ostensibly direcmsdatds the author’'s own
children, the very fact they were printed to bedssiggests the intended readership

was always beyond that of the immediate fariljthe author of the 1678 advice

® See, for example, Henry MassingbeFtie Counsell and Admonition of Henry Massingberg. &s
His Children(London, 1656); Archibald Argyldnstructions to a Son by Archibald, Late Marquis of
Argyle (London, 1661); Matthew Hale$he Father's New-Years-Gift to His Son: ContainiDigers
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manualThe Father’'s Legacy: Or Counsels to his ChildreMhree Partswhich was
licensed by Roger L’Estrange, openly stated thhbalgh the book was addressed to
his sons he was writing for a far wider readershiphe author explained his
intentions for the work in the preface, writing, shall be in this place then, Reader,
where | make no difference betwixt thy Son and rfnét is possible that such
advice manuals were not actually intended for thiédien of the authors, but that
addressing them as such was a technique for ergingrenore sales, much like the
‘true story’ performances of ballads identified bjatascha Wiirzbacfi. On the
other hand, such texts could be examples of thaseatp works of advice,
admonition and counsel that entered the public dgontarough printing, which
Martyn Bennett has described to be ‘crossing thandary of manuscript and
published text’ Nevertheless, the directions given in this tygepmscriptive
literature always served the same purpose: toucisyroung men in the ways and
means to properly conduct themselves throughout ltfegime.

There were also those texts which were primarilgceoned with piety—
mostly written by clergymen—that insisted upon gielus devotion, particularly
during the years of youth. Since many of thesegsyqf text were printed during the

1680s, they are perhaps evidence more of politiwadmentary than one specifically

Useful and Necessary Directions How to Order HifmBelth in Respect to this Life and that Which is
to Come(London, 1685).

° Anon, The Father’s Legacy: Or Counsels to his ChildreThree PartgLondon, 1678), sig. 8

19 Natascha Wiirzbacihe Rise of the English Street Ballad, 1550-1658mbridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1990).

1 Martyn Bennett, ‘Gender and Education in the Eétlydern Period’Defining Gender, 1450-1910
(Adam Matthew Publications, 2003); further examp#ésuch include Dorothy Leigi,he Mother’s
Blessing: or, the Godly Counsaile of a Gentle-womidot Long Deceased, Left Behind For Her
Children (London, 1629); Elizabeth Jocelyfhe Mother's Legacy to Her Unborne Chil@@&" edn.
London, 1625).
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concerning the lack of morality amongst the youftthe later seventeenth centdfy.
However, even if this is the case, because suchsneere directed primarily toward
a youthful audience, it is highly suggestive thmas fparticular stage of life was open
to influence—both good and bad—and needed to kexted by more senior and
authoritative persons. So, common to the condaok®$ directed at youth was the
expectation that young men would marry and fornir ten ‘little commonwealth’.
As a result, the advice that was given was focusseall aspects of life, both public
and private. Sons were counselled on speech,,dresduct, choosing a spouse,
raising their own children, proper treatment ofvaets, making friends and avoiding
bad company, work, reading, piety, eating and danigpland a whole range of other
behaviour besideS. The chief factor underlying such advice was thpdrtance of
acquiring and maintaining a good reputation, whi@s central to both prescriptions
of manhood and manliness.

If Alexandra Shepard’s reading of father-son adwoeks of the earlier half

of the seventeenth century is correct, whereincthiened that the key to achieving

2 Thomas VincentThe Good Work Begun in the Day of Grace, with thditton of a Cautionary
Letter, Sent Unto Some Youths by an Unknown Agtlemdon, 1673); Samuel PecKye Best Way to
Mend the World, and to Prevent the Growth of PopbgyPerswading the Rising Generation to an
Elderly and Serious Practice of Pieflyondon, 1680); Henry Hesketlihe Importance of Religion to
Young Persons Represented in a Serrflandon, 1683); Christopher NesA&, Spiritual Legacy:
Being a Pattern of Piety for all Young Persons Riae(London, 1684); A. Tompking) Few Words
of Counsel and Advice to all the Sons and Daughtérslen; More Especially to the Children of
Believers(London, 1687); Samuel Pomfre&i, Sermon Preach’d to Young Peojfle&ondon, 1698);
Anon, Serious Advice and Directions to all, EspeciallyMoung People, How They May Hear and
Read the Word of Go@Edinburgh, 1700).

13 See, for example, Francis Hawkitguths Behaviour, Or Decency in Conversation Amokigs
(London, 1646), which discusses such issues as goodersation, how to properly address others,
table manners and walking; John Duntdhe Knowledge of the World: Or the Art of Well Eatirey
Youth, Through the Various Conditions of Lif®ndon, 1694), which is primarily concerned witte
importance of education and on choosing a tutor.
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manhood was balance, then this is one aspect afucbiterature which remained
constant throughout the entire long seventeenttiuogl The words of Henry
Massingberd, ‘a middle condition renders man maesiply’, seem to be particularly
pertinent heré> In 1649, the advice of Edward Burton to his ostn counselled
that a balanced life was a godly life, and he ferthsserted that ‘thou must bridle
and breake thy will in many things, if thou wilivé a quiet life*® Archibald
Argyle’s instruction to his son, printed posthumlgus 1661, also promoted balance
when he cautioned ‘be not offended at every injwipnk sometimes at your wrong,
but beware of unnecessary revendés’Argyle’s instructions are interesting too,
because those directed to his eldest son and ttwoee rest of his children’ were
made separately, the indication being that thesélden was in need of a more
pointed tutoring concerning all aspects of life that of his younger siblings.
Indeed, ‘the rest of his children’ were told ‘towcEldest Brother, who is the Prince
of your Family, shew your selves obedient and Igvihe is my substitute, your
honour is bound up in hi$®8 Such a statement is reminiscent of the depiatibn
protection within boyhood portraiture which wasatissed in chapter three above.
Henry Hales'sNew-Years-Gift to His Somprinted in 1685, also proclaimed
balance to be necessary during the years of yolitinas his contention ‘that you
ought to be very moderate in your Eating, Drinkii8leeping and Recreations’,

because moderation was a lesson in self-governtheself-government, above all

4 ShepardMeanings of Manhoqgp. 30-38.

!> MassingberdThe Counsell and Admonition of Henry Massingberdl31.

16 Edward BurtonThe Father’s Legacy: Or Burton’s Collectiofisondon, 1649), p. 32.

7 Argyle, Instructions to a Sqrp. 16.

'8 For the instructions ‘To His Other Children’ seegfle, Instructions to a Sqrpp. 20-28, quotation
p. 22.

9 Hales, The Father's New-Years-Gift to His Sqn 40.
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else, was what enabled men in full manhood not tmlgnaintain their jurisdiction
over all their social and familial inferiors, but justify such authority too. Strength
of reason, which was the cornerstone of self-gau@ra and the governing of others,
provided the foundation on which patriarchal autiyovas built. It was essential to
the continuance of the social order that male ygyplarticularly those of noble birth
or wealth, learnt how to control themselves, thempers and their lusts. Moreover,
it was crucial that these lessons were taught wimlsyouth to be mastered later
whilst in manhood. And, furthermore, it can berséeat the dictates of the early
seventeenth century still carried weight almosemtary later. In the year 1697, the
anonymous tracA Word in Season, Or An Essay to Promote Good-Hudblyain
Hard and Difficult Timeswhich was only sixteen pages in length, dedicagaen of
these to recounting and synopsising some of thdagge from William Cecil’s
father-son advice book of 16$1.That such advice was repeated and reprinteckat th
very end of the seventeenth century is highly sstijge of the permanence of
moderation and self-government to the prescriptaaihood and manliness.
Reputation, the opinion of others and the inwardcgetion of the self as a
means of pious self-knowing, vied for prominencehm the conduct literature
directed at male youth, both father-son advice atmdrwise. Every aspect of a

man’s life could play a role in building his chatercor ‘good name?! Central to the

2 Anon, A Word in Season, Or An Essay to Promote Good-Hdlyan Hard and Difficult Times:
Being, in Part, Advice From a Gentleman to His Somradesmen in Londor{London, 1697); cf.
William Cecil, The Counsell of a Father to His Sonne, in Ten Sdiveérecepts(London, 1611), cited
in ShepardMeanings of Manhoqa. 35.

21 On the importance of a good name and, consequemdyit see Shepart¥eanings of Manhoqd
chapters 6, 7; Shepard, ‘Manhood, Credit and Relyain Early Modern England, c. 1580-1640’,
Past and Presen2000), no. 167, pp. 75-106. For female reputasiee Laura Gowing, ‘Gender and
the Language of Insult in Early Modern Londadistory Workshop Journdl1993), vol. 35, pp. 1-21;

compare with Garthine Walker, ‘Expanding the Boureta of Female Honour in Early Modern
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advice given to male youth is a sense of an iasithh of, and an insistence upon, the
concepts of order, place and hard work. So, fangde, advice manuals instructed
young men on how to choose a good wife, and onntipertance of not being idle.
The conduct boolddvice of a Fatherwhich was printed for Brabazon Aylmer in
1688, counselled that marriage was the most impbttansaction of life, but that it
was also the one most given to chance, claiming tha
it being impossible to perceive the imperfectiofisither person, till
experience hath made way for bitter Repentancether things we try
before we buy, but here we are forced to takeratrast®?
This fatherly counsel goes on to instruct the veays to avoid a bad marriage,
stressing in particular, that ‘a bad woman can nevake a good wife’, to ‘choose
rather by the ear, than by the eye’, and, ‘martyame too much above thee in birth.’
The latter advice was particularly important as@nan born of higher rank would
‘prove thy mistress, or expect it ... to whom you dree a servant, if not a slavé'.
It was also, according to thedvice of a Fathernot wise to marry a woman much
below your own status, again highlighting that ‘oiel of the road’ tract which
would lead to full manhootf. Conversely, the advice bodie Office of Christian

parents printed in Cambridge in 1616, was less concemigldl the status or wealth

England’, Transactions of the Royal Historical Socidt}996), sixth series, 6, pp. 235-245; and
Faramerz Dabhoiwala, ‘The Construction of Honowp®ation and Status in Late Seventeenth- and
Early Eighteenth-Century England’ransactions of the Royal Historical Soci€¢l96), sixth series,

6, pp. 201-213.

?2 Brabazon AylmerThe Advice of a Father, Or, Counsel to a Childedting Him how to demean
Himself in the most important passages of this (Litandon, 1688), pp. 29-35, quotation p. 30.

2 Aylmer, The Advice of a Fathepp. 31, 32, 33.

24 Aylmer, The Advice of a Fathepp. 30-35.
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of potential marriage partners, than with theirtpf@ However, as it will be
discussed below, counsel on the care needed instigpa wife was not contained
only to advice literature: broadside ballads, toayld offer young men both useful
instruction and direction in making such a choexed also provide warnings of the
consequences of a bad decision.

Warnings made against idleness were double-etfgéstly, being idle led
to a possible negligence of household and workedutand secondly, it had the
potential to lead to greater sins and immoralftfeThere is a stressed importance on
being honest and hard working, but also on not wgrkor nothing. This point is
made repeatedly throughout tAdvice of a Fatherwherein it is advised to ensure
labour provided reward:

It is a poor Trade that will not pay a mans pahmes;hath little enough

that only lives by his labour; and it is very haifdtwo hands cannot

maintain back and belly; it is a beggerly blazettis not worth the

blowing?®
Working from dawn till dusk was the most profitalaled most proper use of time.
Idleness not only jeopardised the family economyalso allowed more time for

immoral pursuits and leisure. Indeed, Isaac Arshexcollection of his own youth

5 Anon, The Office of Christian Parents Shewing How Chidege to be Gouerned Throughout All
Ages and Times of Their Lif€ambridge, 1616), pp. 201-03.

% For masterless young people see, Paul Griffithtgsterless Young People in Norwich, 1560-
1645’, in Paul Griffiths, Adam Fox and Steve Hindlds., The Experience of Authority in Early
Modern EnglandBasingstoke: Macmillan, 1996), pp. 146-186.

" See, for example, Anod Short Testimony From Some of Those that are Gortine Obedience of
the Gospel(London, 1677); Keach, BWar with the Devil: Or the Young Mans Conflict withe
Powers of DarknesgLondon, 1675); Richard KiddefThe Young Mans Dutylondon, 1671);
Younge, R.,Armour of Proof, Or a Sovereign Antidote, Agairts¢ iContagion of Evil Company
(London, 1664).

2 Aylmer, The Advice of a Fathep. 133
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was filled with the perception, and regret, thathiael wasted his youthful years in
idle pursuits in part due to the company he had.Keprhe author offhe Father’s
Legacycounseled his sons not to waste their time spgnttiair money and their
reputation playing games such as chess, dice, amoleard games. According to the
‘father’, chess consumed the mind and pitted one against another, glorifying the
winner, and shaming the loser. Dice was a gami$ars, thieves and blasphemers.
Table and card games were, accordinJhe Father's Legacgyof a lesser danger,
requiring both skill and luck. Here, it was noethame but the cheating which the
‘father’ cautioned againé?. Drunkenness, swearing, keeping bad company aral, t
lesser extent fighting, were all lectured agaimstthe conduct advice literature
directed at male youth. However, as it will becdssed below, such activity was
undertaken by male youth (and those of full manhood

As this chapter will go on to discuss, there setise a discord between the
dictates of male behaviour as laid out in pressmptexts, which worked to bolster
patriarchy, and the bravado of youthfulness, whvels in need of constant check by
moralists and parents alike. In each of the exampf conduct manuals directed at
male youth, the advice was offered with the intmf instructing young men how
best to achieve and maintain a good reputatiornad choice of wife could render a
man open to criticism, mockery and worse if she wasold, physically abusive or
an adulteress. Idleness tempted immoral behaveuah as gaming and gambling,
which spent credit, both monetary and repute. ifrfgortance placed on reputation,
or good worth, is highlighted particularly & Cap of Grey Hairs for a Greenhead

wherein the entire final section is entitled ‘A Bosirse on the worth of a good

29 Archer, Diary, 1648-9, 1650-2, 1651-3, 1655-6, pp. 46, 48, 50.
%0 Anon, The Father's Legacypp. 137-39.
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name’3" Learning the appropriate conduct to accomplisth preserve credit was

learning how to become a man, and it was fathers prbvided these lessons.

Male Bonding: Drinking , Playing and Fighting

Drunkenness, it can be argued, was a primary mathaghich a man could damage
his own claim to manhood. This is indeed one ef plastimes warned against by
Archibald Argyle in the advice to his son, writifggve not your mind to company or
drinking’ because ‘this will presently bestializewy. He went on, ‘A Drunkard! |
cannot name it without abhorrence, if it devest pbyour nature, it will not leave
you a spark of Honour, but sink your Estafe’ For Argyle, drunkenness not only
reduced a man to be no better than a beast, imatuiid also discredit an honourable
reputation and could ruin a man’s estate. It ssgge that the word ‘estate’ here has
a double connotation, meaning both a man’s wedtlwall as his status of full
manhood® Seventeen years later, in 1678, the advice Faet Father's Legacy
cautioned that alcohol consumption caused a ‘steipkvof the mind®* In 1688, the
author of the advice manuAlvice of a Fathersuggested that an excess of liquor
precipitated a man to ‘unman himséff.And in 1697, the gentleman author of the

short tractA Word in Seasomdvised his son to ‘banish drunkenness out of your

%1 Caleb TrenchfieldA Cap of Gray Hairs, for a Greenhead, or, the Fash€ounsel to His Son, An
Apprentice in LondoijLondon, 1671), pp. 175-209.

%2 Argyle, Instructions to a Sqrpp. 109-10.

% See Shepardfleanings of Manhoqdthapter 2.

% Anon, The Father's Legacyp. 31.

% Aylmer, The Advice of a Fathep. 86.
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Houses, and affect him not that is in love withfdr it is a Vice that impairs the
Health, consumes wealth, and transforms Man iBeast’>®

Concerned parents acting in the capacity of madsalis can be seen, urged
their children against the evils of drinking. Dkemness, it was thought, constituted
the primary method by which a man could damageotis claim to full manhood.
This is perhaps partly due to the fact that whilsink a man was more likely to
participate in other deviant acts. One extrememgta of how drink could incite
more serious crimes is in the ball@tle Woeful Lamentation of William Purcds
Here, William had a propensity to drink, behaviaunich his mother repeatedly
entreated him to quit as she claimed it would le&advorse sins. The mother, it
seems, chided her son’s behaviour a little toonoft&Villiam, whose reason was
blinded by drink and rage, drew a knife which hiemied to use on his mother. The
mother whilst on her knees begged for her lifenclag that she had only ever
scorned his behaviour because she loved him. afi|lihowever, is unmoved, ‘with
hel's prepared knife, | quickly wounded her to diefiom whom | had my life®® It
is only after William murdered his mother that lasvshe ills of his conduct and the
evils of drinking. Unfortunately, in this caseudkenness led to the death of two

people: the mother who was murdered and the sonwasohanged for the crime.

And so William, in his grief, offered advice to ethdrinkers:

All you that take delight in this abhorred vice,

% Anon, A Word in Seasqrp. 3; for other examples see Alexandra Shepa@d;il‘bols and Tos-
pots’: Drink Culture and Male Bonding in Englandl %60-1640’, in Laura Gowing, Michael Hunter
and Miri Rubin eds.love, Friendship and Faith in Europe, 1300-18(asingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2005), pp. 110-130, especially pp. 184-1

3" Roxburghevol. Ill, part 1, ‘The Woeful Lamentation of Wllm Purcas’ (1601-1630), pp. 29-35.
% Roxburghevol. IIl, part 1, ‘The Woeful Lamentation’, p. 33
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The end of it come finde of me, and learne to beemase®®

Not all drunkenness led to such extreme crimindblv@®ur, but there does appear to
be concern within popular ballads that drinking Idolead to other base behaviour,
such as keeping lewd company who further encourtigetabit?’

Similar to the prescriptions laid out in the advib@nuals discussed above,
ballads, such a¥outh’s Warning Piegeare sometimes offered as advice to male
youth to maintain restraint on their behaviour whitill young and singl& This
particular ballad is centred on an example of angoman, Will Rogers, who was
very religious, and after receiving a good eduecabecame an apothecary by trade.
So good was Will at his work that after just thngsmars he earned two hundred
pounds a year. The narrator of the ballad claithetd Will demonstrated behaviour
that would have made him a good man,

All these were hopeful blossomes in a youth,

That in their season might good fruits have prov’'d,

And caus’e him to have lived in good fame,

And dyed in the credit of his house and ndfe.

However, Will did not grow to be manly as the n@wrasuggested. He was so
bewitched by his money that he skirted his job, &red Church, to participate in
drinking and keeping lewd company. When he waslaneg by the pastor to

relinquish his sinful behaviour, Will scorned hino the point that he was

%9 Roxburghevol. IIl, part 1, ‘The Woeful Lamentation’, p. 34

0 See, for exampleBagford vol. I, “The Joviall Crew’ (1660-63), pp. 195-1:9R0oxburghe Bvol. Il
‘Good Ale for My Money’ (after 1636), ‘A Health tall Good Fellows’, ‘The Industrious Smith’
(after 1637), ‘The Kind Beleeving Hostess’, ‘LitiBarley Corn’ (1632), ‘Robin Good Fellow’ (1675),
pp. 30-35, 68-72, 94-101, 146-51, 312-17, 378-83,

“ Roxburghevol. llI, part 1, ‘Youth’s Warning Piece’ (163§)p. 1-5.

“2Roxburghevol. IlI, part 1, ‘Youth’s Warning Piece’, p. 3.
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excommunicated from the parish. On becoming ilill Wad a vision that when he
died he would go to Hell, and this tormented himnsach that he did indeed die.
Thus the ballad warns against drinking and keef@ngl company,

To take warning by his fearful fall

Of all leud company, and drinking too,

Which alwayes are the harbegers of Woe.

It is not made clear in the ballad whether the camypWill kept, who aided in his
downfall, were men or women or both. Althoughsitmore likely to have been a
group of men, as most drinkers found company iod@llows’.

It is evident that self-mastery was important téiores of both manhood and
manliness throughout the long seventeenth centdiow far the exploits of drunken
youths presented in popular literature were socmahmentary of reality cannot be
judged here. And, as Lyndal Roper has argued,oildvbe unwise to see any
historical sources as ‘simple reflections of ‘radli** It is possible that this type of
behaviour articulated real fears of the Englishligu3 In a century which witnessed
the breakdown of social order and the destructiah r@-forming of the traditional
forms of authority and power, such as the monar@iyirch and governmental
structure, it is hardly surprising to find moralmblemics in both prescriptive texts
and popular literature. Tales of foolish and demknen, whether real or imagined,
are communicative of the alarm felt towards thespmbty that the world was being
turned upside down. It was the fear of an uptumvedd which drove the husband

in the balladAdvice to Bachelorto warn all young men never to become a ‘cuckold,

3 Roxburghevol. lIl, part 1, ‘Youth’s Warning Piece’, p. 5.

“ Lyndal RoperQedipus and the Devil: Witchcraft, Sexuality andigien in Early Modern Europe
(New York: London: Routledge, 1994), quotation 11

> peter Clark, ‘The Alehouse and the Alternativei&ty¢, in Donald Pennington and Keith Thomas
eds.,Puritans and Revolutionarig®©xford: Oxford University Press, 1978), pp. 45-72
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fool and sot’, all of which being forms of behawiathat could discredit a man’s
claim to manhood®

Nevertheless, drinking remained a fundamental parhale sociability and
interaction throughout the long seventeenth cerfturlg will be seen in chapter five
that this was just as true for men in adulthood ass for men in their youth. Lynn
Martin has argued that drinking was central to nmalationships throughout the late
medieval and early modern peridd. Ronald Hutton, too, has suggested that the
church ale was a festive community event which wadved and suppressed
periodically during the sixteenth and seventeerghtwry’® Drinking was an
important form of communal and familial conviviglibn the Continent too. Ann
Tlusty has suggested that drinking was not exclddad an ordered family life and
that, even after the Reformation, drunkenness waadyrtreated as a spiritual issue,
despite polemicists’ continued attacks on the $igrimking.>® In addition, Benjamin
Roberts has argued that drinking was an integrdl gfahe social life of both men
and women in early modern Hollaft. There is little reason to assume, then, that
drinking was any less important to male sociabilityEngland during the long
seventeenth century, than it was for other partghefContinent during the same
period. In fact, as Alexandra Shepard’'s work haggsested, drinking rituals were

central to male camaraderie, which directly comigspatriarchal dictates of

46 Roxburghevol. llI, part 2, ‘Advice to Bachelors, Or a Ma@d Man’s Lamentation’, pp. 376-381.

4" Roper,Oedipus and the Deyithapter 5.

