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SECTION I = ' ’ .
\ v r
EARLY CRITICISM |
f _CHAPTER' ONE ' |
L * l\ ’ ) ~ N I
;! MARLOWE'S CONTEMPORARIES THROUGH THE EIGHTEENTH @TURY ;
‘ - : 4
Baines, Baker, Beard, Chapman, Chetwood, Cibber, Drayton, Greene, : T
‘ [
Heywood, Jacolj, Jonson, Kyd, Langbaine, Nash Pe}ele Rudierd, , !
i ’ ;
Shakespeare, Vaughan, Warton, 3 Wood -
L3 % ' -
Until the twentieth century, c¢riticism of The Jew of Malta based
dn a close re ding lof the. play ‘and ghbstantiated by/'specific ‘referen— i
ces to, and i depth analysis of the .text was nonexistent. This 1is “
: : ] . > ’ -1

not to say thdt no criticism of The Jew of Malta existed before this

.

time, but rather that earlier criticism does not conform to.modern
.o R i
day literary andeavours. By moderr’ expectations the ériticism of the

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries may, be considered potty, anecdo-

"

tal and largely inconsequential, but it is nonetheles} signiﬁcant

‘

beqa'use‘it laid the foundation oum which'later critics were able td - -

. ' 0 -~
A ¢

build, and it was unquestionably influential. in‘shaping attitudes . . ‘j

towards Marlowe with which succeeding generationa, including our own,

¢ ~ « \

have never ceased to struggle. ' o

Litera.r}/t criticism of Marlowe in his own time and until the latJ )
. o . N S

eig}gteenth c/éntury was limited to general canmenta'concetqing v o

. Py - s




Marlowe's life, death and morality, and a few sweeplng’ generaliza-
2 r ‘

1

tions about his poetry 'and/or his. plays." There was no attempt made
to offer criticism :63:' the iddividual. plays apart ‘from a few brief

comments. In his review of the opinion of Marlowe's qontanpo‘g:_aries
/4 . coor T
towards Marlowe's ‘1ife and works, Robert Addms refers to various :com-
ments by Nash, Chapman, Peele and Shakespeare, .in which l‘hrl'owe‘ is
Y ! for . . -

praised;’l noting that it is remarkable that so much cgmment on |

Marlowe's life and works should be favorable. ' Adams, t‘S’\embhasize -

o *

his pomt that Elizabethan dramatists were not noted for* their kind-
‘ T

ness or generosity towards one another, ci\tes Bakeless, @o obsarves .

tHat "contemporariés in the,Elizabe:;ha'n theatre, ..: werelever wont . _ \

"to gibe at ome anéther."2 . "o

-

However, -Marlowe was accused df atheism a’nd regarded as a blas-

Y

phemler and ‘neretic by gome of his other contemporaries, notably Kyd -

. wr !

~and Baines,3 and Robe!:t Greene in the prefacé/to Perimedes .the Black-

"

smith. (published 1n 1588), accused Ma‘rlowh X"daring God *sut of

heaven with that atheist Tamberlaine"a (a reference- to what is poséi—

e . s

bly Marlowe ) earliest play, Tamburlaine The Grept*Ws )

Robert Adams insists that this comment by Graen/é was the only major \ .

'Uatt‘ac}o on Marlowe during Marlowe's 1ifetinge’, the verbah essapi_t; by

q.“ . - < AN

1 Robert Adams, "A Review of Tamburlaing Criticism," T
Haetq‘r 8. thesis, Sir George Wi:lliams University, 1974, pp. 1-4.

© 2na, b b I o s :

. 3 '
% Adams, pp.l-4, and Ixving Ribner, "Marlowe and "The Criti,,cs,

Tulane Drama Review, 8 4 (1964), 211,

4 Christopher G. I'\anta, Marlowe ‘g "Agonists": .an Approach to
the Amb.i.guity of His »Pla,ys (Cambridge:- Harvard Univ. “Press, '1970),

-

Py b _ .

4‘ \. ‘
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. Kyd and Béini_es coming after his death.SJ As Adams 'pointé out, ,althouéh'

P

-

-

“3

.

the govérmnent made some attempt i,g ¢lear -Marlowe's name, scandalous

v
L4

-rumours, persisted:

» ‘ \

1

In 1587 the govermment apparently entertained no "

doubts about Marlowe's loyalty and orthodoxy.

"Philip Henderson cites the words of the Privy

Council to Corpus Christi that Marlowe's M.A.
should be awarded: "it was not Her Majesty's

pleasure that anyone employed as he had been in

S

matters touching the benefit of his country should

"be defamed by those ignorant of the affairs he went

about.” It was a warning again_gt defamation that

later critics were not to heed.

Y

- . L J
The extraordinary persistence of a phrase is ngted by C.G. Fanta:

Ever since Robert Greene charged Marlowe wit_h

"“daring God out of heaven with that athejst ~

Tamberlaiqe“' one line of criticism has propound-.
ed the image of the heretical Marlowe whose heroes

undermined the traditional EIizabethan morality

with their atheistic, epicurean or Machiavellian

heresies.

-~

and ﬁdmuﬁd Rudierd's The ”Thunderbolt of God's Wrath égainst Hard- .
. : Y © -

sidered to be a fitting end to his scandalous 1ife. ~Irving Ribner

observes that Marlowe was "reviled affer his death by moralists 1i

?

’a

Thomas Bewurd-in K Theat-re of God's "Jud ements (1597) and William
. -3

v ~ . P -
sinner whose murder might fittingly illustrate the visitation'of

> Adans, ﬁ. 3.

® Ibid., pp.7-8.

7 Fanta, "p: 4, .‘ . -

+

R . + .
. Vaughan in his Golden Grove (1600).as merely.snother blasphemous .

-

e

. « ) .
~In William ‘Vaughan's The Golden Grove (London: .Simon Stafford, 1600),

* Bearted and stiffe-necked sinners (London: W.I. ,,1618), Marlowe 1s

referred to as a blasphemer and hié death in a ta‘ven.x brawl is con-,

ke

o




u [

God's judgénent'upon .:;n:he:l.s‘ts."8 Fanta supports Ribner's contention:

tive

In.works such as The Theatre of God's Judgements
and The Thinderbolt of God's Wrath against Hard-
Hearted and stiffe-necked sinmers, sixteenth-

century moralisty interpreted Marlowe'sydeath in
a tavern brawl as God's retributiom....

Ribner ela#ns that®Marlowe received only a small amount of posi-

criticism frum early critics.

-Among the poets, Chapman ..., his friend,'did praise

him and Michael Drayton wrote the only appreciation

of any consequence: ,
“Marlowé; ‘bathed in the Thespian Springs,
Had in him those brave translunary things

That our first poets had: his raptutes were )

All ailr -and fire, which made his verses clear: -~

For that fine madness still he did retain, 19 .
Which rightly should possess a poet's brain.”"" = ¥

bl

Ribner goes on to. say that "this praise, and other tributes ....'ig

not for the plays but for Hero and Leander, on which his reputation

among the literate of his day seems entirely to hav® rested.”

that,

11
Robert Adams takes a more positive view oflthe.c%itigism noting

<

Comment by the competent continued to be compli-
mentary throughout the early seventeenth century.
Drayton's lines "his [Marlowe s] raptures were/All

ayr and fire which made his verse cleere,” were .
echoed by Thomas Heywood's "Marlo, renown'd for Y

. his rare art and wit." Ben Jonson not only allud-

1

ed to Marlowe's "mighty line" in the First Folio,
but "appears to have used the phrase habitually in
conversation.”

a

o

8 Kibner, "Marlowe and the Crities," p. 211.

S Fauta, Pe 4. ) i !

Michael Drayton in Ribner,'"Mhrlowe and the Critics." p.1211.

Ribner. "Marlowe and the Critics," p. 211.-

lz-Adams, p. 12, ‘ \

il

'Y

A e oo
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e
{

e .