“ A. Lynn Martin, Alcohol, Sex and Gender in Late Medieval and Eadvpdern Europe
(Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), especially chafeds

9 Ronald HuttonThe Rise and Fall of Merry England: The Ritual Yes00-1700Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1994), pp. 70-1, 99-100, 1131Bg-42.

0 B. Ann Tlusty, ‘Drinking, Family Relations, and #hority in Early Modern GermanyZJournal of
Family History(2004), vol. 29:3, pp. 253-273.

*1 Benjamin Roberts, ‘Drinking Like a Man: The Paraduf Excessive Drinking for Seventeenth-
Century Dutch YouthsJournal of Family History2004), vol. 29:3, pp. 237-252.
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normative or full manhootf. Despite the continued polemics against drinkiticty
remained current throughout the entire early modeenod, tentative evidence
drawn from the Nottinghamshire secular and ecdtise courts would seem to
suggest that, for male youth at least, the problefngaming and misrule, fighting
and bastard-bearing—which will be discussed lateereviar more pressing.

There were occasions within the court records emachin which drinking
and playing converged. Often, as chapter five Wwelwill reveal, these cases
involved men of householding status who saw fietertain guests, companions,
acquaintances and sometimes strangers, ratheratiemd church. The youth of
Nottinghamshire were seen by the courts to be iednef both protection and
direction. So, John Meredew appeared before thechhcourts in March 1584,
charged with ‘alluringe yonge people to the Aleleouws unconvenient tymes in
service tyme’ and for such a moral offence he wam®mmunicated? No mention
of the youths concerned appears in the recordsaiidcan be assumed they avoided
formal sanction, possibly regarded more as victthhen perpetrators. Later that
same month though, Meredew was admitted back r@qarish fold as he pleaded
guilty to the charge, and was ordered to acknoveduls fault in the churct. This
case does call attention to the perception heldnbyalists, which was discussed

above, that men and women in their youth were qigde to both good and bad

*2 Shepard, “Swil-bolls and Tos-pots’, pp. 110-130.

%3 See, for example, John Downarfeure Treatises, Tending to Diswade all Christidresn Foure

no Lesse Hainous then Common Sinflemdon, 1608); Thomas Youngngland's Bane: Or the
Description of Drunkenness@.ondon, 1617); AnonThe Drunkards Characte(London, 1646);
Anon, The Great Sins of Drunkenness and Gluttony SethHadndon, 1656); Andrew Jonehe
Dreadful Character of a Drunkard: Or, the Most Od®and Beastly Sin of Drunkenness Described
and Condemned10" edn. London, 1663); Matthew Scrivendy, Treatise Against Drunkennesse
(London, 1685); AnonSot’s ParadisgLondon, 1698).

**NAO, M461, 7 March 1583-4, p. 54(-41).

> NAO, M461, 21 March 1583-4, p. 54(-41).
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influence and needed to be directed in good behavidt is also demonstrative of
the opinion that youthful misrule and misdirectimeeded to be curbed.

John Gibson, and eleven others, appeared beforartheleaconry court in
May 1613 ‘for playinge at Shovel a board in tyme divine service’. Gibson
admitted the charge and further admitted ‘that fes w the alehouse in tyme of
divine service upon a Sundaye about Lent lasteepagior this offence he was to
pay sixpence to the poor of the pari8hlt would appear that the real cause behind
this charge was because of the time at which slashng occurred, and not because
of the game itself unless, of course, it involvedndpling and money. Gambling was
a particularly dangerous pursuit for male youth, itaglirectly contravened the
principle of thriftiness and, moreover, could wastedit when there was none to
spend’’ As Paul Griffiths has observed, games for childveere ‘discarded for
rough play at football, cudgels, wrestling, danciagd so on’ in youth. He further
claimed that the ‘physical strength, which was gathin bouts of fighting, taunting,
aggressive language, vandalism and posturing wasaspect of a developing sense
of manhood®® Perhaps it is in these terms which the courtsaected against
playing and drinking should be considered.

Robert Mee admitted in October 1618 ‘that he waseabfrom divine service

uppon a Saboath day & in companie with morris datmsince Whitsundaye laste

* NAO, M462, 5 May 1613, p. 325.

" John BuddenA Discourse for Parents Honour, and Authority oVéeir Children(London, 1614),
p. 58;Roxburghevol. I, part 1, ‘A Most Notable Example of an ghacious Son’ (1586), pp. 74-79;
see also Shepartfeanings of Manhoqd. 212; Shepard, ‘Manhood, Credit and Patriarchp’ 75-
106. For ballads on thriftiness sRexburghevol. |, part 1, ‘The Usurer and the Spendthi({f#638),
pp. 129-136;Roxburghe vol. Ill, part 3, ‘The Careful Wife's Good Counsepp. 478-480;
Roxburghevol. I, part 3, ‘A Caveat for Young Men: Or,a@tBad Husband Turn’d Thrifty’ (16757?),
pp. 518-521.

%8 Griffiths, Youth and Authorityp. 136; see also Rop@edipus and the Deyithapter 5.
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paste’. He was ordered to do penance and warnpdytohe courts fees and, when
he refused to do so, he was excommunicatel. 1626, William Cooke of Worksop
was charged with ‘playing at Stoleball & drinking prayer tyme’, whilst in 1634
Thomas Tonge, William White, George Sturton, Roberéds and Denis Barnbye of
Sturton, were all accused of ‘ringing on the Salibofor playing at football in the
Church yarde® The group alleged that ‘they stood by in the @€huyarde while
others did play and some tymes as the ball camartsathem they did strike it
Appearing before the archdeaconry court on the sdayeas Tonge and his cohort
were John Bingham and William Barnbye—possibly latren of Denis Barnbye
listed above—for ‘playing at foote ball and fighgim the Church Yarde’. Bingham
and Barnbye alleged ‘that they did not fight in @kurch Yarde but they played
there and in playing the said Bingham’s nose fdlleeding of its owne accorde’.
Both men were to acknowledge their fault, as wayede and the othef$. It can be
seen that a certain amount of rough-housing, fightr wrestling was a common
activity for male youth during the early modernipdr and often it is not so much
the violence which is frowned upon by the courtd,where this took place. Each of
the cases cited here were only brought to the taatenf the authorities because the
dancing, playing and alleged fighting occurrediraes when the perpetrators should
have been in church, or because they took platkeirchurch yard. The supposed
violence between the young men was not the cestaé.

Violence has now long since formed the subjectetfade for historians. Of

particular concern is the ability—or not—to ideptd civilising process as the early

% NAO, M463, 31 October 1618, p. 389.

% NAO, M463, 1 August 1626, 18 January 1634, pp. 433.
®1 NAO, M463, 18 January 1633-4, p. 479.

%2 NAO, M463, 18 January 1633-4, p. 480.
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modern period unfolde®. However, one of the chief critiques of the eatlieorks
was the applicability of homicide as representatifeviolence per se®* More
recently, the focus of historians has shifted witinsiderations of domestic violence
becoming ever prevalefit. Marital violence could work to undermine a man’s
reputation, but violence in the form of fightingdahrawling, as Foyster’'s work on
manhood has demonstrated, could provide one afg¢hessary components of being
a man during the early modern period. A fight jded a quick, definite and often
public redress of matters concerning male honowut,'r@fusal to fight could render a

man open to mockery and insiit.’ When, in September 1580, Thomas Poole and

% Lawrence Stone, ‘Interpersonal Violence in Englitiety, 1300-198(Rast and Present1983),
no. 101, pp. 22-33; Sharpe, J., ‘The History ofl¥iee in England: Some ObservatiorBast and
Present(1985), no. 108, pp. 206-215; Lawrence Stone, &okdder’, Past and Presentl985), no.
108, pp. 216-224; Cockburn, J. S., ‘Patterns oféfice in English Society: Homicide in Kent, 1560-
1985’, Past and Preser(tt991), no. 130, pp. 70-106.

% Susan Amussen, ‘Punishment, Discipline and Poilkee Social Meanings of Violence in Early
Modern England’Journal of British Studie$1995), vol. 34:1, pp. 1-34; see also Elizabetlsker,
Marital Violence: An English Family History, 166@37 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2005), pp. 32-9.

% Russell Dobash and R. Emerson Dobash, ‘CommunégpBnse to Violence Against Wives:
Charivari, Abstract Justice and Patriarchygcial Problemg1981), vol. 28:5, pp. 563-581; Foyster,
‘Male Honour, Social Control and Wife Beating inteaStuart EnglandTransactions of the Royal
Historical Society(1996), sixth series, 6, pp. 215-224; Emily Detméivilizing Subordination:
Domestic Violence and the Taming of the ShreBlakespeare Quarter{i1997), vol. 48:3, pp. 273-
294; Jennine Hurl-Eamon, ‘Domestic Violence ProgsaguWomen Binding Over Their Husbands for
Assault at Westminster Quarter Sessions, 1685-1720irnal of Family History(2001), vol. 26:4,
pp. 434-454; Jessica Warner and Allyson Lunny, kAN iolence in a Martial Town: Husbands and
Wives in Early Modern Portsmouth, 1653-17814urnal of Family History(2003), vol. 28:2, pp.
258-276; Joanne Baileynquiet Lives: Marriage and Marriage Breakdown imdtand, 1600-1800
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), @sfig chapter 6; Bailey, “I dye [sic] by Inches’:
Locating Wife Beating in the Concept of a Privati@a of Marriage and Violence in Eighteenth-
Century England’Social History(2006), vol. 31:3, pp. 273-294.

% Elizabeth FoysterManhood in Early Modern England: Honour, Sex andriiée (Harlow:
Longman, 1999), pp. 177-81, quotation p. 178; skse &oyster,Marital Violence pp. 32-39;

ShepardMeanings of Manhoqgdespecially chapter 5. On the decline of publ@lerviolence see
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Alexander Dyckinson of Tollerton were both chargied fighting and quareling in
the churchyard’, Poole swore that the said Dickinstyd strike him in the Church
yard [and] that bloud dyd gush out of his noset lth men were excommunicated
for the fight®” Thomas Wyldman who pleaded guilty to fightingtive Churchyard
with Thomas Hasleby was likewise excommunicatecbse Hasleby had died as a
result of the fight. Later, though, his punishmenass reduced and he was ordered to
give three shillings and fourpence to the poorboxaiew is still a fairly sizeable
amount of money in 158%. Ambrose Hollitt and William Hallam of Newarke veer
both presented before the church court in May 1f81fightinge in the Church
yarde’. Only Hollitt appeared to answer the chaagd claimed that ‘he did not fight
but only wrestle and fall with him the said Hallamthe church yard being thereunto
provoked by his ill wordes’, and for this he waslened to acknowledge his fault in
front of the Church wardens—a relatively mild pimient®® In each of these cases
it seems likely that the men involved were only gt before the ecclesiastical
courts because the fighting took place in the Giyaad, and not for the actual fights
themselves. There is also the suggestion witlesdltases that fighting was seen as
an appropriate response by men in order to upthell good namé&’ There is little

suggestion that the actual occurrence of fightiogié damage a man’s reputation.

Robert Shoemaker, ‘Reforming Male Manners: Pubiigult and the Decline of Violence in London,
1660-1740", in Hitchcock, T. and Cohen, M. edEnglish Masculinities 1660-180QHarlow:
Longman, 1999), pp. 133-151; Shoemaker, ‘Male Horend the Decline of Public Violence in
Eighteenth-Century LondonSocial History(2001), vol. 26:2, pp. 190-208; ‘The Taming of theel:
Masculinity, Honour and Ritual Violence in Londo66D-1800'The Historical Journa(2002), vol.
45:3, pp. 525-545

" NAO, M461, 28 September 1580, p. 54(-11).

% NAO, M461, 25 January 1583-4, p. 54(-39).

%9 NAO, M463, 25 May 1631, p. 465.

0 The fight which takes place in the ballad ‘The €meous Plow-man’ works to restore the honour

of an entire community, as well as that of theasicseeRoxburghevol. 1ll, part 3, ‘The Courageous
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In fact, fighting could be expected and justifidthast as normal behaviour
for men and boys. Charles Wright and James Hildymrere both accused of
‘scowlding upon the Sabboath daye as they went hivame prayers’. They both
alleged ‘that they did not scowld but the saidedht@ did only tell Hiblynne seeing
his childe unhappy and beating another boy didthelfather keepe him nearer or
give him better instruction’; both men were disrei$svith a warning® Richard
Flinton of Newark, was excommunicated ‘for beatimige Gilbert Hinton with a
Cudgel in the Church in sermon tyme’, but his plment was in all probability
more a result of his failure to attend the hearatber than because of the act itself.

In some cases, violence could be considered tbéertly response available
to a man. A case in point is that of Robert GirtdrNewark who, in March 1631,
was accused of ‘fightinge in the Church yarde theddye of February last’ with
Stephen Levers. Girton alleged ‘that as he cameug/h the Church Yarde one
evening by the said Levers doore he heard a gmetrand some body crye murder
&c. & he going to see what the matter was the kaicers & his wife came and beate
him and he did but only defende him selfe’ and iitnass of the truth of his
allegation he produced letters from the venerabl@lgman John Moseley, the vicar
there. The case against Girton was dismissed; venwao charge to answer was
ever brought before Stephen Levers or his Wifé=rom this it is possible to argue
that Girton’s real crime was interfering in the rtelrand domestic affairs of another

man, and presumably that is why both man and witclked Robert Girton. The

Plow-man’, pp. 613-615; see also Rop@edipus and the Deyipp. 113-17; Susan Amussen, “The
Part of a Christian Man’: The Cultural Politics bfanhood in Early Modern England’, in Susan
Amussen and Mark Kishlansky edBglitical Culture and Cultural Politics in Early Mtern Europe
(Manchester: New York: Manchester University Pré885), pp. 213-233, especially pp. 219-222.
"'NAO, M463, 24 November 1629, p. 449.

2NAO, M463, 3 March 1631-2, p. 469.
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courts, as well as the vicar, considered Girtorts @i violence to be a measure
suitable enough to defend himself and his reputatio

That moralists throughout the period were concetoetirb the behaviour of
male youth and redirect their energies, high spmmd humoral heat toward more
beneficial and moral pursuits suggests that sohmegtimost, young men continued
to participate in activities of misrule, which comtened the principles of patriarchy.
The authors of conduct literature, and father-sbric@ books, regurgitated the same
words of counsel which trumpeted that moderatioallithings was the route toward
achieving manhood. Such works could be tomes ofdwthree hundred pages in
length, or much shorter tracts of only tens of gagmeaning that the central
messages of moderation, balance, hard work ang goetid reach a relatively wide-
ranging audience. Moreover, similar attitudes wenesented in broadside ballads,
which were much cheaper and far more widespreau adaice manuals, allowing
for the possibility that patriarchal prescriptiom®re laid out and asserted on a
potentially universal scale. Nevertheless, whalear is that despite the attempts of
authorities, moralists and parents youthful mismées to be expected. Young men,
debarred from normative or full manhood, exertegirtmanliness through drinking,
playing and fighting, which directly contested paichal dictates. In addition to
such male camaraderie, sexual conquest was atsntrl importance to the notions

of manliness for male youth.

Courtship and Sex
Impotence, as a consequence of consuming too muohah, was recognised and
cautioned against by seventeenth century moradists advice books writers: ‘too

much liquor will put out the fire’ was the euphetiasvarning adopted by one such
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author”® Sexual inadequacy was to be avoided at all cos$tsaddition to the
conviviality of drinking and game playing, and theavado which could be flaunted
through acts of violence, sexual prowess providddréner foundation on which
male youth could demonstrate their manliness. rkarried men in full adulthood
virility was evidenced through the conception, Ibigind rearing of healthy children.
For bachelors, sexual prowess was demonstratedghroasual sexual encounters
with young maids. The pursuit of such exploitsdezbto be undertaken with care:
whilst bragging of sexual experiences might impiber like-minded male youth, it
was not likely to impress possible female suitoMoreover, in an age when the
most common method of contraception wagus interruptusa gamble of sex out
of wedlock was bastard-bearing, which could dansagen’s credit in all respects.
Nevertheless, there was an expectation that marndbe sexually consummate, and
this can be identified by an examination of ballagkich were explicitly concerned
with promoting the necessity for a man to be sdyymdtent.

The maid in the ballad Pleasant New Ballagvas not, for example, plain
talking when she asked of the tailor,

‘Is this your yard?’ Quoth she, ‘Is this your tailbbmeasure?

It is too short for me, it is not standard meas(ite’
It was not the tailor's measuring stick which thaidhwas interested in here. It was,
instead, his penis that was too short and so,higrmaid at least, size did matter.

The bachelor in the ballathe Comber’s Whistlead better fortune in being able to

3 Aylmer, The Father’s Advicep. 86.

" Peter LaslettThe World We Have Lost: Explored Furth&ondon: Taylor and Francis e-Library,
2001 edn), p. 117.

> Roxburghevol. IlI, part 3, ‘A Merry Discourse Between a @ury Lass and a Young Taylor’, pp.
604-06, quotation p. 606.
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satisfy a young and lonely maid, whom he met whlst walking one daj® After
overhearing the maid lament over retaining herinitg the bachelor gladly offered
his ‘services’, which were also recounted in eupisem

Then he pull'd forth his whistle and plaid a notewo;

The maid she was so over-joy’d, she knew not whaot’’

There is an expectation within the ballads thathblars would have a knowledge
and an ability to perform sexually. However, inngeable to master such skills,
male youth were often deceitful towards young maigsrhaps even promising
matrimony in order to persuade reluctant partfers.

The ballad,The Maiden’s Tragedyconveys the message that women should
strive to keep their chastity intact. Here, theidneonsented to have pre-marital
sexual relations with her lover, who had promisetita leave her once they had had
sex. Unfortunately for the maid, her lover provede inconstant and left her soon
after intercourse,

| courted was, both day and night, at length | gamesent;

This done, my love he strait did slight, and leawvesto lament,

As if he took delight to see mine eyes like foumsailow;
Oh! most ungrateful man, said she Love proves neytovow.”

® Roxburghevol. IIl, part 3, ‘The Comber’s Whistle’, pp. 564%.

""Roxburghevol. IIl, part 3, ‘The Comber’s Whistle’, pp. 566

8 Roxburghe vol. Ill, part 1, ‘The Maiden’s Complaint of héove’s Inconstancie’, pp. 96-100;
Roxburghe vol. lll, part 2, ‘Chastities Conquest; Or, Nousting Before Marriage’, pp. 497-499;
Roxburghe vol. Ill, part 3, “Your Humble Servant Madam’, pp76-578; For men who promised
marriage and actually went through with it d@exburghe vol. 1, part 3, ‘Joy and Sorrow Mixt
Together’ (after 1668), pp. 509-51Rpxburghe ‘Come to it Last’ (1684), pp. 537-54Boxburghe
vol. lll, part 3, ‘Coy Jenny and Constant Jemmy8{%), pp. 541-543.

" Roxburghevol. IIl, part 2, ‘The Maiden’s Tragedy’, pp. 3862, quotation p. 357.
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The grief-stricken maid can think of no other escipm her misery than to take her
own life, whereupon she slits her throat. Howewehen the lover hears of the
tragedy he is overcome by sorrow, not only becafiseer death, but also because it
was his deceitfulness which had caused it. Therlaz so much tormented by his
own guilt and also by the spirit of the maid whaihis him that he too kills himself.
This ballad, then, as well as presenting chastsy aa prescriptive ideal of
womanhood, reveals that deceitful conduct was oo¢@table behaviour for men. In
addition, because both parties committed suicidleis ipossible to argue that
deceitfulness could instigate as much ruin for a ras pre-marital sexual activity
could for a woman.

As the example above has demonstrated, balladsappear to be outlining
prescriptions of female behaviour can often uncahees which hint at prescriptive
and deviant male conduct. It is interesting toendtowever, that in the ballad
discussed it was the deeds of dishonesty and deba&h were shown to be negative
conduct for men and not the sexually promiscuots they were involved in. This
could be suggestive that sexual activity out of hvekl had a lesser consequence
within manhood than it did in womanhood, and themefsuch an example could be
used to support the idea that a sexual double atdrekisted during the seventeenth

century®

8 Keith Thomas, ‘The Double Standardgurnal of the History of Ideaf959), vol. 20:2, pp. 195-
216; Gowing, ‘Gender and the Language of Insulp, p-21; GowingDomestic Dangers: Women,
Words and Sex in Early Modern Lond@xford: Oxford University Press, 1996); Gowingyomen,
Status and the Popular Culture of Dishonotiransactions of the Royal Historical Soci€fy996),
sixth series, 6, pp. 225-234. Compare with Berr@agp, ‘The Double Standard Revisited: Plebeian
Women and Male Sexual Reputation in Early Modergl&md’, Past and Preser(tt999), no. 162, pp.
70-100; FoysterManhood in Early ModerrEngland, chapter 3 especially pp. 77-94; Shepard,
Meanings of Manhoqdespecially chapter 6; Garthine Walker, ‘Expanding Boundaries of Female

Honour in Early Modern EnglandTransactions of the Royal Historical Sociéfy996), sixth series,
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However, not all of the ballads examined portraghswa forgiving, or
ignorant, view towards male sexual promiscuousne3$siere are ballads which
illustrate the problems which can be incurred byng men who engaged in too
much sexual activity. Hence, the balldlippery Wil| which dates from the reign of
James |, provides an example of a man who whilaisnyouth flitted from one
woman to another, pretending to love each of thathspending all their monéy.
However, whenWill started to grow old, he decided that he shouldesdbwn and
marry one of his former lovers, and so visited eafctihem in turn. In each ca¥dill
was met with derision from the women he had cheatedl each time the
scornfulness got worse, until he was beaten phigity the final two women.
Usually, both physically abusive women and theim-pecked husbands are the butt
of the joke in ballads, but it is certainWill who is the focus of mockery in this
instancé’ If the ballad writer had intended the women totlese ridiculed here,
then surelyWill would have been grateful not to have married dnéhese unruly
women; but this is not the case,

I must confess that | did amisse in loving of sgna

O but now what a plague is this, | am not belovieany!

My heart is grieved very sore to think on formeygs;

O | shall never see them mor&—

It is possible that many sexual conquests did rextessarily equate to

achieving manhood and could in fact ruin a manancles of marriag¥. A similar

6, pp. 235-245; Amy Froidé&Jever Married: Singlewomen in Early Modern Engla@kford: Oxford
University Press, 2005).

8. Roxburghevol. Il, part 3, ‘Slippery Will' (1603-25), pp.(8-08.

82 See for exampl®oxburghevol. |, part 1, ‘The Cruell Shrow’, pp. 94-9Bpxburghevol. I, part 1,
‘Cuckold’s Haven’ (1638), pp. 148-15Roxburghe vol. lll, part 2, ‘The Batchlor’'s Triumph’, pp.
427-429;

8 Roxburghevol. II, part 3, ‘Slippery Will’, p. 508.
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message is communicated in the ballaghid’s Wrongs Vindicateih which the man
is proved to be a false lov&t. The maid, who was cheated of her maidenhead by a
knave, and through whose voice the ballad is fmidyides evidence which rendered
her blameless in the couple’s separation. Thispralsably an attempt on her part to
protect her own reputation from accusations of @p@rwhore or a harlot. The maid
described the man in derogatory terms, such agtiiefull Crocodile’ and ‘Hienna-
like’, which not only equated him with beasts, blgo hinted at his deceitfulness and
dishonesty® As it has been suggested above, drunkards wece d@scribed as
beast-like, suggesting that both types of condwtveontrary to the prescriptions of
normative manhoo®. However, whereas in the previous balldll's chance of
marriage was entirely lost, here there is stillharece that the false man could find
another lover, although these lines are clearlynhas warning to any such ill-fated
women,

The lasse which shall haue thee, Who ere haslkimnaipi,

Let her learne this of me, she’s caught in follieap.

He that dissemble can with one, in such a way,

Hee’'l nere proue honest man, beleeue me what'®8ay.
The difference between the two outcomes presentdtese two specific ballads can
be explained by the fact thalill proved to be a false lover to four women, who may
have gossiped about him with their friends and msogirs despite the potential

damage which could be inflicted upon their own tapans, whereas the second

8 Foyster Manhood in Early Modern Englangp. 39-48.

% Roxburghevol. I, ‘Cupid’s Wrongs Vindicated’ (1624-60), pp14-20.
% Roxburghevol. 1, ‘Cupid’s Wrongs Vindicated’, pp. 214-15.

87 Shepard, “Swil-bolls and Tos-pots’, pp. 114-16.

8 Roxburghevol. |, ‘Cupid’s Wrongs Vindicated’, p. 220.
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man was inconstant to only one wonfanAlthough it is possible that the second
man would cheat other women out of their love ar@hay, and this is certainly
cautioned against, it is clear that his reputahad already been tarnished after just
one incidence of knavery. Again, it is the mandésty that has been called into
guestion and this has the potential to injure mdy dis marriage prospects, but also
anything which required credit. Men’s honesty wdw®lly multifaceted, therefore,
and encompassed their sexual conduct as well & fithms of behaviour, such as
those identified in Alexandra Shepard’s wotklt is feasible, therefore, that a man’s
own pre-marital sexual behaviour could significamiteaken other areas of his
manliness, and could potentially prevent his admesnt of full manhood. The
years of youth, then, were fraught with many dasgerboth sexual and non-sexual
terms.

Men’s reputations, sexual and otherwise, were Huilin the opinions of
others and credit formed an integral part of soara economic relations in early
modern communities. So when sexual misdemeanesudted in bastard children, it
was men’s pockets that bore the brunt of the puméstt doled out by secular courts.
Thomas and William Burrowes were both ordered % 3 a week for maintenance
of Elizabeth Jones’s bastard child until it reactiezlage of tei* Although Thomas
was the reputed father of the child, there was adamty of paternity because
William also admitted having carnal knowledge o taid Elizabeth. Thomas, it
can be seen, clearly did not learn his lessont thtse years later he again appeared

before the quarter session court as the reputbdrfaf Hellen Armstronge’s bastard

8 Gowing, ‘Gender and the Language of Insult’, pg21]l Foyster,Manhood in Early Modern
England pp. 58-65.

% Shepard, ‘Manhood, Credit and Patriarchy’, pp.106; also Shepardyleanings of Manhoqd
chapter 7.

L NAO, C/QSM1/66/1, Nottingham 1Rnuary 1603-4.
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child. Hellen, who was also accused of prostitutivas ‘to be whipped until her
body is bloody’, whilst Thomas had ‘to bring up dfhchild at his own cost and
indemnify Costock® The focus of Thomas's punishment was clearly ento and
was meant to relieve the parish or local commuuiithe expense of raising a child.
Bastard-bearing could have serious financial ingpions for a local
community who would have to support the child,eatsk in its first years of infancy.
Where there was doubt as to whether a named fathdd—or would—maintain
payment, the courts looked for other guarantees e@muld require monetary
assurances from third parties. It was here that depended on their reputation and
good name amongst friends, relatives and neighbolhiss is perhaps somewhat of a
paradox, since being named a bastard-bearer caurkkedlly reduce a man’s worth in
the eyes of the communit§. After Katherine Browne had sworn under oath that
Christopher Millson, a weaver from Stapleford, was father of her bastard child
the court ordered him ‘to bring bastard up at s @xpense, indemnify the town of
Spondon and find security for the observance ofe©aof Court’. Despite being a
man of trade, the courts were clearly uneasy abdilison’s own ability or
willingness to finance the upkeep of the child. Nention of a punishment for
Katherine Browne was entered into the rec8rd\Vhilst it is possible that Katherine
may have received informal sanction from the lamhmunity, it would seem that

the court was less concerned with the moral offahaa it was with the financial

%2 NAO, C/QSM1/66/4, Nottingham 13 July 1607.

% Gowing, Common Bodies: Women, Touch and Power in Seveht@emtury England(New
Haven: London: Yale University Press, 2003), p¥-23; Capp, ‘The Double Standard Revisited’, pp
70-100. For one case which highlights the lengthieh some men would go to avoid being named a
bastard-bearer see NAO, M461, 26 April 1583, p-ZBl)

% NAO, C/QSM1/66/1, Nottingham 16 January 1603-4.
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implications that illegitimate children posed toethown? In this vein, family
members and kin could be held accountable for thieres of their sons, brothers or
cousins until the actual, or alleged, perpetrataridt be brought to charge. And so
Robert and George Lawe were ordered to ‘bring ugheit own expense a bastard
child of Joyce Tudbury begotten of Rich.[ard] Law®’ Richard, presumably a
relation of Robert and George, had absconded lgavismfamily with the economic
burden of his ill-gotten child. Moreover, RobendaGeorge were further ordered to
find and bring Richard to court, under the penaftywenty pounds, whereupon their
responsibilities for raising the child would be alved. The court’s primary concern
was to save the town of Edwinstowe from the expémsechild would have inflicted
on the entire community.

Relief of the community was also the concern of Mlesvark sessions when,
in January 1604, Mary Arnold was ordered ‘to keep bastard child in her own
charge until it is six months old. Afterwards Tlmeas] Richardson, reputed father
shall bring it up at his own expense’. WhereasyMaas to be whipped on several
occasions, Thomas'’s part in the punishment wag tetayed until the child reached
six months of agé’ The age of the child at the time this case amguehefore the
Newark sessions is not known but there was alwlagpossibility that it would not
live that long, meaning that Thomas could escagenpat. William Gilbert, who in
1607 was reputed to be the father of a bastard,chihs not so lucky as to escape

punishment. It was ordered that he was to be ‘pduithrough Kirkshall on Sunday

% Gowing, Common Bodieshapter 6. Of course, moral offences were ugtiad jurisdiction of the
ecclesiastical courts, but there was not alwaykar distinction between what constituted temporal
and spiritual crime, see Sharpe,Qrime in Early Modern England, 1550-17%Barlow: Longman,
1999), pp. 30-40, 120-34.

% NAO, C/QSM1/66/3, Nottingham 28 April 1606.

°”NAO, C/QSM1/66/1, Newark 18 April 1604.

146



next after Morning Prayer from one end of the tawrthe other until his body be
bloody’. That no money was enjoined to be paidpted with the physical—as well
as public—nature of the punishment is suggestiae\ttilliam was unable to pay for
the upkeep of the chiltf.

Men’s sexual exploits could severely damage themutation if they were
named in court to have fathered illegitimate cl@tdrand the cases where economic
sanction was coupled with public humiliation undexlthis most. Moreover, men of
some social standing were not immune from such ghuménts for their sexual
misconduct. Valentine Revill, a gentleman, was riyguted father of a bastard by
Joan Fisher and was ordered in 1607 ‘to pay JoaheFibefore next sessions
£3.6.8'% One month later Revill appeared before the cagpin, this time,
however, two other men noted to be of yeomanrystatere bound by £20 each to
see that he raised the child at his own expensegarnidthe arrears accrued for prior
non-payment. Furthermore, Revill was ‘to be stocke the next Lord’s Day until
Divine Service be finished®® Despite his social standing, and the comparative
wealth of his companions, Revill was not immunarfrpunishment for his sexual
exploits. Whilst the amount of money involved heras substantially more than in
other cases, no doubt in line with the comparatiealth of the defendant, the
coupling of monetary sanction with public humilati underlines the weight that a
good sexual reputation had within early modernar@iof manhood and manliness.

Further down the social scale public mockery insteeks could be replaced
by public shaming of a more violent nature or worker John Greyves, the putative

father of Jane Wright's illegitimate child, the netary payment he was ordered to

% NAO, C/QSM1/66/4, Newark 15 July 1607.
% NAO, C/QSM1/66/4, East Retford, 17 April 1607.
10 NAO, C/QSM1/66/4, East Retford, 17 July 1607.
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give was not for the upkeep of the child, but ratieerepay another man the amount
accrued during the mother’s period of lying-in. hdavas also ordered ‘to pay the
bailiff of Retford 20/- to be spent on repair roadgheir discretion’ and, in the case
of non-payment, he was to be severely whipjédJames More was named as the
putative father of Grace Salmon’s bastard and wdsred to pay for the upkeep of
the illegitimate child. He was to support Gracethte sum of 8d. a week, to be
collected monthly, ‘until the said child can eatjem More is to take child into his
own care &c’; Grace was to be whipp®d. However, just two months later More
again appeared at the sessions, whereupon it demvthat he had not maintained
regular payment and, moreover, that the mothenethild had since died. Relief of
the town was paramount in this instance and sadhbet warned that if More did not
take charge of his child and pay the arrears owedwas ‘to be committed to
gaol' 1%

Fathering illegitimate children could have a de@ntal effect on a man’s
reputation and social worth. Bearing bastards avagentirely possible consequence
of sex out of wedlock, but this did not seem teedebme young men from engaging
in sexual acts or, indeed, boasting of them. I@0lBrichard Stafford was charged
‘for sayinge that he had carnal knowledge of théybof Prudence Hill often tymes’
and for this he pleaded guilty and was sentencedotpenancé? At the same
sessions Francis Mantiall was charged ‘for suspi@b incontinence with Ralph
Brookes wife, and also for suspicion of drunkenhebantiall pleaded not guilty to

the offence and so he was ordered to purge himskith required him to find a

101 NAO, C/QSM1/66/4, East Retford, 17 April 1607. rBimilar cases see Dave Postles, ‘Surviving
Lone Motherhood in Early Modern Englan&eventeenth Centu(2006), vol. 21:1, pp. 160-183.
192NAO, C/QSM1/66/3, Newark, 4 May 1604.

193 NAO, C/IQSM1/66/3, Newark, 10 July 1604.

194 NAO, DDTS 14/26/6, (B161 (318)), 11 October 1600297.
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number of compurgators, or character witnesses, wdwdd swear under oath to his
good name. If compurgation was successful therddiendant’s reputation in the
community would be restored; if, however, no congatiors came forward then the
defendant would be found guilty of the alleged @it Stafford’s seemingly
nonchalant attitude towards his sexual misdemeapethmaps adds weight to the
argument put forward by some historians that meefsitations suffered less as a
consequence of sexual looseness than wom&h’sNevertheless, despite the
comparatively small number of sexual slander casstsgated by men during the
period, some men did find just cause to defend seiual honour by means of the
court system. John Gunthorpe brought a case affon against Elizabeth Hope
who reportedly ‘at Christmas last paste and in By of the Archdeaconry of
Nottingham, did report and say that — the said J8hnthorpe had gotten her with
child, which child she now goes withal, and thathex he nor she are married’. The
court clearly sided with Gunthorpe and Elizabetls wedered to do penance and pay
20s court costs. Her attempt either to—falsely—aaanfather for her child, or

d1%” cases of sexual

simply cause a mischief for Gunthorpe, evidentlygkbiae
misconduct involving young men did not always enthwheir reputation destroyed,
however. Robert Lynne, who was accused of foriunawith Bridget Mychaell

alias Hurste in 1584, pleaded guilty to the offertmat ‘in open Court he promised

marriage unto her’, which Hurste reciprocated ‘@edn token of the same gave her

195 NAO, DDTS 14/26/6, (B161d (319)), 11 October 16p0268. On the process of compurgation
see Martin IngramChurch Courts, Sex and Marriage in England, 157@d@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987), pp. 51-2, 293.

1% NAO, DDTS 14/26/6, (B161 (318)), 11 October 1600297.

97NAO, DDTS 14/26/6, (B612 (25)), 5 January 159¢-7210.
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a grote and she gave hym a pennye in token of gdloawfull promyse of the
same’i%®

Although Anthony Fletcher has argued that a gooruale reputation,
resulting from a man’s own sexual encounters, \eas tentral to manhood than it
was to womanhood, evidence drawn from both popdi@rature and the
Nottinghamshire secular and ecclesiastical coudsudsed so far appear to make
this argument more speculative than concluiVelt is not necessarily the case that
sexual reputation had less centrality within thetates of manhood and manliness
than it did in prescriptions of womanhood and festabnour; it is more likely that a
bad sexual reputation affected men in different svélyan it affected women.
Moreover, what constituted a good or bad sexualtegion for men was likely to
shift over the life course, with bravado and corsjymssibly tolerated more in male
youth and bachelorhood than for married and pragennen in full manhootf:°
This is not to claim that the consequences of daxisdemeanours were as serious
for men as they were for women, nor is it an attemapargue that men were
considered as culpable as women in lewd sexualumitd It is important to note
that excessive pre-marital sexual practice couidgbinto question other important
areas of a young man’s reputation, and this wae #tige for other types of

misconduct, such as drinking and fighting, if cadrito excess. There is further

198 NAO, M461, 4 September 1584, p. 54(-55).

199 Fletcher, Gender, Sex and Subordinatjochapter 6. Here Fletcher argues that where sexua
reputation becomes important to manhood is thrathghownership of a wife’s sexual behaviour.
Less importance is attached to a man’s own sexaraluct.

119 Capp, ‘The Double Standard Revisited’, pp. 70-100.

1 For a discussion on the differing perceptions aipability in illicit sexual behaviour see Linda
Lees, Thou Art A Verie Baggadge’ — Gender and Crime @vé&hteenth-Century Nottinghamshire and
Staffordshirg(lUnpublished PhD Thesis, Nottingham Trent Uniugrsi999), chapter 2.
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evidence within ballads which suggests that a magaial conduct could impact on
his future claim to full manhood and impede or tilms spousal choice.

‘Marriage’, according to Lawrence Stone, ‘is thgdkrite de passagavhich
marks the transition from youthful independencejdmt responsibility in the
creation of a new nuclear famil}’* Such an important milestone had to be
approached with care. As Susan Amussen has demimustspousal choice was
‘too important to be left to the contracting pastiand often involved approval from
family members, friends and neighbodts. Such is evident in the ballaZonstant,
Faire and Fine Bettywherein the young man describes the woman hesJavieo is
seemingly perfect in every possible way. Neveds®l the young man still had to
seek his friends’ consent before he &wdtycould wed,

Bessebe thou contented, wee’l quickly be wed;

Our friends are consented to all hath bin $&d.

One of the main reasons why such care had to le& taken choosing a spouse was
because once married the commitment would, for rpesple, be life long™> As
Elizabeth Foyster has stated, legal divorce wagmsige and discriminated against
women; moreover, the wider community disparagedusgipn and desertiont® It

was, therefore, necessary to exercise caution wheosing a spouse.

112 awrence StoneThe Family, Sex and Marriage In England 1500-1806ndon: Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 1977), p. 46.

113 sysan Amussen, ‘Gender Order in Families and 3883 in Susan AmusseAn Ordered Society:
Gender and Class in Early Modern Englafidew York: Oxford: Columbia University Press, 1993
pp. 95-133, quotation on p. 108.

114 Roxburghe Bvol. |, ‘Constant, Faire and Fine Betty’, pp. 293quotation p. 278.

115 Also, care had to be taken in marriage selectiphdih parties, not just men, to ensure protection
of property rights and heritance rights.

118 Elizabeth Foyster, ‘A Laughing Matter? Maritalsbord and Gender Control in Seventeenth-
Century England’Rural History (1993), vol. 4, pp. 5-21. For a fuller discussimm desertion and
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Despite evidence within the ballads that some Hacheparticipated in
excessive and immoral behaviour, such as thoseemexs above, concerns over
spousal choice seem to have been voiced more bytmaenby womer!’ This is
hardly surprising when it is considered that alltteé known ‘professional’ ballad
writers were men'® Moreover, such attitudes could be understoodims$ which
suggest that there existed misogynistic overtonihkirwsuch source material’
There was certainly an expectation within popularature that, in regards to male-
female relationships, women were more likely thaennto undermine both social
order and hierarchies, and this is indicative c¢ #nxious nature of patriarchal
manhood which has been described by Mark Breitenlamd, to some extent,
questioned by Alexandra ShepafdBallads such asdvice to Batchelors, Or The

Married Man’s Lamentatiorcaution young men to beware getting married at all

separation see Amussen, ‘Gender Order in Familes\éllages’, pp. 124-29, in which Amussen
argues that ‘as legal divorce or re-marriage wenpoissible for most people, alternatives were
tolerated’, p. 125. This difference of opinion Wween Foyster and Amussen could suggest that
toleration of alternatives to legal divorce could éependent on a number of variables which may
include who instigated the separation, the aremathe of the people involved, the time period and
number of children.

7 This is not to say that ballads which voiced conaaver choosing a husband did not exist; they
did. Ballads such as, ‘A Warning for Maids’, ‘Ad to the Ladies of London’ (after 1686) and ‘The
Crafty Maid’ are examples wherein the central mgesa directed at women to take caution when
choosing a husband; sBexburghevol. Ill, part 1, pp. 41-46; vol. lll, part 2, pB69-72; vol. lll, part

3, pp. 652-55.

118 Natascha Wilrzbacfthe Rise of the English Street Ballad 1550-16f0 22, 323.

119 Gowing, ‘Women, Status and the Popular CultureDighonour’, pp. 225-34; Judith Bennett,
‘Misogyny, Popular Culture, and Women’'s Worldjstory Workshop Journa{1991), vol. 31, pp.
166-188. Compare with FletcheGender, Sex and Subordinatjoohapter 1; Fletcher, ‘Men'’s
Dilemma: The Future of Patriarchy in England 156&, Transactions of the Royal Historical
Society(1994), sixth series, 4, pp. 61-81.

120 Mark Breitenburg,Anxious Masculinity in Early Modern EnglanCambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1996); ShepalMieaning of Manhood
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You batchelors that single are may lead a happy lif

For married men are full of care, and women ofebrstrife;*?*

Of course bachelors, the target audience here |¢lhave taken heed of the voice
from which this ballad is told. The ballad is givas a warning from a husband who
was not wise in his choice of wife and who, it aer revealed, was abused both
physically and verbally by his wif6?> The husband described how he was
bewitched by his wife’s beauty to the point wheeeldst his reason and let her take
the authoritative position in their marriage. 8w counsel offered within this ballad
Is twofold: firstly, a man should always keep atigein on his reason, especially in
the task of choosing a wife and, secondly, thatas ultimately the husband who
should govern the household. Such clear patribrom@alising sets forth the
prescriptions of full manhood, to which young mdmww@d aspire and, it can be
argued, hints at the fact that such an ideal coeler be met.

The process of selecting the right kind of womandavife is demonstrated
in the balladClod’s Carroll, wherein a bachelor discussed his spousal optatins
one of his female friend$® And so, the ballad is presented as a dialogueeset
the man and woman, wherein the discussion centred which age a woman would
be best suited to being a good wife. The margahss, was desperate to marry:

This single life is wearisome: faine would | marry,
But fear of ill chusing Makes me to tarty"

121 Roxburghe Balladsvol. 11, part 2, ‘Advice to Batchelors; Or, Thdarried Man’s Lamentation’,
pp. 376-82, quotation p. 376.

122 The target audience could equally be maids, olynexdded wives, as it is possible that the ballad
could be instructive. However, this seems unlikely there is no retribution for the deviant wife.
The focus is centred entirely on the pitiful lifetbe enslaved husband.

123 Roxburghe Bvol. 1, ‘Clod’s Carroll’, (1601-1640?), pp. 2627

124 Roxburghe Bvol. 1, ‘Clod’s Carroll’, p. 266.
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However, it was the woman and not the man who destithe drawbacks in each
age group of women. She claimed that young womere wver zealous and would
be difficult to tame, that a woman of middle ageuldono longer be a virgin and that
an older woman would drive her husband rfad.Nevertheless, the man decided
that he would seek to marry a widow with money; histdecision to marry proved
to be his undoing. The second part of the baklaprésented as ‘one year later’ and
the female friend met with the man to discover hewecessful his first year of
marriage had been. Here it is revealed that His was ‘anything that euill is’ which
included being abusive, both verbally and physycdieing a gossip and being an
adulteres$?® The message within the ballad seems to be tlmieis not matter how
much care was taken when choosing a wife, becdus®men would be the ruin of
their husbands, again illustrating the misogynigeadencies of ballad culture.
Perhaps acting as a counterbalance to this isattidHat the female friend described
herself to be the perfect woman, and yet the mahndit think to marry her.
Furthermore, it was the woman who was given théaiative position in this
ballad, as it was she who could foretell what nagei would be like for the man,
whereas he had to experience it before he could/kno

However, nowhere is the advice to be cautious wdedecting a wife more
pronounced than in the balldthe Countryman’s Care in Choosing a Wffé The
ballad, as the title suggests, is presented agechpgiven from a ‘brisk youngster’

who was desperate to find a wife, but found fauthven different types of women.

125 Roxburghe Bvol. |, ‘Clod’s Carroll’, pp. 266-67.

126 Roxburghe Bvol. 1, ‘Clod’s Carroll’, pp. 270-71. For a disssion on the destructive potential of
jealousy within Renaissance literature, see Brbiteg ‘Anxious Masculinity: Sexual Jealousy in
Early Modern England-eminist Studie§1993), vol. 19:2, pp. 377-398.