- tute the sole reference to Marlowe during this time, Gerard Langbaine '

" Marlowe criticism in the latter part of the,seventeenth century

was exceedingly rare since "Marlowe's plays went the way of all

theatre under the Oommonweélth."13 Irving Ribner writes conoerning

~ -

the' fate of the works of Christopher Marlowe that,

While- some of|the plays,:most notably The Jew of
Malta, and Tamburlaine, continued to be staged until
the closing off the theatres in 1642 .and .again after
the Restoratiodn, their author was gradually forgot=-
ten ,.. [and] «+s Marlowe is never mentioned by 14
Dryden, the gr atest dramatic critic of his time.

N

Robert Adams states that the only Restoration reference to Marlov}e
was b& Antjhony‘h Wood in 1691 who holped to perpetuate’ the rumour

started by Francis Meres in 1598 that Marlowe was a homosexual . 15

Wood's comments, wh:l.lk they are-significant‘ because’ they aided/n .
keeping alive the ir\xt rest in Marlowe' s character which was to in-"

‘ Coa, , |
fluence critical ap isal of his works for many years, do not consti-

also mentioned ‘Marlowe: "His [Marlowe’s] Genius inclin'd him wholly
to Tragedy, and he has obliged the world with Seven Plays of this

kind of his own Composure, nlb and -even offeted a fev remark.s about
The Jew of Malta, which tie .says was: v :

]

. a 'I‘ragedy play'd before thq King and.Queen, in her
Majesties Theatre, at-Whitehall, and by her Majes-
ties Servants at the Cock-pit, printed 4°.Lord 1633. ,
(after ithe Authg;/s«,\Decease) and dedicated (by Mr. . '

¥ ~ ~

I . n S e vt o e

RS raet

19 Adams, p. 12, . o . !

Ribner, "Marlowé .and the Critics, : pp. 211-12. T
5 Adams, pp. 10 and 13. * ,,I' ' S ,
16 Gerard Langbaine, An Account of Engg.sh Dramatic Poets
(1691; rpt. Lgs Angeles: William Andrews' Clark l&emorial Lijrary, ‘
Univ. of Qlifv' 1971), pv 342 .:‘,! : } ! R I \‘

*
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Thomas Heywood the Publisher) Tolyis Worthy Friend
Mr., Thomas Hammon of Gray's Inn. .

., Langbaine credits the play s popularity with Elizabethan theatre-

2

' *
»

'more open;minded view of the reports’about Marlowe's life, death and , 3

' moraliiy, fascination.wifh the subject still outweighed interest in

s

18.: . ‘
Ibid., pp. 343-44. e

¢

goers to the fact that Edward Alleyn acted the part of Barabas:

.
&

This play wgs in much egteem, in those days the 3

Jew's Part "being play'd by Mr. Edward Allan, that . w
Ornament both to Black-friars Stage, and his

Profesgion; to the One on Account of his, excel-

lent Action, to the Other of his exemp}gry Plety

in founding Dulwich Hospital in Surrey S .

(but of course Alleyn starred in 'all of Marlowe's plays except
Edwa;d II), and quotesg the linea from the Prologue containing Hey-
wood's references: to "tho_best of Pdets" and "the best of Aclof?ﬁ
which he says illustratelﬂeywood's oolnion.of Maflowe and ;lié;n: ‘ ( !
"ﬁhaq Ooinion Mr. He&wood had of goe Author and Actor, may oe seen

oy the beginning of his Prologue spake at the Cockrgit."lg Langbaine _ : '.1
daea'not offer his.own opinion, neither of Heywood's worde mor of ’ -
Marlowe's works. 4 ‘;

4

The tendency to offer fairly noncommital details about the play's

production and performanceé often in oonjupction with interesting tid- ) :

bits about Marlowe's life and death characterized the eriticism of

\

3

the early eighteenth century. While eritics were teoding towards a
# 4

v - 4
' e

critical appraisal of his works, as the following Ptticle by Chetwood

1 T

(whose only comment about The Jew of Malta is that it is a "fragie-

€

17 pangbaihe, PP. 343-44, ’ ' . .

19 itbid., pp. 34344, ' o




Comedie"-and was written in 1603) indicﬁteh: ' \

" This Author was both a Poet, and a Player; but, in
the Opinion of some Contémporary Writers, a.Man of .
bad ‘Morals. Having an Intrigue with a lodse Woman, . ' .
he came unexpectedly into her Chamber, and caught
"her in the Embraces of another Gallant. This so
much enraged him, that he drew his Dagger, and at- s
tempted to Stab himj: but, in the Struggle, the Para-
mour seized Marlow, turned the "Point into his Head,
fnd killed him on the Spot in 1592. His Plays are,

I. Edward II, a Tragedie, 1590, ‘
II. Tamberlaine the Greate, or the Scythian Shepherde,
a Tragedie, in‘two Parts, 1593. ‘e

III. The Joewe of Malta, a Tragi~Comedie, 1603. '
. : IV. Lust his Dominions, or the Lascivious Queene, .
) -a Tragedie, 1604, R
V. The Massacre of Paris, withe the Deathe of the ' N
Duke of Guise, a Tragedie. This Play has no Date. ' . ;
VI. Dr. Faustus h;gnqugical Historie, not acted but’ -
Printed, 1635.7

The title of Jacob's The Poetical Regép;er: or The Lives and

Characters of the English dramatick poetsZIreflects the predominant —

<

‘tendency in criticism of this time: coucern with the lives and char- , f

/ e . * '

‘acter of the poets rather than with critical a £fs1s of their works.

Jacob offers no criticism of the plays in The Poetical Rgg;ster and

bt

his sole reference to The Jew of Malta is that "This play was very \ /

o .' much applauded "22, Cibber' s‘comments also bear witness to this ten-

-

/_,,——-———-a
-dency. Cibber summarizes Wood's report of Marlowe's life, death and

"

morality.

’ -{His [Marlowe s] genius inclined him wholly to '
ttagedy.... I shall.present his character ... <
upon the authority Anthony Wood.... Marloe ...

[
. v

20 ‘ i

‘ W. R. Chetwood, The British Theatre {(London: R. Baldwin,
1752), p. 8. ' .
. 21 G. Jacob, The Poetical Register: or The Lives and Characters
. of the English dramatick poets (1723; rpt. Farnborough .England:
* Gregg Internatiohal Publishers Ltd., 1969), I.
22 b4, p. 172. N
_ ! I .
| .




b

' thought proper to practice the most epicurean in- . C

dulgence, and openly professed atheism; he denied . o

God, Our Saviour; He blasphemed the adorable :
\ . Trinity, and, as it was reported, wrote several dis- ’

‘ courses against it, affirming.0ur Saviour to be a
decelver, the Sacréd Scriptures to coutain nothing
_ but idle storleg, and all religion to be a device .
- of policy and priestcraft;. but Marloe came to a , ' o~
C ., very untimely end, as some remarked, in comsequence .’
© .of his execrable blas?hemies,zg < [

nnding generously that "For my part, I am willing to suspend my judg~

ment till I meet with some other testimony of his having thus.hein-

v v

ously offended against his God.... '24.& ) ; S

FUPPUPETL

i . Cibber' s, only comment about The er of Malta repeats Langbaine's

WL

> remarks word for word, the only difference consisting of the spelling

b

. of Edwgrd Alleyn's surnamg: "This play was in much esteem in those
‘ ' w25

days; the Jew's part being performed by Mr. Edward Alleyn.

* D.E. Baker's work néovides yet another example of this tende§qy.
[ Baker offers a few biographical details concerning Marlowe, and a
'M',‘

detailed summary of Wood's descfiption of hiardeath and morality..

Baker gives his opinion of Woo&'s account aéd offers his.own opinion

of Marlowe’s ‘character as that of a free-thinker but not necessarily

L . NET . "
a' heretic. He writes: nile

~¥

' : ‘\ - We would, however, rather wish to take this charac-

) ‘ A ter [i e., Wood's portrait of Marlowe] with some
degree of abatement, and, allowing that Mr. Marloe
might be inclinanéﬁ’;o free~thinking, yet that he
could not run to” unhappy lengths he is reported
to have done, egpecially as the time he lived in wasg

. a period of bigotry;iand that, even in these cédlmer

AN
23 Theophilus Cibber, Lives of the Poets of Great Britain and

Ireland, (1753; rpt.. Hildesheim, Germany: Georg Olms
* " Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1963), I, 85-86.