127 Roxburghevol. IlI, part 3, ‘The Countryman’s Care in Chauga Wife; Or, A Young Batchelor
Hard to be Pleased’ (1672-1695), pp. 597-99.
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For each kind of woman the ‘youngster’ could coejarstereotype which prevented
her from being marriage material. For exampleirlrgised at the Court would be
sexually permissive, many would have tried the ésxs daughter and a cook-maid
would be a scold® The only sort of woman who would be able to $atthis
young bachelor, it appears, was a rich farmer'sgbr as she would be a good
housewife, she would be virtuous and also she wdoeldich all of which were
qualities that would underpin patriarchy.

It is possible that ballads which were concernethwaidvising care when
choosing a wife, such as those discussed above, nepresentative of what has been
termed a ‘crisis of order’, which some historiangue to have existed throughout the
early modern period. Male anxieties were fuellgdabh apparent increase in female
threats to patriarchy, most of which were instigatsyy uncontrollable, lewd and
aggressive wives. However, the extent to whick thiisis’ was real, imagined in
the mindset of seventeenth-century moralists opkimid not occur at all has been a
cause of debate for historiatfs. Moreover, ballads highlight the dissolute, imniora
and disorderly behaviour of both men and women amdt has been shown, could

also hold young men to account for their sexuaisgeessions®® Indeed, as it has

128 Roxburghevol. Ill, part 3, ‘The Countryman’s Care in Chaaga Wife’ (after 1672), pp. 598-99.
129 Compare David Underdown, ‘The Taming of the Scolab. 116-136, with Martin Ingram,
“Scolding Women Cucked or Washed': A Crisis in Gen&elations in Early Modern England?’, in
Jenny Kermode and Garthine Walker efégmen, Crime and the Courts in Early Modern England
(London: UCL Press, 1994), pp. 48-80; see also rsésaussen, ‘Gender, Family and the Social
Order, 1560-1725’, in Anthony Fletcher and Johnv&btson edsOrder and Disorder in Early
Modern England(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1985), 186-217; Lees,Thou Art A
Verie Baggadge'chapter 2.

130 Foyster, ‘A Laughing Matter?".
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been suggested above and, moreover, as Lyndal Raeperlaimed, men could pose

just as much—if not more—of a threat to patriarctability than women?**

Conclusion
It has been suggested in this chapter that thecqgpésns of manliness for male
youth during the long seventeenth century were l#eetged. On the one hand
moralists, authorities and parents alike sougldatatrol and temper the high spirits
of young men and, on the other, male youth wereosiinexpected to behave in a
rough and dissolute manner. In order for patriarauthority and social stability to
be maintained, male youth had to learn and begttinguinto practice the skills
needed to achieve full manhood. So, male youtleviestructed that moderation
was the key to achieving manhood as it necessitaea@bility for self-control and
self-governance—the cornerstone of patriarchautbmhanhood—and this remained
constant throughout the entire period. What a¢éspains in continuance is a sense
that male youth defined their own set of principlekich governed their own
concepts of manliness. It was through drinkingyplg and fighting that young,
manly reputations could be won, fought over and. Ids was bravado—sometimes
in direct competition with the ideology of patriaed manhood—which shaped and
underpinned the identity of male youth. Youthfudmhness was defined as much by
relationships with women as it was through male araterie.

Whilst young men were expected to be sexually comsate, and therefore
have some level of sexual experience, casual sen@lunters could both bolster
and undermine reputation.  Youthful bragging of us#x conquests—real or

imagined—was part-and-parcel of male comradeshit, dastard-bearing could

131 Roper,0Oedipus and the Deyithapter 5.
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prove to be the undoing of a man. Tentative ewddelirawn from the secular and
ecclesiastical courts of Nottinghamshire, whichdse® be compared and contrasted
with other regions throughout England, suggestsrttem who were named fathers of
illegitimate children could expect punishments whaffected both their worth and
their reputation. Credit of all kinds could be keaed by sexual misdemeanours.
Finally, it can be seen through an examinationagdyar ballads that normative or
full manhood was to a large extent reliant on takadviour of women and, particular
care was needed when choosing a wife. Young mee aevised to be cautious
when choosing a woman to marry and, as it will bggested in chapter five below,
husbands were ridiculed if they could not controéit wives, whilst drunken
husbands relied on their wife’s good conduct angheel. A good sexual reputation
was a necessary requirement of the prescriptiortsotsf manliness and manhood.
The way in which this was achieved shifted accaydim the life cycle. It was a
young man’s own sexual conduct on which his repunattood, whereas a husband’s

sexual reputation was bolstered or ruined throhghoehaviour of his wife.
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Chapter 5.

‘Maruailous Acts of Manhood, full of wonder, and stange
merriments’: Manhood*

Behave thy self so in thy Family, that those betbee may both love
and fear theé.

Be honest in your ways; spare in your words; plemein good

workes>
Manhood represented the firmest stage of life fenmIn humoral terms, manhood
also represented the most stable life phase bedhaedeeat of youth had begun to
cool, but the coldness of old age had not yetrs&tlt was during these years that all
of the lessons of childhood and youth were to bstemad and put into practice. In
strictly patriarchal terms, manhood was markedfimumh any other life stage because
economic independence had been achieved, a mariah had been forged,
children and heirs were born, a household had besated and credit was accrued
amongst friends, companions and neighbours. Mahippesented the opportunity
for men to pass on to their sons all their owndedthad taught them. Above all else,
manhood represented the pinnacle of the life counsd after it had been reached
there came the eventual decline into old age. Wewas it will be shown, all men
did not necessarily meet the patriarchal dictatdalomanhood. Some men lacked a

good reputation because they were unable to gotleim households, or were

! John Wright, Tom Thumbe, His Life and Death: Wherein is Declakahy Maruailous Acts of
Manhood, Full of Wonder, and Strange Merrimefhisndon, 1630), frontispiece.

2 Brabazon AylmerAdvice of a Father: or Counsel to a Child, diregfiflim how to demean himself
in the most important passages of this I(ifendon, 1688), p. 38.

% Sir Henry SlingsbyA Father’s Legacy: Sir Henry Slingsbey’s Instrungao his Sonne@.ondon,
1658), p. 61.

* Helkiah CrookeMicrocosmographia: a Description of the Body of M@mndon, 1615); Samuel
Haworth, Anthropologia, or, A Philosophic Discourse ConcemiMan Being the Anatomy both of
His Soul and Bod{L.ondon, 1680).
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cuckolded, whilst others were unworthy of creditdgse they absconded from their
familial duties, or were habitual drinkers. Moreovmanliness for adult men could
be claimed outside of a purely familial setting aad the long seventeenth century
unfolded, martial honour provided one such metiwdugh which this was possible.
This chapter will examine the prescriptions ofl fmlanhood, and it will be
argued that whilst the patriarchal dictates of noaal) in terms of marriage, house-
holding status and independence, remained curneoighout the long seventeenth
century these were essentially idealistic and pbssinrealistic for most men. An
examination of ballads and cheap print will revibat a common theme of popular
culture was the inability of men to govern effeetivtheir households, particularly
their wives, which is suggestive of the ‘anxiousripach’ paradigm of early modern
manhood. Following this, considerations of pottna, which depict married
couples of the social elite, will be made and il e argued that these represent the
importance of unity and affection within the pragts of early modern marriage,
whilst evidence drawn from the Nottinghamshire &mcand ecclesiastical courts
will be used to suggest that men further down tbeiad scale could, and did,
abscond from their patriarchal duties. The sigaifice of fatherhood to concepts of
manhood will then be considered, wherein it will drgued that it was largely the
responsibility of fathers to ensure the manlindstheir male offspring. The extent
to which conviviality within the community impactagon manhood will then be
examined, and evidence drawn from both popularalitee and court records will
indicate that drinking and merriment formed angné part of the manliness of adult
men, whilst at the same time such acts could coei&a the patriarchal dictates of
manhood. Finally, through an examination of patdra, this chapter will explore

the possibility that manliness could be both wod kst through military service and

159



martial honour. It will be argued that whilst thewere very clear prescriptions on
the ways and means to achieve and maintain fullhmad, these were largely

idealistic and could be directly contested by th@ke stood to gain from them.

Marriage and Household Formation

Historians have long since recognised the impogarfcmarriage to early modern
society; indeed Miriam Slater described it as ‘theightiest business’ in 1976.
Historians have also noted that the mean age athwmen and women married
during the seventeenth century was comparativédy laawrence Stone claimed that
girls tended to marry at around the age of twewty-br twenty-three in the late
seventeenth and eighteenth century. He furthemeld that marriage patterns for
boys altered considerably depending on whether tirene the son and heir or a
merely younger brother, but he went on to contéiatl the mean age at first marriage
for boys in the squirarchy was somewhere betweentywfour and twenty-six in the
seventeenth and early eighteenth cenfuBlizabeth Foyster suggested that marriage

occurred relatively late in life, ‘with most men m@ang in their mid to late

® Miriam Slater, ‘The Weightiest Business: Marriaigean Upper-Gentry Family in Seventeenth-
Century England’'Past and Presen1976), vol. 72, pp. 25-54; Slater, ‘The Weighti@siness:
Marriage in an Upper-Gentry Family in Seventeeném@ry England: A Rejoinder’Past and
Present(1979), vol. 85, pp. 136-40; Sara Heller MendeJsthe Weightiest Business: Marriage in an
Upper-Gentry Family in Seventeenth-Century EnglaRdst and Preser(tL979), vol. 85, pp. 126-35;
Lawrence StoneThe Family, Sex and Marriag.ondon: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1977), Stone,
Road to Divorce, England 1530-198Dxford: Oxford University Press, 1992); J. A. §ig
‘Plebeian Marriage in Stuart England: Some Evidefnom Popular Literature’Transactions of the
Royal Historical Society1986), fifth series, 36, pp. 69-90; Steve Hindhe Problem of Pauper
Marriage in Seventeenth-Century England: the AldearPrize Essay'Transactions of the Royal
Historical Society(1998), sixth series, 8, pp. 71-89.

® Stone Family, Sex and Marriagep. 46.
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twenties’! Working from the figures put forward by Wriglema Schofield, Amy
Froide has argued recently that ‘between 1600 &% the average Englishwoman
did not marry until age 26, and men waited evergéorto marry, until age 28'.
Moreover, Froide has suggested that at least dthe-df the population never
married during the period, and that this is mdsli a conservative estimate.

To complicate matters further, Steve Hindle haggsated that ‘institutional
factors’ were not only meant to prevent marriagengl the lines of age, but to
prevent marriage in terms of social status. Himaligued that restrictions in the
marital practices amongst paupers were particuiasgked during the seventeenth
century™® Indeed, Keith Wrightson has claimed that durimg ¢arly modern period,
marriage and family formation ‘was a privilege mattthan a right®. Alexandra
Shepard has used the arguments put forward by élamdd Wrightson to suggest that
histories of manhood need to take such demogragata into account, as an
increasing number of men were debarred from thesédwlding status which
patriarchal manhood necessitatédNevertheless, as this chapter will demonstrate,
cultural representations of men frequently assuthatl marriage between men and

women would take place and often discussed thecppésns of manhood in such

" Elizabeth FoysterManhood in Early Modern England: Honour, Sex andriiéme (Harlow:
Longman, 1999), pp. 41-2.

8 Amy Froide,Never Married: Singlewomen in Early Modern Englaf@kxford: Oxford University
Press, 2005), p. 2; Froide’s figures are basedhenwork of E. A. Wrigley and R. Schofieldhe
Population History of England, 1541-1871: a Recamstion (London: Edward Arnold, 1981), p. 255.
° Froide,Never Married pp. 2-3.

1% Hindle, ‘The Problem of Pauper Marriage’, pp. ®.-8Institutional factors’ include apprenticeship
and the poor law; see Hindle, ‘The Problem of Palyerriage’, p. 76.

! Keith Wrightson English Society, 1580-16§0ondon: Routledge, 2002 edn.), pp. 66-70, quonati
p. 70.

12 Alexandra Shepardyleanings of Manhood in Early Modern Engla@xford: Oxford University
Press, 2003), pp. 210, 252.
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circumstances. It may be the case that the boigsdaf manhood shifted over the
course of the seventeenth century in real termsshwurther polarised men along
the axis of social rank, and this may have impactgoh the classification of what
comprised patriarchal manhood, and who had potdntiaake claim to such status.

Nevertheless, for those men who did marry, there alao the danger that
unruly wives would undermine their authority andherefore, their claim to
manhood. Wives who spent their time gossiping higir friends and neighbours
were a threat to their husband’s reputation. Meeeathe threat could be directed at
more than one aspect of a husband’s manhood. ghogsiould have taken time
and concentration away from the duties which a wifeuld have been undertaking;
consequently, a husband’s ability to govern theskbold properly could be called
into question. Furthermore, gossips tended tolm®mpetition with each other, and
so wasted their husband’s money on the latestdaskand luxuries,

A wife must also have a beaver of the best,

That shee may flaunt it out, and gossip with treere
Thus, participation in gossiping could impact ore taconomic stability of the
household. In addition, a gossiping wife demonsttaa lack of respect for her
husband. This is depicted in the balladlvice to Batchelors, Or A Careful
Industrious Wife wherein it is claimed that a good wife would ay@aobey her
husband and not participate in idle gossip, asvetxld know this would offend
him.**

Further to this, gossiping would usually take placéemale dominated areas,

away from men, and so it would be possible for@grof women to participate in

3 Roxburghe Bvol. |, ‘The Batchelor's Feast’ (1628-67), pp-66, quotation p. 64.
* Roxburghevol. IIl, part 2, ‘Advice to Batchelors, Or A Gzful Industrious Wife’, pp. 373-375.
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uninhibited speech about anything, or anyone. Hericis feasible that men,
particularly husbands, feared gossips, as theydcbalve been the subject under
scrutiny; this is evident in the ball&lickold’s Haven

When these good Gossips meet In Alley, Lane, aegtr

(Poore men, we doe not see’t!) with Wine and Sggaaet

They arm themselues, and then, beside, their hdsbanust be

hornify'd.*®
Here, it is hinted at that gossips were generdlbught to be sexually permissive,
and so the gossip that would be exchanged wasylikelinvolve stories of the
husband’s sexual impotence and the need to haxeerital sex with another man.
Hence, gossiping wives could undermine their hudisarmanhood in three
fundamental ways: their household governance, enancstability and sexual
performance. However, gossiping was not the ordy W endanger a husband’s
manhood.

In many ways, scolds were a larger threat to mashtioan gossips, as a scold
was likely to abuse verbally friends, neighbourd peers, as well as her husbahd.
According to David Underdown, there was an ‘epiderof scolding’ in early

modern England; although, as Elizabeth Foysterrbasgnised, the evidence he

!> Roxburghe Bvol. I, ‘Cuckold’s Haven’ (1638), pp. 201-207,ajation p. 205.

'8t is important to note, however, that men as wasliwomen participated in scolding and barratry;
although scolding has been considered a femalerdded crime. This is also true of sexual slander.
See Linda Lees, Thou Art A Verie Baggadge: Gender and Crime inv&aeenth-Century
Nottinghamshire and Staffordshif®ottingham Trent University, Unpublished PhD Tike4999),
chap. 5; David Underdown, ‘The Taming of the Scdlle Enforcement of Patriarchal Authority in
Early Modern England’, in Anthony Fletcher and J@tevenson edsQrder and Disorder in Early
Modern England(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 1d%-136, especially pp. 119-
120; Laura Gowing, ‘Gender and the Language ofltnsuEarly Modern London’History Workshop
Journal (1993), vol. 35, pp. 1-21.
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provides does not fully substantiate this claimNevertheless, there is evidence
within the ballads examined which would suggest thamen, who were abusive
verbally, were a cause for concern during the seesth century.

If a woman be troubled with a tatling tongue,

Whose too much vaine babbling her neighbours dotmgy

I iudge for her mouth it's something too long,

Therefore she must cut [it] short while she is y&hg
The disquiet presented here is directed towardaefghbours, but the severity of the
punishment, a slit tongue, suggests that scoldatgabiour was a cause of anxiety.
Moreover, the concern becomes greater when thaiaveabuse is directed at
husbands by their wives. Scolding wives subvettied prescribed gender norms by
being unquiet and disturbing the peace. Furthehig scolds also subverted their
husband’s prescribed gender norms, as the husbauldl Wwe proved an ineffective
head of household if he could not control his vafeehaviour.

If a scold was not kept in check by her husband thevas likely that she
would invert the gender order; such is the casthénballadMy Wife Will Be My
Master, in which the husband is forced to undertake hwiisey and the more he
attempts to please his wife, the more he is maslave,

Her bed | make both soft and fine, and put on sheainpletely;

Her shoes and stockings | pull off, and lay her domost neatly:

| cover her and keep her warm for fear | shouldagie her;
| hug her kindly in my arm, vyet still she’l be myaster®

" Underdown, ‘The Taming of the Scold’, pp. 116-18izabeth Foyster, ‘A Laughing Matter?
Marital Discord and Gender Control in SeventeenémGry England’Rural History (1993), vol. 4,
pp. 5-21.

'8 Roxburghe Bvol. |, ‘Doctor Do-good’s Directions’ (1633-1652)p. 306-311, quotation p. 308.

9 John Payne Collier edRoxburghe Ballad§London: Longman, 1847), “My Wife Will Be My
Master’ (1640), pp. 85-89, quotation pp. 87-8.
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As the husband was ultimately the head of the Heldehe should have been able
to govern his wife’'s behaviour through reason anddam, or else by strength.
Thus, it must be questioned, as one ballad does;hmm the blame should fall for
the behaviour of an unquiet wifélhe Cruell Shrovwpresents a woeful example of a
husband who cannot control his scolding wife.s Itavealed that the husband can do
nothing without his wife abusing him verbally arshmetimes, physically. This
abuse takes place in both the home and in puldicegl such as the street and the
tavern. However, the husband recognises that eésponsibility for his wife’s
behaviour essentially lays with him,

Then is not this a pitteous cause? let all men ihdre,

And giue their verdicts, by the Lawes, between nifg and I,

And judge the cause, who is to blame,—lle to tdagigement stand,

And be contented with the same, and put theretdamg?°
Nevertheless, taking responsibility for the probldith not vanquish it, as the ballad
finishes by informing the audience that his wif@twoued her scolding conduct and,
it is assumed, never repented for her behaviotwus;Tthe husband’s manhood could
not be restored.

There is evidence to suggest, as previously allidethat scolds were often
physically, as well as verbally, abusive. Violenves disrupted the order of society
and, in effect, turned the world upside-down. #&beth Foyster has demonstrated
that physical strength was central to manh@odherefore, it can be further argued
that men who were assaulted physically by theirewiduring the early modern
period, could be subject to ridicule from their pgeand neighbours. It was unnatural

for a woman to rule her husband physically, andthss type of behaviour was

2 Roxburghevol. |, part 1, ‘The Cruell Shrow’ (1601-1640).94-99, quotation p. 98.
2L FoysterManhood in Early Modern Englan@specially chapter 2.
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perceived as over-turning the natural and socidé¢oas ordained by God. There is
evidence within the ballads to suggest that husbaviw tolerated violent behaviour
from their wives were considered to be fools; hetheehusband in the ballakhe
Cuckold’s Lamentation of a Bad Wifemments,

For 1, like a fool, must needs got to be wed,

To bring a slut, and a whore, and a scold, to ndj be

Beside, she will fight with me every day

She is such a devilish quean, | do $ay.

It is interesting to note that the husband in tdase claims that he needed to marry;
thus adding weight to the argument put forward @tk Wrightson that marriage
was as an aspiration to be achie®diVhat is more, the man presumed that his wife
would be deviant in one way or another, suggedtiag all women were prone to
weaknesses in their behaviour. Perhaps this waattampt to lessen the blame
which could be laid on him for the behaviour of wige. Although, it is more likely
that the ‘lamenting cuckold’ had just not achiewvaednhood, and would certainly
have been the focus of mockery for being so afohikis wife that he was ‘ready to
bepiss my breeches for feaf'.

It has already been mentioned that the wife in Ha#lad Advice to
Batchelors, Or The Married Man’s Lamentatjomuled her husband both verbally
and physically. The ‘lamenting husband’ sharedséime fate as the husbandvg
Wife Will Be My Masterwherein he was forced to undertake wifely dusesh as

cooking, cleaning and tending to the childrenth&éf husband complained to his wife,

22 Roxburghevol. Ill, part 3, ‘The Cuckold’s Lamentation ofBad Wife’, pp. 635-637.
23 Wrightson,English Society 1580-168pp. 69-70.
24 Roxburghevol. IIl, part 3, ‘The Cuckold’s Lamentation’, f37.
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or did not complete the tasks, then ‘hey boys, sia@s she”> Thus, the scolding
wife and the enslaved husband, as portrayed thrbatjads, depict the chaos of a
world turned upside-down. And so it is possibl@atgue that this type of ballad was
didactic or advisory: the husbands warn bacheldrsut their daily strife and
unhappiness, thereby reasserting the idea thaiahdsbshould head the household.
In addition, this type of ballad, as discussedhapter four above, also stressed that
it was important to be careful when choosing a spouThis point is brought more
sharply into focus when it is considered that segidind violent behaviour in a wife
was symptomatic of her committing adultery.

Adulterous wives posed the greatest threat to &#dnds manhood in two
fundamental ways: they brought into question theblnd’'s sexual potency and,
also, they demonstrated that the husband did na sexual ownership of his wife.
Historians have been unable to agree as to thatartevhich a man’s reputation was
dependent on his own sexual conduct. It is tra Women were more likely than
men to defend their sexual honour through the spilmit that does not necessarily
suggest that the need for a good sexual reputataanabsent in the prescriptions of
manhood?® Elizabeth Foyster has provided a convincing amunthat the need to
have, and be able to demonstrate, sexual potensycesatral to how men judged
their own, and others’, claims to manhdddlt is also possible to argue, as Anthony

Fletcher has, that a man’s sexual reputation wgeerdient on controlling the

%5 Roxburghevol. IlI, part 2, ‘Advice to Batchelors; Or, Théarried Man’s Lamentation’, pp. 376-
382. The selected phrase is repeated at the egacbfstanza within the ballad; thus emphasisiag th
violent nature of the wife.

% Gowing, ‘Gender and the Language of Insult in E&tbdern London’, pp. 1-21.

%" FoysterManhood in Early Modern England
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behaviour of his household and this included thexusl ownership’ of his wifé®
These conflicting views illustrate the complexitie§ how the prescriptions of
manhood were constructed, perceived and enforddtere is evidence within the
ballads, though, which does suggest that a marisas@erformance was most likely
to be judged and condemned through the behavictneoife.