P ’
.\ 2% Ib1d., p. 86.° o ;

25 ) '
Ibid., p. 87. , o
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! times of controversy, we'finj\a great aptness in
; persons who differ with regard to the speculative
Co points of religion, either wilfully or from.the
mistaking of terms, to tax each other with deism,
heresy, and even 'atheism, on even the most trivial
tenets, whisg have the leagt appearance o§ being /
unorthodox.~{ - ° , .

&

Baker devotes three-quE;ters of thefleng;h of his article to
Marlowe's life and deat;,4and then states "Bﬁt, to quit his }haracter
in a religious view, let us now consider him as a poet,"27bpt the oniy
N ‘ " critical comment he offers is, "in this ligﬁt he must be allowed to
. ) "have had great merit. His turn was entirely to tr;gedxi)in which ' ﬂé
kind of’writing he has left the six following testimonials of his . E ‘

abilities,"z8 after which he lists the plays and their dates (he as-

sigﬂs‘&he Rich Jew of Malta to 16335 and mentions Hero and Leander v,

a
” 3

N

“and "The Passionate Shepherd to his Love" jbut offers no further com-

¢ ment oh the plays. . . ' . .
2

— /

Irving Ribner writes, that "in the eighteenth century it is not ;

until the appearance of Thomas Warton's History of English Poetry
between 1774 and 1781 that anything resembling criticism appears."zg‘ : ‘ s
Robert Adams' claim that "Marlowe goes ﬁnnoticed for nearly a hundred

1 " N ’ 2 |

years [aftet Wood's comment in 1691] until Thomas Warton's History of

N English Poetry (1781)"30 is not entirely correct, as the works by

Cibber and Baker are testimony to the fact that some meption of

26 o

‘ o D.E. Baker, Biographia Dramatica, or; A Compaaion to the
( ¢ Playhouse, (1764; rpt. New York: Ams Press Inq.,'l9665, I, 492,
’ 2T nhiqs, p. 492. | )
28t 1b1d. , p. 492, : e, T e

b
29 Ribner, "Marlowe and the Critics," p. 212.

30 pdams, p. 13.

-
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Marlowe was made during these years. But it must ‘be agreed that com-
mentary was scarce .and that Warton's ifaiﬁt praise"3% of‘£Qe plays ’
o - . : ; )
as' evinced in-the following jpassage from Waéton's work was the closest °
v ‘ ' N 5 ' ‘ ’ o . .
. writers had yet come to'actual analysis of the plays:; " [Marlowe's]

t:qgedies manifestatraces ?f a just‘dram@tic tonception, bu;othey \ ‘

, ot ¥ w

aboun& with tedious and uninteresting scenes, or with such extravag- ;
o bt !
: i
ances as proceeded from a want of judgeﬂent."32 . .

. . > '

1

T

.

o
~
—
4
~
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Warton in Adams, p. 13, - . .
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’Smith,’Swinburne, Symonds, TeSB,»Thorﬁdike, Ward, Watson, Welsh,

. fusion as to what was the character of Marlowe ‘the man will continue’

,and will colour almost all criticism of his plays.“l

' further characterized by the tendency to use the body of Marlowe's

L]

us,the plays one to the other—not of%en to the advantage of The Jew of

.nineteenth -and twentieth centuries. As Robert Adams writes, "con-

.by modern standards——comment on the plays.

CHAPTER TWO ~ |
THE NINETEENTH AND EARLY TWENTIETH CENTURIES s

L] 1

Collins, Crawshaw, Delmﬂr,:Drakg, Edmunds, Gilbert, Golded?ﬁaﬁéenlaw,
Grinsted, Hawkins, Hazlitt, Houston, Johnson, Lewes, Lewis, Lowell,
Mabie, Morley, Neilson, Pa;e, Pinkerton, Proctgr. Saintsbury,;Semperf

i

Wendell, Whipple

PP TRPRRME SRVt LR S

-INTRODUCTION

Fascination with Marlowe's life and death QPntinued {nto the

“~

on into the next two [i.e:, the nineteenth aéﬂ twentieth] centuries

Interest in the plays themhelves; however, graduaily increased

and writers began to offer more detailed—although still very’;kﬁichy

g v T

".The criticism of the EiﬁethEEh and early twentieth centuries is

works, rather than an individual play, as the subject. 'As a result

most criticism of The Jew of Malta is to be found within these gener-

—

14 N (
al studies of Marlowe's plays, which frequently consist of comparing
- »

T
{

N . '

]

lAdﬂm, po 130 | o i . %



'Ma'lta.

~

In .sbite ofJ the faé:\t that commentary on the play is maimly to be
l : .

found within general studies of Martowe's works, criticism of The Jew
of Malta during this time is sufficientl'y\abﬁndani: that five maif

| ) ‘
. Y .
categories of criticism may be discerned within it. As an examina- .

~ tion of these categories will reveal, thé body of The Jew of Malta
criticism exhibited-—even in its earliest days—-a magked.diversity of

opinion.

2

. It should be mentioned at this point that the categories or groups '
of criticism referred to in'this and in all subsequent chapters do not
conatitute "schools" which imply conscious, similar methodology as

well as similar’ espousal of ideas. These arbitrarily assigned cate-

o

gories provide a focus for i&eas about various agpects of the play.

- v

The groups are uot mitualiy exclusive as there is éonsiderablg over- -
lap. Therefore, a critic who appears in one section will often sur- -
face in another as well, M

Three categories which suggest themselves An nineteenth and early
» \ . o
twentieth century criticism include short (in most cases, only a few

lines or paragraphs are devoted to The Jew of Malta) writings which

>

are oot based on a close reading of 'the play, which offer minimum . : ' [

. commentary, and which provide no detailed textual analysis of the

o .
iae Pt

i)lay. }have divided these critical résponses into the.following
groups‘:. (A) Brief Exi;oatulatory I‘tefetence:‘ Pogitive; (B) Brief Ex-
postulatory Reference: Negati\{e; (C) Brief Reference: ?oth Po;itive
and Negative; (D) Reference to Marlowe's Draﬁ:atic and Poetic (\Zdl;aci-
ties; and (E) 'Reference to fhe Common Themes in Four of Harlowg's N

Plays. In each of the categories will be found writers who - go o% at

A




13
length to prailse (and, o'ci:asionally condemn) Marlowe. But reference

to-The Jew of Malta or, for that matter, to any ’Mni‘lowe's pleys is
1

brief and unexpounded.

N . - I

, (A) Brief Expcbstulatory Reference. Positive “
N . ' !
' Criticism expresaing a positive opinion of the play const.ﬁtutes )
the first category. Wile’ authors not included in this category also /’/

* ’ 13 !
offered a positive or favourable opinion of the play,-they offered '
’ : . N [
S y
some detall to:support their ideas, The criticism offered by authors
mentioned in‘ this category, however,i consgists 4f the expression of a / -
positive opinion of the play, supported by few, if any, critical de-
tails. Few writers expressed such unqualified approval of the play ;’
as the anonymous: anthor/of "Production of The Jew of Malta" (1818),
who claims that the- play 1s, . - - s /
.,

a very curious and interesting work ... [and] posses-

' ses claims to no common admiration for-itself; for, ’

' besides the high poetical talent it exhibits, it may ‘ - {0
be considered as the first reguler and consistent . \ q i
English drama; and the first unassisted and success- ’ ,
ful attempt to embody that dramatic unity which had ;
been till thén totally neglected or overloocked. The g
dramatic poems which preceded The Jew of Malta could = :
be considered dramas only in so far as they exhibit d2 . .
events rather than relating, them author's emphasis]e. g

- The author considers The Jew of Milta Marlowe's best dramatic work.

¢ )

He writes° .

Y .

. the’ Jgu_qf_mm is Maklowe's best play.. Not that we

like 1t better than the Fauatus or , but it

is better as a play. [author's emphasisl P neither

of those plays possesses in so great a degree as the o =
* one before us, that rare, and ... most important qua=- -

lity, which we have called dramatic unity—that tending

ing of all its parts to engender and sustain the same

‘kind of feeling throughout. In The Jew of Malta the . ' e

/

"Production of ’Ihe Jew of Malta," Blackwood's gazine,".‘i (May
1818) , 209.




AN

characters are all, without exception, Wicked, in the
common acceptance of the term. Bfrabas, the Governor,
" Ithamore, the Friars, Abigail, to"compass their own
short-gighted views, all set moral restraint at defi-
. ance, and they are all unhappy, and their ughappiness
is" alvays brought about by their own guilt, 4

\L The author seems to imply, :L'n the above excerpt, that thé "same kind
of'feéling" mz\lint&ined in the flay ‘.(.g one of wickedness and unhappi-
negs and possibly‘guilt, but—typiclally of his time—he offers no
examples from. or explanati:)ns of the text to support his claim,

' N'everthilegs’ his elthusiasﬁ for' the play is evidenpt., In the same

N

* T et . .
general fd'g'ﬁ‘ion he defiends thé play against attack;
o . - ,

1.::&'*« . . ) -~
We cdmnot agree ... that this play is without moral . \/\

pur{:ose; or that Barabas is a mere monster and not
'a man, We cannot allow that even Ithamore is
gratuitously wicked. There is no such- thing in
nature=-least of all human nature, and Marlewe knew ",
this.,.. it must not be forgotten that he |Ithamore
is a glave; and a slave should no more be expected

. to keep a compact with the kind from which he is cut

" off, than a demon or a 'w&kd beast ‘t:uth.or's emphasis|.

Such len‘gt:hy discuséioh of the play is not typicgl of criticism ex-
prlessir;g unqual ified. approval of the A}i)lay. For the most part: all
cdtatifns with specific r’eference:fo the play are very.brief, Edwi_x;
oP. Whlipp],e,ﬂfor ?xample{, writes only that "H%'s [Plar]:owe's} best\ plays.

are ge Rich Jew of Malta; Edward the Second ...; and The Tragical

Hist;orl of the Life and Death of Dr. )I"at.lstuas,"5 and adds only a few -

1

words to the effect that Dr. Faustus was his ‘greatest, achievenent.
' v

-

3 "Production of The Jew of Malta," p. 209. D L

& Ibid., pp. 209-10,

’ : ' e
.5 Edwin P. Whipple, Essays and Reviews (1853; rpt. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin and Co., 1891), II, 21. )

’
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Further exampl\e\s\maj be found in The Making of English Literature by

W.H. Crawshaw, whose comment is even briefer: 'Four great tragedies
v .

stand to his credit——and all of them are, pfodqctions of singular

¢

po»wer,"6 and in William Shakespeare by ’\Batret_:t‘ Wendell, whdse only

A

$pecific reference to the play is found in the line "Marlowe had pro«

duced in Tamburlaipe not only a popular-play but a grea't. tragic poem;
; P ——— ) y A
n 1588, he produced another, the Jew of Malta."7
W

The comment of sqmé writers is almost grudging, as this remark

rom the anonymous article "Christ,:opher Marlowe" (1853) demonstrates:

Iy o E:he] play 1s not less remangkable than li\is] others 4...,"8 or so

\.raguely stated as to be almost meaningiess due to its ambiguity, as
. {
Louis Ife—v;?*s(writes in his book The Women of Shakespeare., Lewes'

only comment about The Jew of Malta is that the acts of revenge are
/ .

"go terrible as to asurpass anything ever yet produced in this line of

" dramatic poet.ry."g ,4 ’ ’

R . ' "
Alfred H. Welsh's only comment about The Jew of Malga in the book

et’i’pitlecj De‘;gelopme.nt of English Literature and Lam also tends to

ambiguity. D
A11 the ferocities of the middle age are in the Jew of
' Malta. If there i1s less bombast than in Tamburlaine,
there is even more horror. Barabas, the Jew, robbed by

- 6 W.H. "Crawshaw, The Making of En Jlish Literature (Boston: -
D.C. Heath and Co., 1907) p- 114 '

: 7 Barret Wendell, William Shakespeare (New, York: Charles

Scribner 8 Soms, . 1894), p. 70.

8 "Christopher Marlove," Fraser's Magazine. 47 (Feb 1853), .
T 232-33; , , )

5
3

; s Louis Lewes, The Women of Shakespeare, trams. Helen Z:meern

(London: Hodder Brothers, 1894). p. 45. . .
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the Christians, has been maddened with hate till he is
no longer human, 1 & _, .
’ n . /
Welsh of%s;s no”discussion of ‘this observation. He does not indicate

- -

v U whether'the fact—for he clai:ms it is a fact=-that there ‘is less bom—

N

‘bast but more horror in the play works to the,/play 8 advantage o;
disadvantage. He does commit himself to one stand however, in the

only other reference he makes to the play. While writing that
Dr. Faustus 'best reflects the genius and experience of M?.rlowe 11

!
he contends that "[ﬂle Jew of Malta is] A true painting, conceived
5 | .

with an\“intensity'and executed witll/p sweep of imagination unknown

* before' ...,'712 and 1t is on the basis of this remark that the cri-
.ticism falls into the categ'ory of positive opinion about the play.

- Edwvard G. Johnsou's meagre commeny about The Jew of Malta like~

L]

wise illustrates the terseness of those who tend to offer qualified

v . x s

praise of the play: "The 'Jew of Malta' ‘ig a powerful somewhat resr
\»\

pulsive drama, in which we detect the old hal f-superstitious hatred
_ of the Jews' that marked the Middle Ages."l3 The word "powerful”

praises the play; but the commerits about the play evincing "hatred

* of the Jews" and the phrase "pmeﬁét repulsive" substantially quali-

.
¢

fy this praise. ' .

'

E.W. Edmunds' coinments_ provide an example of slightly more de-
t} led, but still qualified; praise:of th} _;lay\. Be commends the p]:ay
\ g . .

110 hiered E. Welsh, Development of English Literature and language
icago: S.C. Greggs & Co., 1882) I, 314.

s, 7

: 11 ,
© .+ Ibid., p. 315, - _

\ 2 mhid., i 314, S
{

) 3 Edward; G. Johnson, "Christophet Phrlowe," The Dial, .
8 (Sept. 1887) 99. . . . -

:
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"in ‘the wards, P ) o \

-

\

. The verse is richer and more natural than any that'
Marlowe had yet written; in the opening acene es-
pecially it develops an energy which, united with
a.dignity not found in Tamburlaine, at ogge attracts
us to the genuine character of the hero. \ .

but adds: R ‘ : \

But even if this 1s true and Barabas is a self p
consistent character, it ts also true that the ‘play
does not please us. We do not return to it, as we
return to Faustus, for pure poetic delight, for the
splendi?sinterpretation of a soul's struggles wiﬁh
itself, o '\

Y

Adolphus William Ward alsohzas certain reservaciong\about‘the

"extraordinary accumulation of villainies"16 in the play and its com-

plicated plot and -he claims that Edward II is Marlowe's greatest dfema;

but he is noneiheless enthusiastic 1n his praise of The 5év of Malta's

L \
merits. He writes that "As a dramatic eomposition, the thir \ of

%
Marlowe s tragedies shows a considerable advance upon 'its predeces-

sors,' nl7 and continues that: l s ‘ ~ \

Whatever may he though't of the extraordinary accu- \
mulation of villainies: perpetrated by the hero, the \
construction of the plot: is extremely ingenious, and '
, notwithstanding its elaborateness, singularly clear
and intelligible. Though the action rises from
tartling to more startling effects, a climax is re-
Qefweq to' the last. And in form, the play deserves \

4 R Edmunda. The Story of EnLliSh Lite“t“re’ 20d ed.

(1907; rpt. London. John Murray, 1911), I, 177-78.
15 ’

16. Adolphus William Ward, A History of English Dramatic '
Literature, Vol. I.(1875), ‘quoted in C.W. Moulton, Library of

Ibid), “p. 180 - .