Married men were expected to be sexually competEach of the husbands
in the balladsThe Cooper of NorfolkCuckold’s Havenand The Discontented
Married Manrecognised that their sexual incompetence wowddlten their wives
taking extra-marital lovers; thereby underminingithposition as head of the
household and, potentially, as father to any chiidzonceived® It was essential to
prescriptive notions of manhood that men were déxahle and willing. Broadside
ballads, then, conjure a sexualised identity whaahly modern men should have
strived to accomplish. Consequently, it is possitd argue that manhood was
constructed from a number of characteristics tbatccbe achieved, tried and tested
in a number of ways, and of which marriage was gun&t.

A poor sexual performance could mean that, as alhot being able to
govern his wife’s behaviour, the husband also might be able to rule his
apprentice. Such is the case in the ballaldn and his Mistriswherein the husband
has neglected his wife through his tendency tokdfin The wife in the ballad
explains to her husband’'s apprentidehn that she is looking for a lover, and
through a process of eliminating all other men, shese him. At first, the

apprentice was apprehensive, but his apprehensasmut due to loyalty towards his

%8 Anthony Fletcher,Gender, Sex and Subordination 1500-180¢ew Haven: London: Yale
University Press, 1995), chap. 6.

? Roxburghe B vol. I, ‘The Cooper of Norfolk’ (1675); ‘Cuckold’ Haven' (1638); ‘The
Discontented Married Man’, pp. 134-141; 201-2079-384.

%9 Roxburghevol. lIl, part 2, ‘John and his Mistris’, pp. 3898.
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master, rather it was born from his shame at beiagperienced in sexual conduct.
John’s ‘mistris’ teaches him all he needs to know, butngahim that he cannot
pursue his new found talent with other women,

Now, Johnny, you talk like an ignorant mome,

You can have such pleasure no where but at home;

Here’s fifty broad pieces, for what you have done,

But see that you never a gadding do ftn.
It is made clear within this ballad that the husbanneffective sexual appetite has
undermined his manhood in three ways: his wife tmecaan adulteress, his
apprentice proved to be disobedient and becameifes lover and, furthermore,
Johnwas paid for his service, presumably with the lansts money. There were,
therefore, economic consequences for impotencaddition to the ridicule which
the cuckolded husband would be subjected to bpéess and neighbours.

Impotence, or a poor sexual performance, was likelype brought to the
attention of friends and neighbours when a wife entubk extra-marital sex with
another man to cure her ‘greensicknéés’Making the sign of the horns was a
popular device employed by neighbours to mock thekalded husbani®f The
horns could be real animal horns, ones made fraoksstor else implied by holding
the two fore-fingers against the head. This fofrmockery could also be utilised by
an unruly wife who would inform her husband thatwes a cuckold, thereby being

disobedient in more ways than one,

31 Roxburghevol. IlI, part 2, ‘John and his Mistris’, p. 398.

%21t was commonly believed that women would becoihéf ithey did not have adequate sexual
encounters; the illness was thought to be due &xaess of ‘seed’ and was known as ‘greensickness’.
% Martin Ingram, ‘Ridings, Rough Music and the “Refoof Popular Culture” in Early Modern

England’,Past and Presen(tt984), no. 105, pp. 79-113, especially pp. 86-7.
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O what a griefe it is!

My wife hath learn’d to kisse, and thinkes ‘tis rmohisse;

She oftentimes doth me deride, and tells me | amitytd. 3
The humorous lyrics presented in popular broaddiddlads, such as this,
demonstrate that a husband’s sexual reputatiornpatntially heavily reliant on his
wife’s behaviour® However, it is the actions which a husband tapkemedy the
situation, brought about by the disobedient wif@jolh dictates whether or not his
reputation, and therefore his manhood, could bemred.

Elizabeth Foyster, in her article on gender contctdimed that there were
three methods by which a husband, whose reputdtazh been tarnished by a
disobedient wife, could restore his manhood: thhougeceiving monetary
compensation, through claiming his wife was madpyiaccepting his wife for her
weaknesse¥ There is evidence which supports this claim withiie ballads
examined. For example in the ballade Cooper of Norfolkthe deceitful wife and
her lover trick theCooperinto leaving the house, as the lover, who waseavér,
promised him much work at his own hod$eOnce theCooperleft, the brewer went
straight to his house to visit the wife. Howeue Cooperhad forgotten some of
his tools and so had to return to his house, wipenete found the cheating couple.
The brewer, to avoid being beaten, offered @uwoperall his money to settle the

dispute. The money was accepted, and proved tenbegh to ensure a good

% Roxburghevol. |, part 1, ‘Cuckold’s Haven’ (1638), pp. 483, quotation p. 149.

% For a discussion on the role of laughter in popbkilads see, Foyster, ‘A Laughing Matter?’, in
which Foyster argues that the audience could redbt a high, moralising laughter, which would
further stigmatise the position of the cuckold etse they could laugh from a fear that they todaou
be subjected to ridicule. See esp. pp. 8-11 foghi&er at cuckolds.

% Foyster, ‘A Laughing Matter?, pp. 5-21.

3" Roxburghe Bvol. |, ‘The Cooper of Norfolk’ (1625-1660), pp34-141.
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pension for theCooper It also bought forgiveness for both the brewed #he
cheating wife,

Thus money can pacifie the greatest strife; Iebn never found fault

with his wife.

Hee left of his Adz, his Saw and his Knife, Andeaftiu’d richly all

days of his life’®®
Monetary compensation, in this case, proved torbagreeable method of restoring
the Cooper'sdamaged reputatiofi. It could be that here the act of adultery wasisee
more in terms of a property crime than a sexual wierein the brewer had stolen
goods (the wife) from th€ooper Although there is a further message within the
ballad that honour, or credit, should not be sold.

Monetary compensation was not the only way to restnanhood, claims
that a scolding wife suffered from madness waslaromeans of restoration; as is
depicted in the ballaéh Caution For Scold®’ This ballad describes the loud and
disobedient behaviour of a man’s wife at a feaslytiwere hosting. The party
consisted of at least forty people, all of whomeveren and women from high social
standing, which suggests that the hosts did notecom a meagre background.
The scolding wife, it is revealed, was displeasétth Wwer husband for spending a lot
of money entertaining their guests, and she wasinaitd of displaying her anger in

front of them,

“I shall be ruin’d at this rate, This is enoughctinsume an estate.”

% Roxburghe Bvol. I, “The Cooper of Norfolk’, p. 140.

% 1t is important to note that the compensatory metbf restoration was also more passive than the
husband’s first reaction, which was violence. slpbssible, therefore, that this method of restmmat
underpinned other notions of manliness, such aoreand wisdom.

4 Roxburghevol. IlI, part 3, ‘A Caution For Scolds’ (1685;)p. 508-510.
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Before she any more words did reply, She made battes and dishes

to flye; Both friends and husband she there didsapiAsking how he

dare be so profuse.
This behaviour would have undoubtedly damaged tlbénd’s reputation amongst
his friends, and would have weakened his claim &ammood. Not only has the wife
demonstrated that she could challenge her husbamtf®rity, but also she did not
show any respect or submission to him in publiclear indication of disobedience.
An outburst, such as this, called for a drasticadynat which point a doctor was
consulted. The doctor’s diagnosis was that the aomas mad and he claimed he
could ‘take the lunacy out of her braif§’. The doctor proceeded to bleed the
woman and shave her head, but she continued iablusee until the doctor states,

I'le cut your tongue, and when a gallon you hawelbl

“T'will cure that violent noise in your hedd.
The woman at once repents of her raucous behawmdipromises never to abuse
her husband again. The husband’'s reputation was tipheld because it was
madness—possibly feigned—which left his wife uncoltable, and not his lack of
effective governance. Moreover, the wife would ddeen subject to humiliation
because she had had her head shaved.

The Catalogue of Contented Cuckofa®vides the final method by which
manhood could theoretically be restored: acceptdhc&his ballad is given as a
discussion between ten men who have each beenldadkoy their wives. The men

form a ‘Society of Confessing Brethren’, which sagts that each man was initially

“ Roxburghevol. IIl, part 3, ‘A Caution For Scolds’, p. 509.

“2 Roxburghevol. IIl, part 3, ‘A Caution For Scolds’, p. 509.

“3Roxburghevol. llI, part 3, ‘A Caution For Scolds’, 510.

“Roxburghevol. llI, part 2, ‘The Catalogue of Contented Roidls’, pp. 481-483.
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ashamed of his situation. When, however, theyealin that they were not alone,
they decide that they could not be held accounttle¢he inevitable weakness of
women and so accept that they are cuckolds. ifttésesting to note that each man
came from a different trade, including a bakeraidot, a merchant and a doctor.
Therefore, the ‘Brethren’ represent men from vagi@ocial standings; thus, it is
hinted at that men from all ranks could be cuckdlddhe inevitability of women
being prone to weakness is particularly highlightethe doctor’s speech,

“Come, come,” said the Doctor, “the best of us all

Cannot be our wives’ keepers, they are subjealtg ¥
However, it should be pointed out that the liketiddhat each of these men restored
their manhood through accepting their woeful positis slim. As Elizabeth Foyster
has explained, the cuckold who accepted his witalsiltery became the most
mocked and hated sort of man: a wiffbl.The central joke of many ballads was
actually at the expense of men who did not actegtore their honour from being
made a cuckold, and their ornament of ridiculegsfanmed from the cuckold’s horns
to the bull's feathet! Such men may have felt better being in the compémther
cuckolded wittols, but the fact that they all mata tavern and found relief by
drowning their melancholy in liquor suggests theg Imot only failed to restore their
manhood, but were also further ruining it themselve

It has been suggested through an examination afl@opeventeenth century

broadside ballads that manhood was, to a largengxteliant on the behaviour of

5 Roxburghevol. IlI, part 2, ‘The Catalogue of Contented Roids’, p. 483.

“6 Foyster Manhood in Early Modern Englangp. 109, 137, 194-8.

4" Roxburghevol. Ill, part 2, ‘Bull's Feather’, pp. 418-42®oxburghe Bvol. I, ‘Cuckold’s Haven’
(1638), pp. 201-207; vol. 1, ‘Household Talke; @opod Councell for a Married Man’, (1620-407?),
pp. 60-67; ‘The Merry Cuckold’, (1635), pp. 463-46&ee also IngrantChurch Courts, Sex and
Marriage, p. 309.

173



women and in particular on that of wives. A husbansexual reputation was
underpinned, or undermined, through the behavibbrsowife. It was, therefore, the
level of success of a husband’s ‘ownership’ ofwife’s sexual behaviour on which
his own sexual reputation was measured. In mastsca poor sexual reputation
could have economic consequences. The gossipatg would waste her husband’s
money on buying luxuries to compete with her frgnand adultery could result in
monetary compensation. A male adulterer mightrafezoman money so she would
sleep with him, as iThe Biter Bittenor be forced to pay for sleeping with another
man’s wife as was demonstrated Tihe Cooper of Norfolk The adulterous wife
might pay her lover to keep their secret, such thascase in the ballatbhn and his
Mistris. However, the adulterous wife may have had a ndamaging effect upon
her cuckolded husband’s manhood. Often cuckoldsldvbnd solace in alcohol,
like the ‘Brethren’ of contented cuckolds, but itasvthrough drunkenness that
manhood could be most seriously threatened. Tdsorefor this, it can be argued, is
because manhood was fundamental to preserving dtreanghal order during the
seventeenth century. Thus, it was an essentiaireggent of manhood to be able to
govern the household effectively and sustain econatability. Excessive alcohol
consumption, as has been shown here, prohibiteanefrom doing this.

The most effective way to govern the household wWasugh the joint
government of a husband and wife. The husbandduoeithe head of the household
but, rather paradoxically, would rule in a parthésswith his wife?® Such is the
message in ballads such dte Careful Wife and the Comfortable Husbambe

Householder's New-yeeres Gifthe Careful Wife’s Good CounsmhdThe Cheerful

8 Susan Amussen, ‘Gender, Family and the Social Q1d®0-1725’, in Fletcher and Stevenson eds.,
Order and Disorderpp. 196-217.
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Husband®® The central message within each of these balkdsat a successful
marriage is one built on working in a partnership,

Goe thou and ply they labour,

and | will worke with the®
Such was the comfort offered from the wife to haisitand in the balladhe
Householder's New-yeeres Gifthen their hard work had vyielded little harvest.
However, the responsibility for familial and ecorionstability, asThe Cheerful
Husbandillustrates, ultimately lays with the husband,

For while I live, | hope to keep,

With pains and care, my family
Thus, notions of early modern manhood as presehtedgh broadside ballads were,
at least in part, centred on an ability to goveffeatively the conduct of the
household, conserve its economic stability, and thvas achieved through a
partnership between man and wife.

Affection, as much as partnership, was an imporégpect of early modern
marriage. Christopher Durston has argued thatifiduthe seventeenth century, it
was widely believed that the most successful mgesawere those in which the

partners had been drawn together by mutual afigctfo Keith Wrightson claims

that, ‘courtship among the lesser gentry, howewas a more personal, intimate and

9 Roxburghe Bvol. |, ‘The Careful Wife and the Comfortable Hasd’; ‘The Householder's New-
yeeres Gift’, pp. 165-169, 169-17Rpxburghevol. I, part 2, ‘The Careful Wife’s Good Court'se
pp. 478-480Roxburghevol. 111, part 3, ‘The Cheerful Husband’, pp. 55%7.

¥ Roxburghe Bvol. I, ‘The Householder's New-yeeres Gift' (1598p. 169-174.

1 Roxburghevol. IIl, part 3, ‘The Cheerful Husband’, p. 517.

%2 Christopher Durstorhe Family in the English Revoluti¢g®xford: Basil Blackwell, 1989), p. 57.
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romantic process® Anthony Fletcher, after an examination of nineecatudies of
married couples, concluded that early modern nmggsacontained an internal
dynamic that was ‘consisting of the hopes and dsgithe strength of will and the
emotional inclinations of the partners concerrmédThere is evidence of affection in
marriage within the portraits examined.

The portrait of James Il and Anne Hyde, paintedhm 1660s, provides an
opportunity for historians to gain a visual undansting of affection in marriage.
This is particularly pertinent here as James andeAmarried secretly after Anne
discovered she was pregnant. Therefore, this Veaslg not a match decided upon
and arranged by parents or family advis8rswithin the portrait James and Anne
evidently share an affectionate union. Both figuage turned towards each other
with their knees almost touching and James looksloration at Anne. A feeling of
intimacy is achieved through the closeness of theple both in proximity to each
other and also to the spectator. The far-reaclindscape which can be seen in the
background of the painting also underlines theirfigebf intimacy. Moreover, a
pillar, signifying stability, is shown behind theaip This is very similar to the
composition of the portrait of Arthur Capel and hide Elizabeth the Countess of
Essex’

The prescriptive model of the family directed tha husband was sovereign

to his wife and family during the early modern pdribut, also, that marital and

%3 Wrightson,English Societyp. 73.

* FletcherGender, Sex and Subordinatjqn 172.

%5 See plate 18 in Appendix A below.

% John Miller, The Stuart§London: Hambledon & London, 2004), p. 144
>" See plate 19 in Appendix A below.
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familial stability was best achieved through thetpership of husband and wit@. It
can be also seen that partnership was not only wihin marriage, but also a
practical reality® Evidence of partnership within marriage is degzcin the 1639
portrait of Thomas Howard,"® Earl of Arundel, and his wife Alathef4. Oliver
Millar has suggested that this portrait was comiois=d to record the revival of the
‘Madagascar Scheme’, which sort to colonize thandlunder Arundel with the
King’s permissiorf! If this is indeed true, as is likely due to theeation given to
the island on the globe within the painting, theseems strange that Alatheia would
also appear within the portrait. Moreover, Alathes a prominent feature within the
composition of the painting, being positioned ionfr of her husband who is also
partly hidden behind the globe. Arundel holds Bzl Marshal’'s baton, a signifier
of authority, in his hand above the globe. It cbbk argued that the authority is
directed over his wife; however, this seems unjikeAs the baton is positioned over
the globe it is more probable that his authoritysweoncentrated over the
Madagascan Island. Moreover, Arundel looks towdridswife as if seeking her
advice or approval of the colonization. Thus givilatheia an amount of authority
herself within the marriage. This point is furthexemplified as Alatheia is in

possession of tools of navigation, offering her amance both in the planning and

*8 For example see Susan Amussen, ‘Gender Orderniilifa and Villages’, in Susan Amussein
Ordered Society: Gender and Class in Early Modemmglend (New York: Oxford: Columbia
University Press, 1993), pp. 95-133.; Amussen, teenFamily and the Social Order, 1560-1725’,
pp. 196-217; Bernard Capp, ‘Separate Domains? WandrAuthority in Early Modern England’, in
Paul Griffiths et al eds.The Experience of Authority in Early Modern Engla(®@asingstoke:
Macmillan, 1996), pp. 117-145, especially pp. 126-7

%9 Wrightson,English Societypp. 89-104.

% See Thomas Howard"2Earl of Arundel, with Aletheia, Countess of Aruh¢&639?) by Anthony
Van Dyck, in Oliver Millar,Van Dyck in England(London: National Portrait Gallery Publications,
1982), p. 99.

®1 Millar, Van Dyck in Englangdp. 99.
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the logistics of the colonization process. Thisuggestive that partnership existed
at least within Arundel's marriage, but it canna bBssumed that all marriages
followed the example presented here by Thomas aaithéia Howard?

Within the portrait of Arthur Capel and his wifeifbeth, both affection and
partnership remain key to notions of marriage.mfentioned above, the composition
of the portrait bears a resemblance to that of 3aane Anne Hyde, and this is not
surprising since both were painted by the samst8tti Of particular significance
within this portrait is the sword which Capel braies. It is positioned between the
couple and Elizabeth’s gaze is drawn toward it.of8l were often a reference to the
phallus, and there is no reason to suppose thaistiot the case heté.lt is evident
within the portrait that Capel acts as a proteatitinin the marriage, as Elizabeth sits
in a sheltered area protected from the outsidedvbyl her husband. Moreover,
Capel is situated in the traditional position ofthauity, and so this portrait
underlines the argument trumpeted by early modeoralists who state that
husbands were the ultimate head of the houséholt does not, however, weaken
the possibility of a marriage centred on affectml partnership.

It must be remembered that the discussion of ngErigresented above is
grounded on an examination of men and women ofigper echelons of the social
strata. As previously stated, the pendant and eomp portraits identified were
commissioned by those of the highest social stapdime monarchy and nobility,

and not of those from the middling and lower orde€®nclusions made here cannot

62 Also see plates 20-21 in Appendix A below.

%3 See plates 18-19 in Appendix A below.

% Steinburg, L., ‘Steen’s Female Gaze and OtheriéspArtibus et Historiag1990), vol. 11:22, pp.
107-128.

% :Sjr Anthony Van Dyck’s Portraits of Sir Williamna Lady Killigrew, 1638’ Tate Paperg2004),
vol. 1; date accessed 06.08.2005.
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be assumed true of those of the immediately less®s, or of the mass population
of seventeenth century society. It is importahéréfore, to recognize the inherent
limitation of this sort of primary source materialaluations can only be made of the
upper, and to some extent upper-middling, levelsoafety.

Once married, it was the duty of a husband to pi@¥or and protect his wife
and family®® In order to fulfil such duties effectively, hustthand wife were to live
within the same household under the same roof. eR&urnam of London was so
concerned with how badly his reputation had suffdyecause he and his wife lived
separately that in 1645 he published a public datta, which proclaimed he was a
good husband and trumpeted his Christian naturever@l witness statements
supported his announcemé&ht.His wife, it appears, had previously published tw
libels that whole-heartedly blamed their separatinrRobert Burnam. According to
Burnam, separation, except in cases where aduhliad/ been committed, was
‘abominable and contrary to the rule of Chrf8t'.Indeed, it was the jurisdiction of
the church courts to examine presentments of separeases, and it would appear
that not everyone in Nottinghamshire during thes lsixteenth century took such
emphatic views on the matter as Robert Burnam.

Nicholas Whelpdale of Mansfield Woodhouse was bhbubefore the
archdeaconry court of Nottinghamshire on tffeAigust 1565 for ‘not living with

his wife’. The judge warned him to live with hisferaccording to the law and ‘did

% Fletcher,Gender, Sex and SubordinatioBusan Amussen, “The Part of a Christian Man’: The
Cultural Politics of Manhood in Early Modern Engiinin Susan Amussen and Mark Kishlansky
eds., Political Culture and Cultural Politics in Early Miern Europe(Manchester: New York:
Manchester University Press, 1995), pp. 213-238., 313-233; Shepardyleanings of Manhoqd
especially chapter 3.

7 Burnam, R.A Remonstrance, Or a Necessitated Vindication deRd@urnam(London, 1645).

% Burnam,A Remonstrance. 13.
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commande him to use her as he ought to do, aneéasrieth an honest man for to
use his wife as well as in deedes as in wortfe§he implication is that a husband’s
reputation for honesty was achieved and maintainexigh proper relations with his

wife, which would include both their sexual and rsmxual relationship. The

possible threat of adultery, which marital separattould muster, perhaps deeply
concerned Nottinghamshire authorities. Separatoaid have dislocating effects on
the community, both socially and economically.

Husbands and wives living apart from each otherthadootential to disrupt
community life, particularly in economic terms. tfug to one side the financial
implications of adultery, wherein familial incomeuwd be directed away from the
family and spent on extra-marital partners, it wees husband’s duty to provide for
and protect his wife and family. Separation coelave women impoverished and
dependent on friends, neighbours and the parishwi&n in 1581 John Tynker of
Blyth admitted ‘that he lyveth from his wife in hdefalt’, he was ordered to ‘fetche
her again’ under the penalty of ten pouftisThe amount of money involved is
suggestive of the importance placed on husbandsvawes living conjugally.
Moreover, it could well have been a motivating &for John Tynker to re-assert his
authority over his wife. If their living apart waer ‘defalt’ as Tynker claims, then
she was in effect eschewing her husband’s patahealthority.

In some cases, though, the submission of wivekdw husbands was never
realised, even when ordered by the ecclesiastmatts. In April 1583, Robert Bee
of North Collingham was enjoined to live with hisfevwhen it was claimed that he

‘and his wife doe lyve a sondér’. Less than a month later he was again brought

%9 NAO, M461, 4 August 1565, p.3.
“NAO, M461, 6 May 1581, p. 54(-17).
L NAO, M461, 24 April and 1B May 1583, p. 54(-25).
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before the archdeaconry courts to explain why lteras wife still lived apart, when
he stated that ‘he hath done his indevor to fetetrewhome to his house, but she
hath flatly denyed hym, neyther wyll she yelde bBHrso hym’. The case was
adjourned and, unfortunately, no mention of howvés resolved appears in the
records. It would seem that Robert Bee had bdemtat his word on his efforts to
bring his wife home, or else she had moved awaw fitee area; in any case Bee did
not suffer any formal punishment for living sepahafrom his wife.