[

Literary- Criticiem, abtidged rev., and with additions by Martin

‘Tucker (1901-04; rpt. 8 Jvols, 'in &, New York: Frederick Ungar,

1966), I, 133. : . . x
17 L | )
Ibid., p.. 338. . ’ ‘
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high praise, for the vigour ng ease of its versifi—

. . \ cation are alike remarkable. _ > .
o . . ‘ ‘ Johi Churton Collins comment on the play. ettents to its' impor-l
" tance in fomulating "English roiuantic tragedy': T 0
/"“ , In his Dr. Fhustus and in his Jew of Malta it would ‘

not. be too much to say that he formulated English
romantic tragedy. He cast in clay what Shakespeare .
recast in marble...; It is more than probable that
without the tragedies of Marlowe we should never

4 . , have had, in the form least in whi. h they now

‘ . - stand, the tragedies of Shakespeare,

but once again the praise is not unqualified, (even though the quali—

\ 5

fxing clause refers to )hrlowe s geneMal dramatic aptitude, rather

than The Jew of Malta in p@rticular) as he writes that "the tefiper of\

hts [Marlowe a] geunius va.; such as to absolutely disqualify him from
excelling as a. dramatist."zo i . : )

4

/ (B) Brief Expostulatory Referencg" Negative

Contrasting the brief expostulatory but unelaborated praise 1s

a cache of harsh and largely undocumented condemnation of the ‘play. ’ (

-

. ’ Throughout there ie hbweVer, grudging acknowledgement of the play 8

¢

’ appeal and Qf a certain inc'ipient notion which foreshadows graater

s

"things to come. . ‘ 7 =

Ty

} William Tegg, for example, calls The Jew of Malta Marlowe's ,
L * N T
, i + "worst play" in his two page discussion of the dramatist: "The late ¢

/

. Edmund Kean made -an unfortunate choice of his Marlove 8

’\
v
H
<Y
!
4
"
1
k
i
- ;3

] worst play—

| J' '"The Jew of Malta —for production, but 1t was only played a few :‘ '

L
¢

TN '8 yard 1a Moulton, p. 133, | o ' ’

S . g 19 John Churton Coilins, Eseag and Studies (Londtm' o

S +  Macmillan & G., 1895), p. 1500 A

e 20 . R .
' SO " Thid., | pp. 155-56. : § '
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n:tghts."?'l Tegg offers no further discussion of the play.

F.W. Hawkins in his book entitled Life of Edmund Kean also rele-

: gates the play to the low position on the totem pole of Marlowe's
plays. He writes that, ' .,

A . ’ The Jew of Malta exhibits more of his [Marlowe's]
' . defects than any of the other six plays ...; it

; . is powerless to enchain that absorbed and rivet- )

T . ed interest with which we contemplate his »
Faugt ...; or move ug to that pity and terror

Lt . which redeem his Edward ‘IT from the disguﬁ pro-

voked by his irresolution and effeminacy, '

[

while G.B, Smith asserts that "Marlowe's play The Jew of Malts is

worth little except for the ‘strong individuality with which his Jew
' 0 1s put'upon the K'canvas."23 |
J.R. Lowell faults all the plays, ‘excluding Edward II, for ,lack-
ing "organic unity." He writes that "His plays, with the single ex-
ception of Edward II have no organic uuity.. ..\-Passages in them
gtir us deeply and thrill us to the marrow, but each play as a whola
is ineffectual."u R - ‘ 4 N

4

_ The anonymo'?s'author of an 1823 article entitled "English Tragedy" °
applauds Marlowe's ability as a "tragig"writer" in the wrdé:. _

Marlowe was undoubtedly ‘the'greatest tragic writer
that preceded Shakespeare., « The spirit of:extrava-

. gance seems to have dwelt -in his brainm, and to have

. . . . .

No-L
2 PN
~ ‘\ 21 William Tegg, Shakespeare and His Contemporaries (London. -
. T Williﬂdl Tegg and Go., 1879), P. 92. v . o !
. > . 22 Frederick William Hawkins, The Life of Edmund Kean (London:
Tinsley Bros., 1869), II, 40. ]
23, 8. SLmithl, "Christopher Marlowe," Cornhill Magazine,.
. 30 (Sept. 1874), 344. :
' : 24 R Lowell, The 0Ld English Dramatists (1892; rpt..New York: .

Ams Press Inc., 1966) p. 210.
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- ' &Kﬁf,

[led] him’ on to the most extraordinary féats,zs

4
B

but about The Jew of Malta he writes only that "The Jew of Malta we

' cannot admire, though there is in it certainly the first hint of

»Shylock."26 Nathan Drake, while admitting that Marlowe "of all the ‘

dramatic poets who preceded Shakéhpeare [was] certainlyaihe one who
- '27

‘possessed the most genius,".

' A}

qualifies his praise of Marlowe by accus-
ing him of "want of taste" which, he says, "has condeﬁhed him as a
writer for the stage, to an obscurity from which he is not likely to. _

]

\ emerge."28 Drake contends ‘that The Jew of Malta was written to "stimu- .
R

late the hatred of the people against this perseéuted race [i.e.,.the

Jew%;"zg and his sketchy comparison between Barabas and Shylock, also : \ (

o

~ \M\teveals his denigratrhg and disapproving attitude towards the play:

The distapce ... between [Baraﬁas and Shylock] “oe d%
well with regard to truth of delineation as to poeti
cal vigour of conception, is infinite; for whilst
the Jew of Marlowe can be considered in no other ljight
than as the mere incarnation of a fiend, that of .

- : ' Shakesdpeare possesses ... a touch of human&by [which] . ‘ . .
++. Tenders him ... a very possible being. .

William Hazlitt is unrelenting.and determindd in his }opdemiation

AN

of the play: a o B A

The author seems to have relied om the horror in- ° ‘ ' )
spired by the subject, and the natiodal disgust. ‘
. ' : excited against the principal character| to rouse

‘ o \
25 wEnglish Tragedy", Edinburgh Review, 38 (Feb. 1823), 187.
- dJ

. 26 144l p. 188, . '

?7 Nathan'Drake,'Shakggégare and Hs Times (1817} rpt.

2 vols. in 1, New York: Burt Franklin, 1969), II, 462.:
|- ) L 28 ' -

| -

® Ibid., p: 462 - o
‘ te ‘ : T . * 29 Ibidc’ ‘p"c 463. “

o W .

- T "Ibid., p. 463. .
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‘the feelings of the audience: for the rest it is a
tissue of gratuitous, unprovoked and incredible
atrocities, which are committed, one upon the back

., of ,the other, by the parties congerned, without
motive, passion or object.

-

(C) Brief Reference: Both Positive and Negative

Criticism expressing a posit'i\ve opinion of the first two acts

and a negative opinion of the 'last three constitutes a third category.
» » Y - =
As this criticism leads to 'speculation as to the authorship of The

»

L 4
Jew of Malta, an examination of the criticism is offered in Chapter

3
.