Isabell Nevell did not receive the same favoursRabert Bee. Isabell
appeared before the court in the summer of 15@ms$wer why she did not live with
her husband® The judge ordered her ‘to seek diligently for Hersband and
thenceforth to remain and cohabitt with him’. lasvher responsibility to find her
husband who, it would seem, had abandoned her engbdtriarchal duties. In
addition to this, the judge further ordered thaihbell should no longer remain in
Carleton’. The circumstances of the Nevells’ sapan is not known, but it can be
surmised that without male authority Isabell womldst likely have been considered
an economic burden, and possibly a social nuisaondbe rest of the community in
Carleton once her husband had left her. Thergigerce to suggest that so long as
husbands still provided for their wives their sgp@n could be tolerated. A case in
point is that of Edward Jackson who was broughtigefhe East Retford sessions in
April 1583 because he ‘lyveth from his wifé’. Jackson claimed that ‘althoughe he
does lyve from her [his wife] yet forth he relever ho his abylitie’ and furthermore
the ‘Vicare doth affyrme the same’. Jackson’s oasas dismissed. It can be seen
that the financial imperative of their marriage amiwas being maintained even if

conjugal living was not. That the vicar of the iphrprovided evidence to support

2NAO, M461, 2 June 1565, p. 1.
P NAO, M461, 26 April 1583, p. 54(-26).
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Edward Jackson’s claim is indicative that the spali function of marriage was
perhaps of less significance than its socio-econguipose within community life.

Nevertheless, a husband’s duties not only requinedto provide for his wife
and family, but also obligated him to protect thimm. Susanna Cawton received no
such protection from her husband. James Cawtehdppeared before the sessions
at St Peter in June 1617 to divorce or legally separom his wifd* In July of the
same year the defendant, Susanna Cawton, appeagtwer why she could not
live with her husband, wherein her lawyer Mr Allaleged that ‘it was impossible
for the defendant to live in the same house ashbsband, without risk to her life
and detriment to her health’. Mr Allen continuedstate that

the plaintiff [James Cawton] had used insulting @#oto and badly and

inhumanely beaten the defendant and laid violentda@n her, and had

and still detains her clothes or some of them,aiticheld nourishment

from her although due to her by law as his wifeflst the defendant

was deprived of all necessaries for the suppofesflife, so that she

was destitute and could not support herself andcga@ with this

action”®
James was ordered to pay Susanna two shillingsek lmeway of alimony, return all
her clothes for her own use, and to pay her castscas well as his own. The case
closed with James Cawton’s excommunication, whicAswa very serious
punishment. James had completely eschewed hisahdisbduties and had in fact
acted against the prescriptions of patriarchal @itth By physically harming his
wife, and denying her clothes and nourishment, 3a@ewvton was disregarding the
responsibilities which patriarchy afforded him. eThenalty for such contestation

was to be cut off from the Church, the centre ohownity life. Marriage, it can be

argued, provided the testing ground of manhood,rehea man’s ability to protect

" NAO, M463, 19 June, 3 July, 17 July, 23 July, 2pt@mber and 16 October 1617, pp. 369-70.
S NAO, M463, 23 July 1617, p. 369.
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and provide for his wife and family were key. Ashand’s reputation for honesty
was linked directly with his spousal relationship.

The testing ground of manhood within a familial @ has most often been
linked with sexual behaviour: the test is that ahan’s ability for self-control and
asserting his authority over othéPsThere was almost certainly a sexual component
to prescriptions of manhood, and a man’s reputatonld suffer for sexual
misdemeanours. Both the secular and ecclesiasteats held womemnd men
accountable for sexual crimes. There was no disbin, for example, between the
punishments given to Robert Vittye and Franceswhgn they appeared at the
Newark quarter sessions in April 1604: both wee be stript to the waist and
whipped, for incontinence, till their bodies areddy’.”” The punishment received
by both parties was public, humiliating, and painfBlame was not apportioned
more on one side than the other, suggesting thatwere equally culpable for their
crime. It could be claimed that Frances was pwdsior her unchaste behaviour,
whilst Robert was punished for his inability to tah his passions, but as there is no

real evidence to support this suggestion the mhiatild not be over-stressed.

® Bernard Capp, ‘The Double Standard Revisited: é#bWomen and Male Sexual Reputation in
Early Modern England’Past and Presentl999), no. 162, pp. 70-100; Keith Thomas, ‘Theuble
Standard’,Journal of the History of ldea§l959), vol. 20:2, pp. 195-216; Martin Ingra@hurch
Courts, Sex and Marriage in England, 1570-1§@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987);
AmussenAn Ordered Sociefyjaura GowingWomen, Sex and Honour: The London Church Courts,
1572-1640 (unpublished PhD thesis, University of London, 399Gowing, ‘Gender and the
Language of Insult in Early Modern London’, pp. 1-Zowing,Domestic Dangers: Women, Words,
and Sex in Early Modern Londd@xford: Oxford University Press, 1996). Contradth Alexandra
Shepard, ‘Manhood, Credit and Patriarchy in Earlydern England c.1580-164@Past and Present
(2000), no. 167, pp. 75-106; Garthine Walker, ‘Engliag the Boundaries of Female Honour in Early
Modern England’Transactions of the Royal Historical Sociét@96), sixth series, 6, pp. 235-45.
"NAO, C/QSM1/66/1, Newark, 18 April 1604.
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Public humiliation was a common method of punishthgse men who
committed sexual offences, such as fornicationahdtery, both of which appeared
before the church courts. Penance, as a formavhsig ritual, would take place in
very open places, such as at church or in the mareee’® The idea was to
disgrace the character of the offender and deteerstfrom committing similar
crimes. In January 1626, Edmund Garland was odderélo penance on three days
‘with Capital letters on his breast and back foefkiage a house of bawdri€. The
crime committed and punishment received had no lveating on Edmund’s own
sexual activities, although this is implied, but swanore concerned with the
exportation of sin and vice that bawdrie housesewhought to propagate. Such
establishments, too, lacked the order and authesifyected within society. The
public humiliation of Edmund Garland must have bemwnsidered a fitting
punishment for such a crime.

Thomas Lee of Bilsthorpe felt the full force of tbleurch courts’ utilisation
of public shaming in September 1583, when he appeaefore the court ‘suspected
to have lived incestuously with his wyfes sisf8r'.For this offence, to which he
pleaded guilty, Thomas Lee was ordered to do penanblottingham Market Place
on Saturday, Newark Market Place on Wednesday, fitdchsMarket Place on
Thursday and Retford Market Place the followingug#y. He was also to do
penance in his own parish church on ‘foure Sundaged once at Eykringe and

181

Winckbourne>™ The extent of this punishment reflects the peexkiseverity of the

crime committed; Thomas was to be publicly shametea separate occasions, half

"8 Dave Postles, ‘Penance and the Market Place: ArRetion Dialogue with the Medieval Church,
c. 1250-1600’Journal of Ecclesiastical Histor§2003), vol. 54, pp. 441-468.

" NAO, M463, 21 January 1625-6, p. 430.

80NAO, M461, 17 September 1583, p. 54(-33).

81 NAO, M461, 17 September 1583, p. 54(-33).
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of which were to occur within the same week, aesalvdifferent locations. He was
to be made an example of within his own and widenmmunities. Moreover, this
punishment would interrupt his life quite severdiglying to take time away from his
work and family in order to travel to these platesarry out the penance. There is
no suggestion within the records that his wifesesi was formally punished for her
part in the crime.

There was clearly a sexual component to male honebich could be
undermined by a man’s own behaviour, but therevidemce to suggest that this did
not form the centrepiece of a man’s reputationchRid Clarke, who was presented
for fornication with Katherine, another man’s semygleaded guilty to the charge,
as did William White of Ruddington who was suspdcaté adultery with his own
servant; Edward Burche also pleaded guilty for cattnmg adultery with the widow
Joan Sheel All three men were ordered to do penance. Tiese men did not
contest the charge suggests that submission toctlwets and acceptance of
punishment was perhaps one method through whiaktatpn could be resorted, as
doing penance provided an expiation of the sexusd@meanour committed.

On occasion the crime committed bore less relatiothe outcome of the
case than whom the defendant knew. Anthony WobéySt. Peter’'s parish,
Nottingham, was brought before the church courpscied of adultery. To this
accusation he pleaded guilty, but claimed that N&yre of Nottingham hath taken
order for his punishment® Two weeks later he appeared before the courhaaya
produced a document sealed with the common sahkdflayor of Nottingham; the

case was dismissed. In this instance, despitedipigaguilty to the crime,

8 NAO, DDTS 14/26/6, 11 October 1600, 319; NAO DDI&?26/7, 17 April 1602, 497; NAO
DDTS 14/26/7, 17 April 1602, 498.
8 NAO, M461, 8 January 1582-3, p. 54(-21).
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punishment was circumvented because of whom W&heyv and so it is possible to
suggest that because of this Wolley felt he cougly admit his sexual exploits
with relative impunity, whilst at the same time sutiing to the authority of the
court. But other men, such as Edward Reade ofhSGotlingham, did contest the
charges of adultery made against them. Reade stmmtsed of committing adultery
with the wife of John Briltaine, which he deniethdapresented four compurgators,
or witnesses, to state the same under YathThe charge against him was
consequently dismissed.

It can be seen that in Nottingham during the earbdern period, despite the
efforts of both ecclesiastical and secular autlesjitmen often fell short of the
prescriptions of manhood. There is evidence of fneng separately from their
wives and eschewing their patriarchal duties andtbérs engaging in illicit sexual
relations and committing adultery, and it has bseggested that such conduct had

economic as well as social implications.

Fatherhood and Parental Relations

Given the prominence which patriarchy has enjoyegrevious histories of early
modern men, it is odd that more attention has eehbgiven to fatherhood and its
role in shaping early modern ideas surrounding rmadhand manliness. However,
in recent years, studies of fatherhood from anohstl perspective have become
more prevalent. This can be seen, for examplé¢herJournal of Family History
which in 1999 ran a special issue on fatherdio@he author of the introduction to
this special issue, Robert Griswold, commentechergrowth of academic interest in

fatherhood. Griswold claimed that, ‘to understéattherhood historically [...] is to

8 NAO, DDTS 14/26/7, 19 May 1602, 505.
8 ‘Special Issue on Fatherhoodburnal of Family History(1999), vol. 24:3.
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explore a major part of what it means to be a nadefine a key part of masculine
identity, to uncover the shifting boundaries betwe®nhood and womanhodd'. It
Is interesting that Griswold has highlighted theartance of considering fatherhood
in relation to manhood, a connection which hasasadceived very little attention
within the current historical debates concerningyeaodern manhoot’
| received the unfortunate news of the death ofsmy George by the
small-pox, a very beautiful, apt, understandindcchilt was a great
affliction to me; but God gives, and God takes, ble$sed be the name
of the Lord®®
This is the diary entry which Sir John Reresby wrobncerning his fourth son’s
death on April & 1689, having heard only seven days prior of Géesrijaess. It is
not a long passage, but it is one which clearly emtisely lays bare the emotional
bond between a father and his son. The PuritanskinHenry Newcome also
demonstrated affection for his children particylahis son Daniel in his diary
entries, describing Daniel as his ‘finest boy’ afary as his ‘best child’. Newcome
further describes occasions where he sat with kildren all evening, helped his
sons with their Latin, tended to his son Peter wherwas sick, and felt saddened
when he had to discipline the childf&nThese are not the musings of men who did

not care for their offspring. Rather, these diamyries, amongst many others which

8 Robert Griswold, ‘Introduction to Special Issue atherhood’Journal of Family History(1999),
vol. 24:3, p. 251.

87 Fletcher,Gender, Sex and Subordinatjiohmussen, ‘The Part of a Christian Man’, pp. 2832
Foyster, ‘A Laughing Matter?’ pp. 5-21; Foystdtanhood in Early ModemShepardMeanings of
Manhood Capp, ‘The Double Standard Revisited’, pp. 70-100

8 ReresbyMemoirs 5 April 1689, p. 570. It is thought that Georgas born in April 1678 making
him circa 11 years old, p. 138.

8 Ralph Houlbrooke edEnglish Family Life, 1576-17160xford: Blackwell, 1989), pp. 156-60.
[Henry Newcome (1627-1695) 1657-65; passages exfetw 8 August 1658, 23 October 1661, 4
February 1662, 7 February 1662, 19 February 1682/y81662, 6 October 1664].
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both Linda Pollock and Ralph Houlbrooke have idesdi suggest that fathers
played an active role in rearing their childfén.And, furthermore, that fathers
formed emotional bonds with their children.

As it was suggested in chapter three above, theogaer of the conduct
manuals, which take the form of a father's advisas to instruct male youths on
how to become a man and how to govern their owra\debr, and that of inferior
others, in a manner befitting manhood. But bodktatherly advice could also be
manuals of instruction for men on how to act abdet. The information provided
not only counselled male youths on how to becoma, rtfeey also offered a useful
guide to the kind of advice fathers should be ablgive their sons—a template for
fatherhood if you like. That this advice was prdeed as fatherly counsel is
suggestive that it was to fathers that sons lod&edhstruction and example of how
to act like a man. There is a further suggesti@t these lessons were best learnt
during the years of adolescence.

Caleb Trenchfield’s advice manual to his sénCap of Grey Hairs for a
Greenheagdprinted in 1671, provides tantalising evidencaolwhs suggestive that
fathers had hands-on experience in rearing theldrelm from as young as babes.
The advice given from father to son, to which | asferring, is concerned with
bringing up children. Trenchfield questions thedmal advice trumpeted by
physicians of how best to feed babies and infamésng his own experience of
raising ten children, in advising his son how keslook after very young children.
He writes:

And though the Physicians generally decry the dddilk, as too too

Phlegmatick, and not convenient; yet doth not my @xperience as
much assert it; there being ten of you, who | beligye with such a

% Linda Pollock, Forgotten Children, Parent-Child Relations from D56 1900 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1983); Houlbrodkeglish Family Life
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number of any one mans in the world beside, foitheatrength and

straitness, who have been all true Trojans at k-butvi™
Whether or not he actually had any dealings wittdiieg the children, or directed
what they were fed, or sought female advice onntla¢ter to pass on to his son, is
guestionable. But this particular passage isnglthat men could and did make it
their business to know, and have opinions abouatwiade the best nourishment for
small children. Moreover, it was considered appetp that a father should impart
this kind of knowledge to his male offspring. Tpassage is also suggestive that
Trenchfield read medical treatises concerning tbalth and welfare of all family
members, thus taking responsibility for his fanslyvell being as well as for his
son’s education on becoming a man. This respditgijbas Ben-Amos has
suggested, did not diminish as children grew olded this is illustrated in
prescriptive advice literaturé.

One thing which becomes most apparent in readiegliary of Isaac Archer
iIs the complex, difficult and often fraught relatship he had with his father
William; and this continued throughout his lifetimatil William Archer’s death in
the summer of 167%. Even after his father's death, William’s influenover Isaac
does not wan& There is little question that relationships betweparents and

offspring remained important to both parties evétarachildren had grown up, left

% Caleb TrenchfieldA Cap of Grey Hairs for a Greenhead, Or, The Fash@ounsel to his Son, An
Apprentice in LondoijLondon, 1671), pp. 153-4.

%2 llanna Krausman Ben-Amos, ‘Reciprocal Bonding:éP#s and Their Offspring in Early Modern
England Journal of Family History2000), vol. 25:3, pp. 291-312.

9 Archer, Diary, 131/1670, 25 August 1670, pp. 122-3.

% For Matthew Storey’s general overview of the diseg ArcherDiary, pp. 1-26.
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home and started their own famili&s.It has been seen in chapter three that boys
were expected to learn and practise manly attriofreem a very young age, and it
was suggested that in the first instance such é&edassons were provided by the
father, or by father figures within the immediagenily and kinfolk.

It has been suggested here and in chapter three dbat during the early
modern period fathers did have an active role enupbringing of their children and,
moreover, that it was the father’s responsibil@gyetsure that male children grew up
knowing the attributes of manhood, and how to behas a man should. Certainly
there is evidence, at a prescriptive level, to ssgghat this was indeed the case.
Being focused on the prescriptions of the father-s®ationships meant, however,
that some limitations have occurred, as it has deduon the upper-middling and
higher ranks of the social strata, and it has eeduthe role of women from
consideration. Perhaps more serious than thisigthos the sense that fatherhood
was a duty that had to be undertaken, rather thataionship that could be enjoyed,
which this kind of source material invokes. Ditgisaccounts, such as those
discussed in chapter three above, reveal thatr&athere involved in rearing their
children but, more than this, they lay bare the teonal bonds made between fathers
and their children. Early indications point to tbenclusion that fathers were not
passive or marginal figures within the family, megre they necessarily authoritarian
dictators, but they were instrumental in ensuring mental, physical, moral, and

future well being of their offspring.

% Ben-Amos, ‘Reciprocal Bonding’, pp. 291-312; Ebeth Foyster, ‘Parenting Was for Life, Not
Just for Childhood: the Role of Parents in the héakrLives of their Children in Early Modern
England’,History (2001), vol. 86, no. 283, pp. 313-327; Lisa Klelrady Anne Clifford as Mother
and Matriarch: Domestic and Dynastic Issues in Hig and Writings’, Journal of Family History
(2001), vol. 26:1, pp. 18-38.
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Community and Conviviality
It was suggested in chapter four above that drojnkormed an integral part of the
manliness of male youth, who competed with thelioves in acts of bravado and
bragging. Here it will examined to what extentnfrhg and conviviality played a
role in the reputation of adult men who could clduthmanhood. ‘Good fellows’ is
the term applied to a group of men who often wetmkihg together, and their
friendship rested only on their drinking habit. eguently the ‘fellows’ would hide
from their wives in taverns when they should hagerbat work. Such is the case in
the balladA Messe of Good Fellowewaherein thdellowes after drinking all day in
the tavern get up to leave but end up ordering ndoirk *® The two men in the
balladMondaye’s Worldescribe how they got drunk the night before andiere in
need of the ‘hair of the dog’. Instead of goingatork, the pair head for the tavern.
The two men were clearly aware that they shouldwedte the day drinking, and
their greatest fear lay in being found by their egy

But if my wife Jone

Knew where | were gone,

Shee’d call me to a parléy.
The fickleness of the ‘good fellows’ is describedthe balladThe Good-fellow’s
Advice wherein the ‘fellow’ finds himself friendless amdthout credit once all his
money was spent,

Now | have spent my meanes,

And have no money to pay,
I'm quite bereft of friendsS®

% Roxburghevol. Il, part 1, ‘A Messe of Good Fellowes’ (1§3gp. 143-148.
" Roxburghevol. II, part 1, ‘Mondaye’s Worke’ (1632), pp. 3453.
% Roxburghevol. IIl, part 1, ‘The Good-fellow’s Advice’ (16801640), pp. 261-267.
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Here the ‘fellow’ had spent all of his householgisome on ale, and the second part
of the ballad is his lamentation of not being moeseful with his money. It is
revealed that the way he sought to replenish histeesvas to give up drink, take
counsel from his wife, and live under her rule. vbligheless, it can be assumed this
was a course of action never taken, as it was awstatt ‘Next Munday’, a day that
may never come.

The means by which to replenish the estate preseatieve was a method
which was undertaken by other drunkards in theadallexamined. Drinking, it
appears, was most likely to damage a man’s repuatatirough his inability to
conserve financial stability. For married men,iadwon the ills of drinking and the
necessity to save money for the future was commwailyed by the wife, and could
come in the form of a threat. Such is the casthénballadA Merry Discoursg®
Here the wife finds that her drunken husband ha& lpawning her possessions in
order to fund his drinking habits. At first sheasgry at her husband’s behaviour
and threatens to beat him in public if ever sheaébhim in the tavern. The husband,
however, seemed less concerned with the physiaadealhe might have had to
endure, than he was with how badly his reputatiooulds be affected if his
neighbours found out his wife would ever beat hifhhe threat works, and the
husband vows to surrender his habit and work rasdipport them both.

The wifely counsel in the ballaél Dainty New Dialogue Between Henry and
Elizabethis a little less brash and a little more implorffiy Here the dialogue is
focused upon a discussion between a sot of a hdsdrah his wife who is trying to
counsel him against drinking. At first the husbaHdrry, thought that his wife’'s

language was abusive and he accused her of scoldimen in reality she was trying

% Roxburghe Bvol. I, A Merry Discourse’ (1634-7?), pp. 325-331
1% Roxburghevol. Ill, part 3, ‘A Dainty New Dialogue Betweetenry and Elizabeth’, pp. 664-666.
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to make him realise he had been a bad husbandwiféeElizabeth claimed that it
was because of her labour and financial sensettigahusband and children had
survived, because he spent all the money he catlohghe alehouse,

To me and my children thou hast been unkind; Anatvéhould have

served us at home to maintain Thou hast in théhalse wasted in

vain, Amongst merry fellows, and such as thou\&fjlst | sat at home

with a sorrowful heart’
It is revealed thatHarry pawned their goods, spent all their money, and was
imprisoned because he was in debt due to habitirsking. Throughout all this
Elizabethhad provided for and supported both him and tbleiidren, and towards
the end of the ballaHiarry is made to realise that he had neglected his yantile
asks his wife’s counsel wherein she advises,

Remember your children, and think upon me; Look|wsel thy

business, take heed what you spend And have doargou borrow or

lend 1%
It is interesting to note that in this case, evesughElizabethhad effectively headed
the household all the time her husband was a drdnkae did not advise him to be
ruled by her; thereby reinforcing the patriarchadles. Thus,Harry replies ‘Thy
counsel is good wife, a counsel | will take’. 3t therefore, reasonable to suppose
that if drunkenness was one method by which a nsaidcharm his manhood then,
for married men at least, it was through his wifatkvice and support that he could
restore it.*

There is further evidence within the Nottinghamshisecular and

ecclesiastical courts records which suggests thanymearly modern men

191 Roxburghevol. IlI, part 3, ‘A Dainty New Dialogue’, p. 665
192 Roxburghevol. IIl, part 3, ‘A Dainty New Dialogue’, p. 666
193 FoysterManhood in Early Modern Englangp. 40-44, 47-8, 80, 109, 118, 120.
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disregarded the prescriptions of manhood. On #{eMay 1612, John Thacker of
Warsop appeared before the church court ‘for natdiege his children to
catechisme & for drinking in the alehouse in prayee’.'®* The suggestion is that
John was not performing his familial duties, by eosuring his children went to
church lessons, in favour of drinking in the aletmu John denied the accusation
and was dismissed with a warning. The focus of ¢harch courts was less
concerned withwhetheror not men drank excessively tharen such drinking
habits occurred. Thomas Stubbin of Mansfield wasused of ‘drinckinge in the
alehouse in tyme of divine service’ and was ordecegurge himself, which would
involve finding a number of witnesses who wouldtifgsto his good namé®
George Williamson of Blythe was also charged ‘femige in the ale house in tyme
of divine service®®® George, however, justified his whereabouts erpigi ‘that by
reason of a showre of rain he did gow into the @lske upon the Sobaoth daye &
there staied in tyme of divine service’. Seemintjlg excuse worked and he was
dismissed.

Whilst the ecclesiastical courts were concernech veihsuring men’s and
women’s attendance at church services, the presatgrof non-attendance do reveal
that merriment functioned as an important role mersociability. William Oakes
and Richard Lincolne, the churchwardens of Tuxfdrdth denied ‘that theie did
playe ay cardes or drincke in tyme of divine sexyibut William did admit ‘that he
was present in the alehouse whilst others wereckirige’!®’ George Ellott of

Broughton was dismissed with a warning ‘for pipinigethe alehouse upon the

104 NAO, M462, 1May 1612, p. 316.

105 NAO, M462, 13 April 1616, pp. 350-1. See pp. Bi@bove; IngramChurch Courts, Sex and
Marriage, pp. 51-2, 293.

1% NAO, M462, 27 July 1613, p. 332.

197NAO, M462, 1 October 1612, p. 320.
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Sabaoth daye in tyme of servi¢®®. Drinking and social activities could take place
in the home as well as the alehouse. James Dfig dlary’s parish, Nottingham,
appeared before the church courts ‘for keeping @mpdrincking in his house
divers Sabboath dayes in tyme of divine servidde admitted that ‘he hath some
tymes had strangers in his house that woulde nettgachurch in the after noone
service tyme’, and was dismissed with a warrlffig.Gabriel Buxton was likewise
dismissed with a warning when he was accused gfikgécompanie drinking in his
house in sermon time’; he explained that ‘Perepontier came to fetche his cloake
& so called for drinke’ and ‘that hee was at thadiag of the first lessort’® Evan
Breedon of Edwinstowe was ordered to pay the céews when he admitted
‘keepinge a piper in his house and dauncifge’. Drinking and game playing
provided the basis of male interaction and sodigbilThese cases come to light not
because fellows drank together, but becauseheinthey drank together, and for the
most part they were dismissed with a warning.s Wvhen acts of merriment became
habitual that a man’s reputation could come undeston.

James Hartley of North Collingham appeared befoeecburts charged ‘for
dronkeness and [being] a comond dronkard and a mdreswearer and a sower of
discord’*? He was ordered to produce six witnesses to yetiift he was not guilty
of any of the listed faults. James managed to fioael men willing to speak for him.
All swore that ‘he ys not a common dronckard’ afelnced the same for swearing,
but when James swore ‘that he ys not a sower @bdis all of his compurgators

refused to be sworn. Consequently, James wasearderdo penance in the church.

198 NAO, M462, 19 May 1610, p. 311.

199 NAO, M463, 8 October 1631, p. 467.
1ONAO, M463, 15 December 1627, p. 439.

11 NAO, M463, 3 June 1617, p. 367.

112NAO, M461, 18 November 1584, p. 54(-55).
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Although not a common drunkard, an offence thatlIcotesult in serious
punishment, James Hartley's behaviour had seemuiglypted community life to
the extent that he had to be publicly shamed. nibgssage was clear to other men in
North Collingham: lack of self-control would resutt a tarnished reputation. The
curate of Saundby’s reputation was called into joesby Thomas Parnell, who
claimed ‘that Mr Tuke lieth at the alehouse drurk ®urs together'™® Parnell
further called Tuke ‘Rogue & Rascall & beggarlygsti and did bid him kiss his
great sow on the arse’. For this outburst Thonasdél was ordered to do penance
and to pay the court fees, and when he refused teodhe was excommunicated.
Questioning another man’s—a clergyman’s—reputati@sulted in Parnell’'s
exclusion from the church. Reputation, then, wasik upholding manhood.

So it can be seen that merriment, drinking and idgnformed an integral
part of male social interaction, which could somets lead to trouble with the
ecclesiastical courts for missing Church servicBsit there are instances within the
records that reveal more serious problems assdcwité drinking. For instance,
Thomas Coates of Ollerton was accused of incontmenth the wife of Whalehead,
of the same parish, or at least with attemptingdmastity. In his defence, Thomas
swore ‘that hee being merrie with drinke did offerkisse the said Whalehead’s
wife’ and he was consequently dismissed with a wgtn Ostensibly this court case
appears to be a rather rash over-reaction on trieopaither Whalehead, his wife,
the authorities or all three, in bringing a chaxgeincontinence—which in legal
terms is a lack of sexual restraint and could teauhirly harsh punishment. But we
should read this case as one that reveals theafehianxiety felt by early modern

society concerning the possible disorder and umegh resultant from drinking. We

13 NAO, M463, 1 August 1626, p. 433.
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can assume that had Thomas Oates been sober, e vedinave attempted to kiss
another man’s wife.

Henry Jameson, a husbandman from Burton Joycechaged with being a
common drunkard in 1604% On the & June 1634, Robert Halesthorpe of Kellam
was charged ‘for commyng home drunck th& 28 March last being a Sundaye and
beating his wife in tyme of divine service’. Wh#mns case was entered into the
records Robert Halesthorpe was not present at,caod so did not answer the
charge, and was therefore cited ‘viis et motfi3’ Roughly translated, this means ‘by
ways and means’, and essentially meant that arr twdsppear in court would have
been pinned to the defendant’s door. Unfortunatelyfurther mention of this case
appears in the records, and so we must assumedhedthorpe either received some
form of informal punishment doled out by the locaimmunity, or else he escaped
the charge. From the evidence provided in sudiod secord, it is not clear whether
Halesthorpe’s drunkenness, his failure to attendr€ his violence towards his
wife or a mixture of all three was considered tothee worse crime committed. All
that can be said with some surety is that drink aotence played a part in this
episode of disorder.

There were very clear messages on the prescriptibnseanhood: men were
to marry and provide for their wife and family, yhevere to safeguard their sexual
and non-sexual fidelity and they were to exerceentrol. These prescripts were
trumpeted by moralists, in popular culture and bg tcclesiastical and secular
authorities. Each of these dictates of male behmwvas couched in patriarchal
terms, with the ultimate goal of maintaining socader. What the evidence

presented here suggests is that whilst the autstried to enforce such codes, they

14NAO, C/QSM1/66/3, Newark 20 October 1605.
15NAO, M463, 4 June 1634, p. 481.
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were frequently questioned, contested and floutedhe daily lives of men and
women during the early modern period. For the rpast, the men discussed above
were among those who should have been able to staitaim to full manhood.
Getting drunk and committing sexual misdemeanouesevactions which openly

defied the patriarchal doctrines of manhood.

Martial Manliness and Gentility

During the early modern period it was possible rfegn to exert and display their

manliness, and therefore their masculine identiitsgugh means outside of a purely
familial setting. As the seventeenth century whdol, martial honour became

increasingly important to and visible in represéotes and perceptions of manliness.
In this final section of chapter five, the extentwhich martial manliness was a
feature in the paintings of elite men during thegoseventeenth century will be

explored. Whilst evidence of the prominence oftrahhonour, which can be drawn

from such source material as portraiture, can tayapplied to those in the upper
echelons of the social strata, it would seem that related qualities of courage,

strength and fortitude were equally important fartdown the social ranks. It has
been shown in chapter four above, for example,gbate young men participated in
acts of bravado, violence and fighting in orderassert their masculine identity

through claims of manliness, as the status ofridhhood was, as yet, unattainable.
Moreover, certainly by the end of the seventeerghtury, tales of courageous

soldiers became prevalent in broadside baft&tisSuch politically charged songs

116 Bagford vol. I, ‘The Soldier's Return’ (1690-93), pp. 8340; ‘The Valiant Soldier's Misfortune’
(1690), pp. 350-352; ‘The Soldier's Departure frdris Love' (1685-88), pp. 355-358; ‘The
Courageous Soldier of the West' (1690), pp. 365:368e Courageous English Boys of Severall
Trades and Callings’ (1691), pp. 381-383; ‘JacknEreMan’s Defeat’ (1708), pp. 386-389.

198



and ditties reinforced that manliness and honoutdcbe achieved through acts of
bravery and soldiery. A fuller discussion of thgpect of manliness across the social
strata lies outside the remit of this thesis. Hereat will follow, is an examination
of the evidence for and significance of martial fress in the portraiture of elite
men during the early modern period.

Men dressed as soldiers, or with military connotaj appear frequently in
the paintings examine€d’ This is hardly surprising when it is consider&dttso
much of the period concerned is plagued by wahiwiEngland, Britain and Ireland
and on the Continent. The first painting to becdssed here could actually have
featured in chapter three above, as it is a porfgirince Charles, whilst still a boy,
dressed as a military leade?. This portrait is important for two reasons. firsas
Charles was probably only twelve years old in gostrait, it reinforces the notion of
the ‘mini-man’ outlined in chapter three above arsgcondly, this portrait
demonstrates many of the central aspects of mareliness which could be
accomplished through soldiery, violence and battle.

The element of war is clearly depicted within thestrait. In the bottom left-
hand corner a decapitated head can be seen. AwgdodMalcolm Rogers this is
actually Medusa’s hedd? Medusa is symbolic of destruction and the horoénwar
and this is also true of snakes which can be semmd the healf® An axe lies

across the head; this symbolises the power postbgsthe Royalist forces. In the

117 See plates 24-32 in Appendix A below.

18 This portrait was painted by William Dobson prolyaim 1642-3. The painting is reportedly a
commemoration of the boy’s participation in thetleabf Edgehill, but there is no firm evidence to
support this. See Malcolm Rogemjlliam Dobson 1611-46(London: National Portrait Gallery

Publications, 1983), pp. 35-6.

119 RogersWilliam Dobson p. 36

120 Cooper,Traditional Symbolspp. 146-51
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background, to the left, a cavalry war scene idaleg. War scenes demonstrated
power and organisation and they have been incargxbiato many of the portraits
examined?’ John Miller, Barry Coward and David Smith haveaajreed that the
battle of Edgehill was inconclusive, so here ther waene could simply be a
celebration of the young prince’s survival throubfs first battle’®® This is
important as it is a certification of the boy’s gloal strength, courage and military
prowess.

The positioning of Charles’ arms links him to twoportant aspects of the
picture. Firstly, he is holding a baton in hishtidhand. The baton is representative
of authority and military office and appears numsrdimes within the portraits
examined?® The fact that he has this object in his rightch@important for two
reasons. Firstly, the right hand is the hand okgroand so this adds power to
authority; secondly, the baton is positioned oviee tattle scene and this is
suggestive that Charles had power and authoribgeivithin or arising from battle.
Another important aspect which Charles’ arm links lio is the helmet which his
left hand rests on. The page holding the helmebatrly indicates loyalty. This
could be Charles’ loyalty to his father. The helimsesymbolic of heroism, therefore
suggesting that prince Charles was considered jtorbeonsidered himself to be, a
military hero’?* Having the left arm raised a little also makegdssible for the hilt

of Charles’ sword to be clearly seen. As discussezhapter three above, the sword

121 See plates 6, 9, and 32 in Appendix A below.

122 Miller, The Stuarts,p. 102; Barry CowardThe Stuart Age England, 1603-171Marlow:
Longman, 1994), p. 207; David Smith,History of the Modern British Isles, 1603-170heTDouble
Crown (Oxford: Blackwell, 1998), p. 137.

123 gee plates 7-8, 10, 19, 25-28, 31in Appendix Awel

124 Helmets are another common feature within theraitst examined. See plates 5-6, 18, 31in

Appendix A below.
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when depicted with young males was a motif whigniied the promise of future
manhood. The sword is clearly an important feawithin portraits of men, as well
as boys, and there are many examples of'thig final point must be made about
this portrait; the way in which Charles is dress&do emphasise his high social
ranking and wealth, two key features of patriaranahhood. Moreover, the entire
portrait has been concerned with depicting the goanince as already in possession
of many of the qualities required to achieve pathal manhood.

The 1629 portrait of Horace, Lord Vere was very macportrayal of his
career as an army offic¥® D. J. B. Trim has claimed that those researchiieg
seventeenth century have largely ignored Horace Merd this is largely because he
was the younger of two brothers. Whilst both beoshenjoyed successful military
careers it is the older brother, Francis, who membered, partly because he was ‘a
gifted self publicist*?’ Horace Vere did, however, have his portrait gairand it
embodies his own military career. Within the paittVere is dressed in armour.
This is black, and was most likely only a decomtsuit rather than one used for
battle. More importantly, within the portrait, tieeis an inset painting of a battle
scene. This painting within a painting could wedl representative of Vere’'s military
activities during the 1620%% The portrait is entirely concerned with promotihg
virtues of martial honour, but portraits could alswark promotion and social

advancement.

125 See plates 24-32 in Appendix A below; althouglplates 29, 30, 32 the sword motif has been
replaced with either a gun or a canon.

126 See Horace Vere (1629) attributed to Michael Jaremz Miereveldt (National Portrait Gallery,
London).

127D, J. B. Trim, ‘Vere, Horace, Baron Vere of Tillpuf1565-1635)" Oxford Dictionary of National
Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004, onlinengdaccessed 30.09.04.

128 Although his campaigns abroad were militarily wressful, Vere was given a hero’s status in

England; see Trim, ‘Vere, Horace, Baron Vere obiil’.
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Being promoted to a higher office was an achievenvemch was often
marked by a portrait. Two examples, which will discussed, are those of Francis
Bacon and Edward Montagu!®Earl of Manchestel?® Bacon was both promoted
in office, to Lord Chancellor, and raised to theeqage, gaining the barony of
Verulam, in the year 1618. It is possible that ploetrait of Bacon dated circa 1618
was commissioned specifically in honour of his recocial advancement, not least
because within the painting Bacon is wearing hisdL@hancellor’'s robes. Edward
Montagu also had his social advancement celebiagea dedication of himself in
oils on canvas. Montagu, however, was more exggaviathan most having two
portraits completed within relatively quick sucdessin the early 1660s. The two
paintings were obviously commissioned to celebfage promotion in office and
progression in social status. According to lan t&sn Montagu was quick to
welcome King Charles 1l to the throne at the Reston, and was rewarded for
doing so. In 1660 he was created Lord Chamberlampng other desirable
positions, and in 1661 Montagu was made a KnighhefGartel*® Both portraits
exemplify the promotions; in both Montagu is holglithe Chamberlain’s rod and
wearing, in one, the mantle of the Garter andhéndther, the robes of the Gart&r.

Knights of the Garter unashamedly flaunted theghhsocial rank and
authority through the visual medium of portraiturden, such as King James I,
George Villiers the % Duke of Buckingham, Edward Montagu, and later King

George |, were painted wearing their red and widtater robes. It was not,

129 See Sir Francis Bacon (1731, based on 1617 ofjgiyaan unknown artist (National Portrait
Gallery London); see also the two portraits of Siward Montagu (1661-5; after 1661), both by Sir
Peter Lely (National Portrait Gallery, London).

%0 Jan Gentles, ‘Montagu, Edward, Second Earl of Mester (1602-1671)Qxford Dictionary of
National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004, onlinenggfirst accessed 30.09.04.

131 Robert Carey was also painted with the Chambéslail, see plate 14 in Appendix A below.
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however, always the robes which have been illstravithin portraiture. The
Greater George and the Lesser George medallioa$ltle ribbon of the Garter, and
also the Garter itself, have all been includedhia paintings examined. Charles |,
being less of an exhibitionist than his father, \®aemingly more inclined to only
wear the blue ribbon in his portraits. The 2° Earl of Essex, Robert Devereux, was
less inclined to subtlety in his 1597 portrdit. Here, Devereux is fully robed and
dominates the entire canvas. The Garter emblenchwig on the left shoulder of the
mantle, has been included within the painting etverugh, in the position which he
stands, this probably would not be seen. Devese@reater George is clearly
visible as the chain is worn on top of his robes arantle.

Charles Il was also painted, on many occasionsyimgdis Garter attire.
Visible within the 1685 portrait by Sir Godfrey Kiex are his mantle, Garter, and
Greater Georg&€®* However, this portrait is more refined than tb&tDevereux.
Charles was almost always painted sitting, perlosto his very tall stature, as he
is in this portrait. Andrew Wilton described thaimting as having a ‘relaxed pose
and conversational air’ which ambiguously preser@barles as both a man and a
monarcht®> Despite this, though, high social rank, power anthority are clearly
important features within this painting. This iengdonstrated through the Garter
paraphernalia and also through the inclusion ofrléea& crown and royal orb on the

table next to him.

32 illiam 11l is also painted wearing the blue ribbof the garter, see plate 4 in Appendix A below.
133 See Robert Devereux (1597) by Marcus Gheeraefi¢ational Portrait Gallery, London).

134 See Charles Il (1685) by Sir Godfrey Kneller (Watl Portrait Gallery, London).

135 Andrew Wilton, The Swagger Portrait: Grand Manner Portrait in Bxibh from Van Dyck to
Augustus John, 1630-1980ondon: Tate Gallery Publications, 1992), p. 96.
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Conclusion

Manhood was represented as the pinnacle of thedifiese and the age in which men
would reap all of the benefits of patriarchal auttyo Despite the prescriptions of
full manhood, which were very much couched in pathal terms, it would seem
that many men during the period were either unaldegnawilling—to achieve and
maintain such a social standing. It was seen aptr four above that great care was
needed in choosing a wife, and some of the reasbgshave been explored within
this chapter. Disobedient and rowdy wives were dbenfall of their husbands’
reputation. Gossiping, violence and adultery wprgt some of the lewd and
dissolute behaviour of wives that was cautionedregavithin popular culture. To
some extent, such ballads were didactic in theiammg and could be used to
instruct behaviour and enforce social norms andiabiee they were relatively
inexpensive, such messages had the potentialhedrel or read by a socially diverse
audience. The importance of both partnership dfetteon within marriage has
been highlighted here, and this could work to l@olatman’s reputation. However, it
has also been suggested that men, as well asutiveily wives, could damage their
own claim to full manhood. Absconding from patciaal duties and committing
adultery were primary methods through which a n@ardundermine his own credit
and social worth.

Normative or full manhood was both grounded angeddent on a man’s
ability for reason and self-government. Adheriaghe principle of moderation and
abstaining from an excessive consumption of alceted one way through which
reason could be safeguarded. Nevertheless, agsaamretion of broadside ballads
alongside records from the Nottinghamshire secw@ad ecclesiastical courts

suggests, such advice often fell on deaf ears.t akgrinking rituals formed an
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integral part of the manliness of youth, drinkinglaonviviality comprised a central
role in the male sociability of adult men. Men wivould have been able to claim
full manhood—married house-holders with economéependence—often took part
in activities which directly contested patriarchainciples. So, even where full
manhood was enjoyed, such principles did not nacdgdorm the centrepiece of
men’s reputations and social identities. Moreoteere is evidence to suggest that
manhood could be achieved outside a purely fansk#ting. Martial honour, it can
be argued, provided one of the means by which mbo would normally be
debarred from full manhood—boys, male youth, unmadrand old men—could
enjoy a type of manliness which was not dependemelations with women or even

house-holding status.
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Chapter 6.
‘Being in all parts a man compleate’: Conclusioh

For sucking Babe and tender Impe, the Spring reltimbght,

Which into Sommer glides apace, like blade devédiahight

When Spring is past, then marcheth on, the Sommc&etand gay,

Which likened is to lusty youth, strong dapperklag stay.

When youthfull fancies mellowed be, then Autumrppgs in place,

Twixt young and old, of judgment ripe, with medlegirs on face.

Old crookebackte Hyems last of all, with trembljpere appears;

With furrowed face, cleane bald, or els all whytel anilky hayres.
For Levinus Lemnius, the Dutch humanist and phgsicthe life of a man followed
the four seasons: childhood equated to springhytmusummer, manhood to autumn
and old age to winter. The highpoints of a maifitiime, according to Levinus,
were clearly youth and manhood. Childhood was tstded to be the weakest stage
of life, ‘devoid of might’, as it was. The yearbymuth were described to be ‘lusty’
but all too fleeting. Manhood, the third life pleasvas given to be the firmest or
most stable stage of life, whilst the signs of apphing death and bodily weakness
marked the onset of old age. This idea of a climbsummit and decline from
manhood was current throughout the entire longrdeeath century . So, manhood
during the early modern period was understood t@nmk recognised as a specific
phase in the life course which was marked out bghing adulthood, and discourse
surrounding the male body has made this clear.

The body was a matter of debate and contestationgdthe long seventeenth

century, and anatomical understanding could compksowledge from such

disparate sources as Scripture, classical learnguigntific thought, personal

1. T., The Just Down([fall of] Ambition, Adultery, and Mer{London, 1616), fol. 12.

2 Levinus LemniusThe Touchstone of Complexions: Generallye appliagteedient and profitable
for all such, as be desirous and carefull of tHedylye healthtrans. Thomas Newton (London, 1576
edn.), fol. 31.
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experience and popular belief. Opinion on the lyogiaradox of degree or
difference had the potential to be voiced fromsatial levels as great tomes of
anatomy, which were directed at physicians andnéghrmen, were concurrently
accompanied by smaller tracts, pamphlets and rdopks for women and the not so
well-educated masses of merCorporeal difference was marked out by meansrothe
than genital morphology, and often more outwardybpdrts were discussed in
specifically gendered terms in an attempt to digtish male and female bodies from
one another. More than this, though, and agairspetific to genital development,
was the recognition that the body could mark offedences within the male sex as
much as it could between the two sexes. In esseheemale body provided a
visual—and outwardly so—indication of a boy’s rteeand a man’s eventual decline
from manhood. In particular, the growth and appeee of facial and other body
hair, coupled with the changing colouration andusxof that on the head, indicated
this passage through life. Lemnius, cited abowes ®all too aware that beards came
with the onset of manhood and hair, if it remaiagdll, started to whiten with age.
Whilst such corporeal indicators of the rise to dedline from manhood are
evident during the period, they are not withouirtleen specific problems in trying
to identify the outward appearance of manhood. rd&eaould be tamed and shaven,
altering their appearance, fullness and textura@areMhan this, men could choose to
be clean shaven and, from the middle of the seeattiecentury, it would appear that
this did indeed become the fashion. Greying os loishair could also be disguised
by the wearing of wigs. As wig-wearing became éasingly popular in the Court of

Charles I, following the trend in France, the fashwas increasingly adopted by

% For men’s role in domestic medicine see, Lisa Bniifhe Relative Duties of a Man: Domestic
Medicine in England and France, ¢.1685-1740yrnal of Family History(2006), vol. 31:3, pp. 237-
256.
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those men of means. The outward decline from mashlwas a fact of life that the
wealthy and so-inclined could circumvent. Eversthwho were at first averse to the
idea could come round, as the diarist Samuel Pdplys The social distinctions of
manhood along the lines of age and status, whiale werceptible through physical
and bodily differentiation, could become more aslelefined as fashions changed.
What remains clear, however, is that manhood waenstood as a specific stage of
life throughout the entire early modern period.