]

Five: "The Authorship Controversy.”" The category is, however, re-
tained in this chapter vin order to preserve a ,slensgf;'q_f‘.what was trans-
pir‘ing in the nix'xeteenth century. . . ; ‘\ﬂ ‘
| (D) Reference to }ﬁrlowe"s Dramatfc and Poetic Capacié‘ies
The body of criticism which Bcor‘:stitutes this category and the
lagt one I have identified (''Reference to the Common Thanés in f‘our
of Marlowe's Plays"), while still sketchy in comparison to later twen-
. v

tieth century criticism, provides lengthier, more detailed commentary

than that offered in the three previous categories. Almost without

exception,32 the criticism belonging to.the last two categories is
4+

produced by writers of the late nineteeath and early twentieth

centuries.,
The first of these categories. includes criticism primarily con-

cerned with the dramatic or poetic quality of Marlowe's work. As in’

31 Yi11am Hazlitt, Lectures on the Literature of the Age of
Elizabeth, Lecture II (1820), rpt. in Moulton, p. 133,

-

\ 2 Exceptlons include: the anonymous author of "The Famous
Historical Tragedy of 'The Rich Jew 'of Malta,'" Monthly Revue,
2nd Ser ., 67 (April 1812); and Bryan Waller Procter, author, of I
The Life of Edmund Kean ‘(London: Edward Moxon, 1835), Vol. II. . v

kY
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most criticism of this period, 33 comment about The Jew of Mélta alone

. 4 (L.e., apart from the rest of Marlowe's work) is'virtyally nohé§héﬁent.

e

In Ehis particular grbup of criticism, comment concerning Mﬁrlowg's
! . .
general dramatic and poetic capabilities and. achievements is more '

Y r .
nymerous than reference to these qualities in The Jew of Malta speci-

flcally. However, as the authors of the criticism give no indication

that The Jew of Malta is to be gxcluded from the opinions offered, -
i

these opinions mdf‘be consideffd to apply to it as well.
The criticism in this category is particularly interesting be-

cause it reveals that there exists, among the almoat incredible diver-

o ¢

sity of opinion about Marlowe's life and works, at least one opinion
A

almost uﬂiversally agreed upon: that is, that garlowe contributed

significantly to the development of EngliEB/BBEtry .and English dramp.

R. V. Gilbert, fér instance,’ﬁoinps out that "Marlowe wag\i?e first
. ) N -~
poet to use blank verse with ease."34\ He writes that "Marlowe took

v

blank verse and with the skill of a master moulded it into the mighty
line that was to imqbrtalize‘him,"35 and asserts "That Marlowe might
have eclipsed Shakespeare, h%d ﬂe lived, is uni&ersally admiéted; and
his tragic deaéh has been much lamentedl"3§

William Watson says that Marlowe's claim to the title of "father

of English Poetry" is greater than Chaucer's. He writes that Marlowe

1.3

is ‘ N )

33 See above, pﬁ. 11-12,

34 R.V. Gilbert, English Writers (Philadelphia. The Penn

Publishing Co., 1913). p. 38..

35 1p4d., p. 39. : .
A Y

| % Ibid., p. 40. | -

»
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the real founder, though not precisely the initiator,
both_of English tragedy and of English blank verse ~
and] ... thus ., e father of our poetry more truly )
than even Chaucer, for thaucer's diredt influence-upon
Shakespeare and Milton is ngt great, while Marlowe's
unquestionably is=—-the-impdttance of his positionm can
scarcely be overstated
- William Echard Golden asserts that,
&
[Marlowe s] poetry is merely the intervening step
between crudeness and perfection. Marlowe is the3
pioneer that clears the way for great successors,

and he praises Ma"rlowe's ploneering mrk in the words:

To inspire [blank] verse with melody and meaning and
to unite it with the previously hostile element, the '
Romantic drama, in a manner 4t once elevating and
succesgful, was the effort of 33§reat geniug ... from
chaos he brought forth a drama,

Q"‘, concluddng that: .
Marlowe was one of the few men who undertook to
reform and elevate the stage, and who succeeded.
His services are two-fold, i.e., the introduction
of a’living blank verse and the recognition ahd C e
uniting-"of proper dramatic materials®... he 18
, to be rated as ome 6 the most original, creative

\\\\\ poets of the world. ‘ ' N

T. Ps Grinstéd, who also provides no reference specifically to

The Jew of Malta, emphasizes Marlowe's drambtic genius. He writes:
The plots of his pileces [plays] assumed a more re-

gular character than those previously arranged, and

he was only eclipsed by his great successor |i.e.,
Shakespeare].... No greater writer preceded him, . 2

whilst his flery imagination and strokes of passion

3 William Watson, Excursions in’ Criticiam (London' Elkin
Mathews & John lane, 1893),:p. 5.

38

William Echard Golden, A Brief Hiatoty of the English Drama

(New York: Welch, Fracken Co., 1890), p. 71. B
\ 39 pi4., p. 70. o
| “ 1h1d!, pp. 71-7ij o S
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o commupigated a pecﬁliar impulse to those who follow-
’ : ed him,* b T

N

while W.H. Crawshaw claimg that Marlowe's "chief gift is a poetic

rather than a dramatic one, 2 emphasizing that his p10neering contri-
bution to drama‘was an‘ improved poetic expression: 'We need to remem-
-ber ... that“he was a ploneer, and that later playwrights learned mv.\ech.
from him. He firdt taught them +++ the use of the 'might[); 1ipe' ...."103 .

F.S. Delmer, who does make a brief ‘reference specifically to. The

Jew of Malta (i.e.: "in The Jew of Malta [he depicts] the gi.gantic

passion for wea"lth" ). also emphasizes Marlowe's importance to the
! -

‘ development of English drama and poetry:

Marlowe discovered the secret of making blank verse b

dramatic ... his greatest merit is that he was the oo
.. first to show the splendid powers that lay dormant .

in blank verse.... who knows whether Shakespeare

would ever have aimﬂ go high had he not had Marlowe o

as his first model. ‘

H. Morley also provides a very brief note about The Jew of Malta:
"™Marlowe's Jew of Malta giv/es in Barabas a pewerful picture of the Jew
maligned still by the mediaeval prejudices of the Cl'tr:hat:tans,"l'6 and

lauds Marlowe's general contribution thus:

Marlowe .., developed blank-verse as the measure v
for English dramatic poetry, made its worth felt, / Lt
41 i

T. P, Grinsted, last Home of Departed Genius (London:
G. Routledge & Sous, 1867), pp. 215-16, .

N N ¢ ! N R Q
- NG Crawshaw, p. 116. \ :

{
. 3 rhid., p. 116.

a

S. Delmer, English Literature from "Beowulf" to B. Shaw
Heath Cranton and Ouseley Ltd., 1913), p. 53

' - e .

3

. Morley, A Manual of &gish Literature (New York: e
& Cou, 1880) p. 271, . ‘
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and was among drmz?tists the first cause of its ' -
general adoption.

.

As the. ab0ve examples suggest, vhile there is 1ittle dissent

among writers that Marlowe's‘ work was important in the dévelopment

of drama and poetry, there i3 disagreement as.to whether he was a

-

great poet or a great dramatist. . This disagreemént is evident in a

s
a9

~large portion of the commentary pertaini

qualities of The Jew of Malta and Marlowe's other plays.

In some of this criticism, although comment about The Jew of

Malta 1s offered, concern for the play as an individual work is mini-
' 3 =~ .
mal. When mentioned, the play 1s” used to illustrate claims about

e

‘the general quality of Marlowe 8 poet‘ry 7and no real’ interes-t is taken

: 17 the play . for its own sake. TFor example Alfred H. Welsh in 1882

lauds Marlove 8 perfection of blank verse, in glowing almost sgistful

' terms.a }
He created a new metre by the melody, variety apnd
force which he infuged into the iambic; not a €1xed,
unalterable type, in which the verse moves-to the
common and despotic beat of time, but a Proteus,

. whose varying pauses, speed, and grouping of sylla- N
bles makes one measure represent a thousand. It '
flows impetuous and many-colored, like the spirit

which feels it—not ¥tudies it=—and revels in the
stream of images,

offering one passage from The Jew of Malta as an example, but

¥

The passage he quotes in its entire-

provid-

ing no analysis of the passdge.
s

ty is the one from ]‘..i...25-32,49 beginning with "Bags of fiery opals"

o4y, "
Morley, p. 270.
8 Welsh, p. 319. . .
49 J.B. Steane, ed‘.,' Christopher Marlowe: The Complete Plays

(Middlesex, England: Penguin Books Ltd., 1969_), p. 349, All
subsequent references will be to this edition/

N

}.g to the poetic and dramatic

fl

e agrn e wed e




and ending "To Iansome great kings from captivity," but Welsh's only

) el_ucidation of the pasaage*ig. to point out the lines' "Variable modu-~
lagions «+ro==in particular, thé daringl*but successful liceuse of the