In addition to its meaning of a distinct phasehd# life course, manhood was
understood in terms of rank and social statusvali the stage of life which offered
men all of the rewards associated with patriarelighority, such as marriage, house-
holding, children, a trade, office, credit or othereans of wealth, as well as
physiological stability. This dual connotation hagant that much of the earliest
work on early modern manhood has been focussedsalembirely on the third life
stage: manhood, and there has been some assumpa that all men aspired to
achieving patriarchal manhod8dHistorians have been unable to agree on the exten
to which manhood was grounded in patriarchal term&rking within the feminist

sense of patriarchy, the earliest histories ofyeanbdern men were conducted

* Lyndal RoperQedipus and the Devil: Witchcraft, Sexuality andigien in Early Modern Europe
(London: New York: Routledge, 1994); Anthony FlegctiGender, Sex and Subordination 1500-1800
(New Haven: London: Yale University Press, 1993)s& Amussen, “The Part of a Christian Man’:
The Cultural Politics of Manhood in Early Moderndtand’, in Susan Amussen and Mark Kishlansky
eds., Political Culture and Cultural Politics in Early Mtern Europe(Manchester: New York:
Manchester University Press, 1995), pp. 213-233rkMBreitenburg,Anxious Masculinity in Early
Modern England(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996)zdHeth FoysterManhood in
Early Modern England: Honour, Sex and Marriagkelarlow: Longman, 1999). The works of
Alexandra Shepard and Bernard Capp are importacgptions in this regard; Alexandra Shepard,
Meanings of Manhood in Early Modern Engla(@xford: Oxford University Press, 2003); Bernard
Capp, ‘The Double Standard Revisited: Plebeian Woraed Male Sexual Reputation in Early
Modern England’Past and Presen(tL999), no. 162, pp. 70-100.
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primarily within the bounds of male-female relasbips and presented a sense that
the early modern period was one ‘abounding withi@um patriarchs’, because the
reputation of married men was totally reliant or #exual conduct of their wives.
More recently, the focus has shifted to include emahle relationships, including
male friendship and camaraderie, and so the céptadipatriarchy to manhood has
begun to come under scrutiny.

The prescriptions of what Susan Amussen has tefn@dative’, Shepard
‘hegemonic’ and here ‘full manhood were closeledito the principles of
patriarchy, and this status was indeed intenddxk texclusive. Necessarily excluded
from such a social standing were women, boys, unetamen and those dependent
on wage labour. Moreover, such patriarchal prpscmf manhood were idealistic
and, therefore, largely unrealistic. In addititimey followed very similar guiding
standards throughout the long seventeenth centufyll manhood was always
equated with the economically independent and exitibuseholder; what did differ
across the period, however, was just who couldlayn to this status and how far it
could be questioned. As much as one-fifth of tbputation never married and, as
Steve Hindle as suggested, restricting pauper aggnvas just one way in which the
authorities sought to control those at the verydotof the social scale, increasingly
making marriage ‘a privilege rather than a rightFor increasing numbers of men,
full manhood was unattainable, if it was desiredlht

The suggestion that increasing numbers of men cowid achieve full

manhood is potentially misleading. In particulamight be argued that mounting

® ShepardMeanings of Manhoqg. 5.

® Steve Hindle, ‘The Problem of Pauper Marriage @vehteenth-Century England: the Alexander
Prize Essay’.Transactions of the Royal Historical Soci€®y998), sixth series, 8, pp. 71-89; Keith
Wrightson,English Society, 1580-16§Qondon: Routledge, 2002 edn.), p. 70.

" ShepardMeanings of Manhoqdp. 246-253.
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numbers of men were not considered to be men.atfdlill manhood was attainable
only through marriage, economic independence amnddolding status, then what
of those men who did not achieve such social steyWils it to be assumed that they
were somehow labelled a breed of lesser- or nor?me&he answer is of course no.
As the dominant sex men found ways of maintaining eeasserting their authority
over those other men, women and children who whkesr tsocial and familial
inferiors® Through examining an assortment of ideologiesctvitian be considered
collectively as the prescriptions of manlinesssipossible to witness the complex
nature of early modern masculine identities. Adgpsuch an analytical framework
makes it possible to identify the extent to whicicls ideologies shifted in meaning
and emphasis across the life course and the sicad. So the men and boys, who
were necessarily debarred from full manhood becabiseeir age and status, could
demonstrate their manliness, and therefore thegcaolme identity, in ways outside
of the patriarchal prescriptions of manhood. Ildiadn to this, the extent to which
the dictates of full manhood were inculcated durihg years of childhood, and
encouraged through expressions of manliness, sarbal more readily observed.
Whilst boys were necessarily debarred from achgevime status of full
manhood, they were perfectly able and indeed eagear to demonstrate attributes
of their manliness. Both boys’ minds and bodiesewghysically weaker than those
of their older counterparts, and they lacked theysmogical surety which
manhood—in terms of adulthood—would ensuréhis has led some scholars, such
as Will Fisher, to suggest that boys were thoughie a different gender from men.

This was not the case. Boys, even in their infam@re identified in explicitly male

8 Robert ConnellMasculinities(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995).
° Elizabeth FoysterManhood in Early Modern England: Honour, Sex andriiéme (Harlow:
Longman, 1999), pp. 28-32; Shepawtkanings of Manhoqgp. 29-30, 47.
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terms despite their sexual immaturifyNot only was children’s education purposely
gendered during the early modern period, which mvaant to prepare boys and girls
for their future roles as husbands and wives irthdad, it was also status specific,
with sons of noble and wealthy birth receiving thest comprehensive instruction
with lessons in grammar, Latin, arithmetic, histosgripture and the classits.
Conduct books, which were directly targeted at gpboys, taught the patriarchal
principles of full manhood in an expectation thaide sons of the middling sorts and
above would begin to learn such attributes whitsttheir years of childhood.
Moralists and parents alike sought assurancesniaé¢ children would grow to
maturity and acquire full manhood, and this camwimessed in both portraits of
boys and in diarists’ accounts of their sons’ agolishments. Whilst the
experiences of those boys from the lower sorts @iaha judged in this regard, the
expectation that male children of a higher rankl@édwoth display their manliness
and learn the skills which full manhood necessitatan be identified. Moreover, it
is evident that the lessons of manhood continutdtire years of youth.

It is this subtle difference between manhood andlim@ss which allows for
competing and contradictory male identities to egancurrently. It may that these
can be listed as ‘subordinate’, ‘marginalized’ aaternative’ as Alexandra Shepard
has, but this suggests that there existed somé déwehoice by which men could
openly choose what sort of man they wanted t&°bénstead, it would seem more

appropriate to the early modern period if suchintsibns were not drawn so

% Will Fisher, ‘The Renaissance Beard: Masculinity Early Modern England’Renaissance
Quarterly (2001), vol. 54:1, pp. 175-179.

1 Martyn Bennett, ‘Gender and Education in the Eétlydern Period’ Defining Gender, 1450-1910
(Adam Matthew Publications, 2003).

2 Shepard,Meanings of Manhoqdthe categories are based on the model put forvegrahe

sociologist Robert Connell, see Connblgsculinities
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markedly. Competing male identities are evidentose the long seventeenth
century, mutable according to context and drawelgdively on characteristics and
traits from the defining principles of patriarchal full manhood. There existed,
then, a complex web of male identities which cazddcur with, compete against or
select only parts of the dominant ideology of fulanhood and its patriarchal
principles. This is most apparent during the yednrgouth.

Known as the ‘lusty’ years, youth was defined byhhspirits, wilfulness and
misrule. According to humoral theory, youth corspd the hottest time of life for
men, meaning that lust, desire and virulence wetker height. At the same time,
though, youth was the stage of life wherein highitspwere in need of tempering
and harnessing, as it comprised the years in wthehmost important steps to
achieving full manhood would be taken. Whilst #mdvice from conduct writers,
moralists and parents cautioned that moderatiovigeed the key to achieving
manhood, it can be seen that such counsel waslwaysacted upon, though this
was, in some cases, regretted lAteNevertheless, it would appear that at least some
level of misrule was to be expected if not toledatieiring the youthful years. For
some young men, bravado and boasting were key dscpptions of manliness.
Drinking, gaming and fighting provided the stagigugund on which young men’s
reputations could be won, fought over and lost, @&hid remained the case
throughout the long seventeenth century. Sexuditywiand conquests provided a
paradox for young men. On the one hand they wepeated to have some sexual
knowledge, if not experience, and on the other,nm@my sexual encounters ran the
risk of begetting illegitimate children or limitintpe potential to find a suitable and

respectable spouse. Again the maxim of moderatmnes to the fore of advice

13 Archer,Diary, 1648-9, 1650-2, 1651-3, 1655-6, pp. 46, 48, 50.
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regarding youthful exploits. Unable to stake anslto full manhood because of their
age, marital and social status, young men asstréadmanliness through the means
available to them. Their reputations were buitiuerd an ideology which invoked
some of the principles of patriarchy, whilst as shene time directly contesting them.
However, young men were not the only participantsuch activities and those men
who could claim full manhood did not always confawrits patriarchal dictates.
There were very clear prescriptions for adult meradhere to: they should
marry, set up an independent household, fathedremland govern effectively their
‘little commonwealth’, all in accordance with thetdtes of patriarchy. It would be
unwise, though, to equate manhood with patriarégardless of the dominance of
patriarchal ideology within the dictates of full ntod** Furthermore, it would be
imprudent to assume that all men wanted to assuwatreagchal status, or work to
underpin its gendered and social values, once austanding had been achieved.
William Coe, for example, a householder and magesitlemanly status, was partial
to both drinking and gambling, and he recorded mber of occasions within his
diary when both of these activities impeded hisiaathal duties within the famil}?
Early modern men and women were well aware of taradictions and
differences apparent between male identities, hadet are most evident along two
axes: age and social status. Whilst the patriaibtates of full manhood remained
current throughout the long seventeenth centumg ptescriptions of manliness were

susceptible to change and mutability.

4 Anthony Fletcher, ‘Manhood, the Male Body, Couipskand the Household in Early Modern
England’,History (1999), vol. 84, pp. 419-436.

15 See, for example, CoBijary, 15, 17, 19, 24, 26, 31 January 1694, 20 Febriié®¢, 13 January
1695, 23 May 1696, pp. 207, 213, 216.
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Appendix A: Plates

1. A Lady of the Grenville Family and 2. Charles 11 (1630) by an unknown

her Son (1640) by Gilbert Jackson (© artist (National Portrait Gallery,
Tate, London, 2007). London).

3. Mrs Salesbury with her Grandchildren 4. William 11l (1657) after Cornelius
Edward and Elizabeth Bagot (1675-6) Johnson (National Portrait Gallery,
by John Michael Wright (© Tate, London).

London, 2007).
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5. Charles Il (1638) by Anthony Van Dyck 6. Charles Il (1639) by Cornelius
and Studio (National Portrait Gallery, Johnson (National Portrait Galley,
London). London).
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7. Henry Prince of Wales (1603) by 8. Henry Prince of Wales (1610) by
Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger Robert Peake the Elder (National
(National Portrait Gallery London). Portrait Gallery, London).
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9. James Il (1639) by Cornelius Johnson 10. Sir Walter Ralegh and his Son
(National Portrait Gallery, London). (1602) by an unknown artist
(National Portrait Gallery, London).

11. Five Children of Charles | (1637) after Anthony Viayck (National Portrait Gallery,
London).
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12. The Duke of Buckingham and his Family (16287?) aferrit van Honthorst
(National Portrait Gallery, London).
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13. The Capel Family (1640) by Cornelius Johnson (Ntid¢’ortrait Gallery, London).
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14. The F' Earl of Monmouth and his Family (1617) attributed
Paul Van Somer (National Portraits Gallery, London)

15. Sir Thomas More, his Father, his Household andDkiscendants (1593) by Rowland
Lockey (National Portrait Gallery, London).
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16. The Saltonstall Family (c.1636-7) by David Des Ges1(© Tate, London 2007).

17. The Family of Sir Robert Vyner (1673) by John Miehg/right (National Portrait
Gallery, London).
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18. Anne Hyde, Duchess of York, and James Il (1660sSibyeter Lely (National Portrait
Gallery, London).

19. Arthur Capel, 1 Earl of Essex and Elizabeth, Countess of Esseb3|1iy Sir Peter
Lely (National Portrait Gallery, London).
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20. Thomas Howard," Earl of Arundel 21. Alathea, Countess of Arundel and
and Surrey (1618) by Daniel Mytens Surrey (1618) by Daniel Mytens
(National Portrait Gallery, London). (National Portrait Gallery, London).

22. Sir William Killigrew (1638) by 23. Mary Hill, Lady Killigrew (1638)
Anthony Van Dyck (© Tate, London Anthony Van Dyck (© Tate,
2007). London 2007).
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24. Captain Thomas Lee (1594) by 25. Unknown man in a slashed black

Marcus Gheeraerts (© Tate, London doublet (c.1605) attributed to Sir
2007). William Segar (© Tate, London
2007).

26. James Hamilton, Earl of Arran 27. Sir Thomas Pope, latelEarl of
(1623) by Daniel Mytens (© Tate, Downe (c.1635) by the British
London 2007). School 1600-99 (© Tate, London

2007).
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28. William Style of Langley (1636) by the 29. Endymion Porter (1642-5) by
British School 1600-99 (© Tate, William Dobson (© Tate, London
London 2007). 2007).

30. Portrait of an Unknown Officer 31. Sir John Drake (1646) by Edward
(1645) by William Dobson (© Tate, Bower (© Tate, London 2007).
London 2007).
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. Henry Howard, Duke
of Norfolk (1670-5) by
Gerard Soest (© Tate,
London 2007).

33. Philip 4" Lord of Wharton (1685) by 34. James Sotherby (¢c.1690) by John
Sir Godfrey Kneller (© Tate, London Riley (© Tate, London 2007).
2007).
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35. George Puleston? (1625-30) by John  36. John Cleveland? (c.1660) by Isaac
Souch (© Tate, London 2007). Fuller (© Tate, London 2007).

37. Portrait of Gentleman with Dog, probably Sir Thorigsping? (c.1660) by Gilbert
Soest (© Tate, London 2007).
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38. Richard Colman (c.1662) attributed  39. Samuel Pepys (1666) by John Hayls
to John Greenhill (© Tate, London (National Portrait Gallery, London).
2007).

40. Frans Mercurius Van Helmont (1670-1) 41. John Banckes (1676) by Sir Godfrey
by Sir Peter Lely (© Tate, London 200 Kneller (© Tate, London 2007).
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42. Portrait of a Gentleman, probably 43. Robert Colman (c.1690) attributed to
Arthur Parsons MD? (1683) by Mary Beale (© Tate, London 2007).
Simon Du Bois (© Tate, London
2007).

44. First Marquiss of Tweedale (1695) 45. John Smith the Engraver (1696) by
by Sir Godfrey Kneller (© Tate, Sir Godfrey Kneller (© Tate, London
London 2007). 2007).
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39.
40.
41.

Appendix B: Full List of Portraits

Walter Ralegh — unknown, 1602

Henry Prince of Wales — 1603, Marcus Gheereart¥ tenger
Henry Prince of Wales — 1610, Robert Peake

Henry Prince of Wales — ¢.1610, Robert Peake (b)
Charles | — Robert Peake, 16107

Charles Il — unknown, 1630

Thomas Howard % Duke of Norfolk — Van Dyck, 1635-6
Children of Charles | — Van Dyck, 1637

Charles Il — Van Dyck studio, 1638

Charles Il — Cornelius Johnson, 1639

James Il — Cornelius Johnson, 1639

Grenville son — Gilbert Jackson, 1640

Charles Il — William Dobson, 1642

William IIl — after Cornelius Johnson, 1657

Edward Bagot — John Michael Wright, 1675-6

Sir Thomas More — Rowland Lockey after Hans Holp&sD3
Lady Ann Pope — Gheerearts, 1596

Robert Carey — attrib. Paul Van Somer, 1617

George Villiers — Gerrit Van Honthorst, 1628?

Endymion Porter — Van Dyck?, 1632-3

Sir Richard Saltonstall - David Des Granges, 1636-7
Arthur Capel — Cornelius Johnson, 1640

Thomas Browne? — William Dobson, mid-1640s
Streatfeild? — William Dobson, 16457

Sir Robert Vyner — John Michael Wright, 1673

William Cecil — Unknown, 1590s

Captain Thomas Lee — 1594, Gheeraets

Robert Devereux™ Earl of Essex — Marcus Gheeraerts, 1597
Thomas Cecil T Earl of Exeter — Unknown, early 1@

Unknown Man in a slashed doublet — ¢.1605, attr\\Blliam Segar
William Shakespeare — Attrib. John Taylor, 1610

George Villiers ' Duke of Buckingham — Attrib. William Larkin,
1616

Charles | — Attrib. Abraham Van Blyenberch, 1617-20

Sir Francis Bacon — Unknown, 1731 (based on 16itsnat)

John Fletcher — Unknown, 16207

James | — Daniel Mytens, 1621

James Hamilton Earl of Arran — Daniel Mytens, 1623

William Hamilton 2 Duke of Hamilton — After Adraien Hanneman,
1625-50

George Puleston? — John Souch, 1625-30

William Harvey — Unknown, 1627

Thomas Howard ™ Earl of Arundel & Surrey — Rubens, 1629
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42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

53.

54.
55.
56.
S7.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.

77.
78.
79.

80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.

John Milton — Unknown, 1629

Baron Horace Vere — Attrib. Michael Jansz Van Mietdt, 1629
Charles I - ?, 1630s?

Charles | — Daniel Mytens, 1631

Thomas Wentworth — Van Dyck, 1633-6

Thomas Killigrew — After Van Dyck, 1635

Sir Thomas Pope — British School, ¢.1635

Sir William Style of Langley — British School, 1636

Baron John Belasyse — Gilbert Jackson, 1636

William Style of Langley — British School 1600-98636

Henry Frederick Howard3Earl of Arundel & Surrey — Pierre
Lombart, mid 1¥'C

1% Earl William Craven — Unknown, late 1 (based on 1640s
original)

Sir Edward Verney — Van Dyck, 1640

Ferdinando Fairfax - ?, 1640s?

Sir Henry Gage — Weesop, 1640s

Sir Thomas Aylesbury? — William Dobson, 1641-27?

Prince Rupert — Attrib. Gerard Honthorst, 1641-2

Endymion Porter — William Dobson, 1642-5

Baron John Byron — William Dobson, 1643

Sir William Compton — William Dobson, 1643

Richard Neville — William Dobson, 1643

James Compton — William Dobson, 1644-5

Portrait of an unknown Officer — Dobson, 1645

Sir John Drake — Edward Bower, 1646

Oliver Cromwell — Robert Walker, 1649

James Grahant‘Marquess of Montrose — After Gerrit Van
Honthorst, 1649

Thomas Killigrew — William Sheppard, 1650

George Monck % Duke of Albemarle — Studio of Peter Lely, 1650s
James Hind — Unknown, 1651 (woodcut)

Sir William Compton — Henry Paert (elder), aftemMayck, 1655
Oliver Cromwell — Attrib. Samuel Cooper, 1655 (naituire)
Andrew Marvel — Unknown, 1655-60

Sir Peter Lely — Peter Lely, 1660

John Cleveland? — Isaac Fuller, ¢.1660

Portrait of a Man with Dog, Sir Thomas Tipping? #bért Soest,
€.1660

Marquess of Tweedale — Peter Lely, 1660s?

Edward Montagu ' Earl of Manchester — Peter Lely, 1661-5
Edward Montagu ' Earl of Manchester — Studio of Peter Lely, after
1661

Horatio Townsend — Peter Lely, 1662

Richard Colman — attr. John Greenhill, c.1662

James Butler®iDuke of Ormond — After Peter Lely, 1665
Samuel Pepys — John Hayls, 1666

Thomas Hobbes — John Michael Wright, 1669-70

Henry Howard Duke of Norfolk — Gerard Soest, 1670-5
William Legge — After Jacob Huysmans, 1670
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87.
88.
89.
90.
91.

92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
111.

Man & Wife:
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.
1109.

Brothers:
120.

Prince Rupert — Studio of Peter Lely, 1670

Frans Mercurius Van Helmont — Lely, 1670-1

George Villiers 2 Duke of Buckingham — Peter Lely, 1675
John Banckes — Godfrey Kneller, 1676

Johan Frederick Margrave of Brandenburg & Ansbagkchard
Thompson, 1678-9

James Scott — Godfrey Kneller, 1678

James Butler*1Duke of Ormond — William Wissing, 1680-5
Charles Il — Attrib. Thomas Hawker, 1680

John Cholmley — Attrib. Jacob Huysmans, 1680

Sir Roger L'Estrange — Attrib. John Michael Wrigh680
John Murray 1 Marquis of Atholl — Jacob De Wet, 1680

Sir Neil O’ Neill — John Michael Wright, 1680

James Scott — After William Wissing?, 1683

Portrait of a Gentleman, Arthur Parsons MD? — SimoBois, 1683
James Il — Godfrey Kneller, 1684

John Bunyen — Thomas Sadler, 1684-5

Philip 4" Lord of Wharton — Kneller, 1685

Lord Mungo Murray — John Michael Wright, 1688

James Sotherby — John Riley, ¢.1690

Robert Colman — attr. Mary Beale, ¢.1690

William Il — Attrib. Thomas Murray, 1690s?

First Marquiss of Tweedale — Kneller, 1695

John Smith the Engraver — Kneller, 1696

Sir Godfrey Kneller — Godfrey Kneller, 1706-11

George | — Godfrey Kneller, 1716

Thomas & Alathea Howard — Daniel Mytens, 1618

Sir William Killigrew and Mary Hill — Van Dyck, 163
Thomas & Alathea Howard — Van Dyck, 16397

William Il & Princes Mary — Van Dyck, 1641

Sir Thomas & Dorothy Browne — Attrib. Joan Carlil&41-50
2" Baron Arthur Capel — Peter Lely, 1653

James Il & Anne Hyde — Peter Lely, 1660s

Henry Hyde & Theodosia Capel — Peter Lely, 1661-2

Lord John & Lord Bernard Stuart — Van Dyck, 1638-9
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