. first and third. w0 Such strongly mplied but unelaborated approval

‘ ‘of the poetry suggests that the writer is captivated by passages, and

. ~ 1is simply considering The Jew of mlta ag part of the author's canon oo

‘or a gegment of English dramatic history, rather than an individual

~ work.
/';f.i"* The anonymous author of an 1867 article in Cornhill Mdgazine
NS : o ' . . N
.o R quotes the same passage to substantiate his claim that Marlowe creat-
: N ; »
’ ed and pe;fécﬁ‘ed blgnk verse; and, like Welsh, he offer's ‘[.10 other = o
discussion of the passage, éésuming that the pagsage's merits are ' '
self-evident. In the following excerpt, the anonymous writer's com- 3
N {
RN, ments about Marlowe's verse are so similar to Welsh's that I would .
/ ) . o N ‘5
hazard a guess that, 1f the anonymous writer were not Welsh himself, o
SCA theh Welsh must have had this article open before him when he wrote oo
‘ his 1882 éminnents. He notes: f
“+1ike all great poets, he [Marlowe] left his own: pe-
: culiar imprint on it and ... his metre 1is marked by - ¢
g an almost extravagant exuberance, impetuosity, and .
. height of colouring. It seems to flow froleim with
Co .the rapidity of ‘improvisation, and to followa law . .
. . of melody rather felt than studied by its authorf . : ‘
) We féel that the author loved to give the rein to his ‘
ungovernable fancy, forgetting the thought with which
he started, revelling in sonorous words and pouring ‘ Co
forth a stream of images, so that the mind receives 51’ . ’
at last a vague and various impression of sublimity. ’
Many of these articlea contain assertions that Marlowe was indeed
v A . .
\“ C a great poet although not a great dramatist. , Meation of .The Jew
| 50 ;. e | X
1 \ . . . We].Sh. Po 3190 e "‘ "\‘// .
! . 51 "Blank Verse," Cornhill Magazine, 15 ’(lhy I‘Q67), 623-24.

- <
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of Malta :remains minimal, but is at least present, George Saintsbury,

matist as Shakespeare because

. . .
w <
.

for example, claims that Marlowe would never have been as fine a dra-

Marlowe was totally destitute of humour ... '[and
therefore_] he was absolutely destitute of the
-first requisite of self-criticism....he would
probably have degenerated from bombast shot 52
through with genius to bombast pure and" simple.

Saintsbury notes that Marlowe 8 "great title to fame is the discovery r
of the secret of that 'mighty 1ine.”"53 While he writes of The Jew )
of Malta that, ) , o “

The tragic imagination in its wildest flights ,
has never summouned up images of pity and terror
more imposing, more ggving, than those excited

by The Jew of Malta, ' L

N ' ' ( ' i

he concludes that, oo i - ;
It is impossible to call Marlowe a great o ~

dramatist ... Marlowe was ope of the greatest ' ) .
poets of the world whose work was cast by az'-

cident angscaptiche into an :h?perfect mould of -

drama, ... ' .

Collins' words place him in that group which is convinced that
Marlowe's work was eignificant in the development of Enéliah drama

and poetry:
. ' [
To no single man does our drama owe more than to
this ill-gtarred genius. It was he who determined
the’ form which tragedy and history were permanently
to assume ... who first clothed both in that noble -

and splendid garb which was ever afterwards to dis-
tinguish them ,.. who gave the death-blow to the

'
2
George Satntsbury, 'A History of Elizabethan Literature (1891 3
rpt. New York: Russell & Russell Inc., 1970), p. 78

33 Ibid., p. 78.
% Ibid., pp. 77-78. : ’

> Ibid., p. 78.

\ . /
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. {mportantly in the development of the drama but asserts that his main

cd

"poetry, he capi?lized upon, rather than changed, its penchant for - S
B of o ‘
Y N
56 Collins, pp. 149-50, - o,
57 ]’ N * . .

- - “
the first order ... which are ... conspicuously absent" in Marlowe's

. 28
»
- \" B
rhymed plays on ‘the one hand, and to the frigid
and cmg%ersome unrhymed classical plays on the )
other,” - . 4 . ’ ~-

-

but he says that Marlowe fails as a’ dramatist primarily because of h{s )

weaknesgs in characterizgtion: "In ... one play only, ... Marlowe

displayed a power of ‘characterization eminently dramatic ... [that-

18, in| Edward II."57 He concludes that,
. * » .
In a dramatic poet of the first order we look for
qualities which are as conspicuously absent_in Co Ca
Marlowe's last and maturest play [Edward 11| as
they are in the plays which preceded it.... But
as a poet: he seems to -deservgaall the praise o 0 , '
whicl his admirers give him. ‘ . «

t

-y ©

Except for his mentién of characterization, Collins provides no de~

tails as to what constitutes these "qualities in a dramitic poet -of
A

plays. ) ( ‘ o

o

N "4
Hamilton Wright Mabie concurs in the opinion that Marlowe figured

contribution to the drama was' great poetry:'* "The genius of Marlowe

)

had brought to [the drama's] devel opment the richnéss of action and’

= »

w9

the imaginative splendour of great poétry.' He argues that although

Marlowe did help to change the 'dfmna 50 by his contriition of great

Ibid. s PP. 158"59-
5

8 Ibid., p. 160. L

\ 39 Hamil ton Wright Mabie, William Shakespeare:
dnd Man (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1900), p. 136, - T

60 See Mabie, p. 146,

N .

o
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"loody scenes and ranting declamation": s ¥

This taste for horrors and this. exaggera:Ign of

speech were glorified by Marlowe's genius but re-

‘mained essentially unchanged by him; it was left

for Shakespeare's serene and balanced spirit, deep~ A
- er insight and larger art to discard the repulsive’

elemengi of the tragedy without sacrificing its

Powero

As an example of Marlowe's perpeﬁuation of the p®pular type of
+ "-

Elizabethan theatre and Shakespeard's humanizing efforts, Mabie . :

refers to The Jew of Malta and The Merchant of Venice: - &

Marlowe's'Jew is a monster; Shakespeare's Jew is
""a man misshapen by the hands of those who feed i

.his avarice, . J

There 18 a suggestion of,tlie Jew of Malta in o Lo

Shylock, but ’Shylock] bears on every feature :

the stamp of Shakespeare's humanizing spirit. . -

Lowell does not consider Marlowe's plays successful, bnt he doeg K
ag ‘ ~ - ' v

appreciate the ability of some passages to "stir us deeply and thrill

»

»/ns to xhe-?nrrpw"63 and he quotes Barabas' speech in I1.,1.19-37, begin-
‘ning "Give me the merchants .." and ending with "Infinite riches in
2" a little room" to illustrate what Lowell terms "that luxury of Eee— ‘

cription into which Marlowe is alwgz:;f;ed to escape from the business

in hand."64 Lowell also says that The Jew of Malta 'comes nearer to

v
.

GA; having a connected plot, 1nawhich one event draws on another, than’ . -

“ww L]

E any other of his plays,” n63 but he considers Marlowe's poetry more

——— . w

6L . F . .
62"%.':#'” p. 47, - o ' Y]
‘. Isido. Pa, 252- ! v
o : ' -

. 6? See above, p. 19. . Ao : - .
84 Lowell, pp. 211-12. , o

C 65 . N . : ‘ ® P

- e Ibid., P. 219,

-

« v ’ ’
. . ’
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. . : .
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valuable than ﬁis drama.

Algeruon Charles Swinburne s approval” of Marlowe's poetrx is

b

.

/ ) evident in his words- ‘ 3 ; N .
he [Marlowe] alone was the true Apollo of our own
dawn, the bright and morning star of the full mid-
: , summer day of Fnglish poetry at its highest.... ) .
' Of English blank verse, one of the few highest
forms of verbal harmony or-poetic expression, the
‘'genius of Marlowe was the absolute and divine . ‘
creator. _By mere dint of original and godlike in-} , S
coo _ stinct he discovered and called it into life; and /’;f”’“
. . ' at hig untimely and unhappy death, ... he left the
marvellous instrument of his invention so nearly
. perfect that Shakespeare first.and afterwards .
. .Milton came to learn of him before they could vary ‘ . =
., or improve onﬁit.

. L&

Swinburne particulari; admires the passion which he says Marlowe' 8 -

c

poetry expresses briiTtantly, and he mentions Barabas in his praise

4 of this aspect of Marlovian.versé. He writes:
. B el
o ) } Sorrow and triumph and raptdre'ana despair find:in
his poetry their most single and intense expression, ) .
\ - extreme byt not excessive; the pleasures-and pains o .
. of each passion are clothed with ‘the.splendour and '
Sy . . hamony of puré conceptions fitted with perfect words. ‘
There is the same simple and naked power of abstract ) .
outline in every stroke of every atudy'which remains v
to us from his hand; ... in the strenuous greed and N
fantagtic hate of Barabas ... we’trace the same jideal
*quality of passion. 7

"

. \However, Swinburne ] approval of the play'apparently does not extend

beyond the poetry, ag his onl& reference to The Jew of Mhlta in his - o

’

. work entitled A Study of Shakespeare (1860) consists of an brupt

* dismissal of Berahas as "a‘mete‘mouthpiece or the utterance of poe-

v

— -

6 , - .5 L
6 +Algernon Charles Swinburne, "Christopher Marlowe," The Works

of -George Cha » ed. R.H. Shepherd (London: Chatto gnd Windus, .
1§7§5, 11, .1x1iv. - b . et

67

©

Ibid., p.ﬁlxv.

~
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try".as: nagnificent as any.but the best of Shakespeere'sﬂ."‘68

lieves that Marlowe's

. . : Like. Nathan Dralée,69 Percy E. Pinkerto

tal ize on Elizabethan

. N € - ‘
purpose in writing The Q; of Malta was

‘ prejudicial attitudes towards 'Jews. . "Marlowe probably wished to make
e

.thia a one-char.#cter play, and only tried to stimulate the public
hatred of greedy Jews," 70 and his words reveal that he too believes

"the saving -grace. of the play 1s the poetry:
- . : { '
Barabas fills the whole canvas; the scenes seem to
. be strung together without art in the sole aim ¥
‘ render him more and more hideous. . But, as in every .-
play, mighty lines, brave and beautiful phrases are .
, 8trewn broadcast about the pages,,ahd frmy these we ) , <
- must get our pleasure and ignore defects.
s Barrett Wendell poitﬁb out the general dramatic weaknesses of
h‘
Marlowe s "four blank-verae tregedies (i e., Tamburlaine, Doctor

a \ ‘ >
“ Faustue The Jew of Malta and Edward’ II) ‘ o0

ﬁhe plots are .not very carefully composed, the’
e charactere—-:though broadly conceived—~are not min-r .
utely individualtzed; and the general atmosphere is o
+ \ one of infinite grandeur.... thersaare many passages .
full of noble, surging imagination‘- and many more \)
which shem inferior, N ~ i

~ L. < -

*but’ he admirés the "total effect" of the plays, in spite” of the faults.ﬁ' ,

(33

. "Yet the total effect of any of these tregedies, still &re the total .
AR 7 , )

» . t ~e

-~
c

Algernon Charles Swinburne, A Study of Shakespeare, Znd ed. -
Lond@ Ghatto and Windus, 1880) p. I51. . - o

{ s 2 B .
ee above, pP. 20.° 4 A ' N

- ’ 70 Percy E, Pinkerton, ed., The Drematic quks ‘of Chrietopher "
- Marlowe (New York. T. Whit.take'r 1889), p. xxi, o
) M

" Ibid- , pa nio =
) ! ‘ . . o .
12 Wendellv, p- 99. : SR -

. 73 e .
3 D Ibi-d., ‘po' 990 . . . \. L AN
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effect of all four, #s among the most impressivé' in English’ litera-
. » - ' .

ture,"“qand refers briefly to The Jew of Malta as.a "great tragic

poem nl5 . . A ] .
. . - . - 4 » ) . /I
Some critics, while c;fnceding Marlowe's dramatic and/or poetic
talents, consider the play a Vvery poor e;rample of these taLgnm “’Iﬂ—e
&

anonymous author of an article published in }bnthlz Revue_gQSIZ),

3

cation of The Jew of Malta: _ ﬁ?\'
) -~ ¢ . . '

_ The reason for ‘republishing "The Rich Jew of Malta" \ -
does not seem very obvious. It is one of the most
extravagant of the old plays in plot and conduct:

. though as to conduct, indeed, there is nome in it, ——

.for events of the utmost consequence, which would

. have required months at least to prepare, ‘follow ome

.. another even Without the division of acts. "Time and
Space"... are here dragged neck and heels into the\\
service of the gtage.... The murders ... are numer- >
ous beyond example...,. Very .few passages of poetical
vigour, or powerful originality of thought, compen- .
sate for the grotesque absurdities of this sanguin— C
ary composition. . . -

4

‘Although G.B. Smith praises Marlowe for having "speedily showed

[blhnk vgrde] to ﬁe"capable, 'pf a perfection which had never yét been

greatness noting that "Msrlowe s play’ [The Jew of mlta] 1s worth

'l”ittle except for the strong 1nd1v1dua11m with which his Jew is

Lt "i. . . . ')‘“. b '
, uﬂ.‘Weqndell,p.99. o o ‘r

) " put upon the canyas,"7? and, he says, "we thinlg that ' the dramatist

I‘bidu, pu/;G\ | p “‘. A | Lo

76 "l'he Famousg~ mstorical :l:ragedy of "The Rich Jew of Mal ta,”'
Mouthly Revue, 2ud Ser., 67 (4pril 1812), 434-35. R

7_7Smith. p. 329. o o o T

78

EIb'id‘, p- 344- . . . . ' ‘ "

or example,’ expresses puz/zlenent as to the reason for the republi— .

-~

,
—

, + dreamed of "77*he does not beiieve The Jew of lhli:a lives up to this. -

v
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"B.W. Procter also bel’iey,es The Jew of Malta 1s not one of

~

Marlowe's better plays. MHe notes:

There are certainly a few of the old dramatist's
"mighty lines" in it; bu't it is as certainly defec- ’ ‘
-~ " tive in interest, improbable in its plot, and is
C, > . stuffed with blood and all sorts of atrogities to
such a degree as to amount to burlesque.

R (E) Reference to the Common Themes in F‘l'our of Marlowe's Plays

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, another category of

early Jew of Malta '{:r;ticikn became apparent. The pracfice of com-
paring Marlowe's plays one to the other, combined with an increas-

ing tendency to read the texts closely, led to thé discovery that '
certain basic themes w\ére cc;mmon to all the plays. Criticism became
v R \ Y ' T

. characterized by study <\),\f the shared themes, and the plays were in-

: \ |
.. o terpreted on the basis of the discoveries made. Whilg the detailed
. ' analysis common to most competent criticism today does not yet

appear, the criticism is more substantial than that of earlier works

.
-

and reveals a steady progression towards that thorough analysis.
Lot ) ) The .woyks in this category are .important not only becaus/e they

i1llustrate the progressive tendency towards a closer reading and more

A}

complete. analysis of the text, t also bgcauée tﬁz ideas they sug-
gested were sufficiently fasc ating and provocative to initiate a

‘ ., #", flurry of critical response an renewed;inteﬁ'est in the Marlowe

canon. , Many ideas expressed during these early year's ranay.\nder

- 3 N

N\
consideration today.

79,’ Smith, p. 345. s

-

.800 Bryan Waller Procter, The Life of Edmund',l(e;n {London:
Edward Moxon, 1835), II, 176-77.
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One of the first writers to attempt longer and more detailed

criticism was John Addingtfon: Symonds. He was.also one of the first

to identify a common themé, which he .describes as '"the love or lust
-~ . ) CL '

nf» , of unattainable things"sl in Marlowe's plays:
{ o the leading motive which pervades his poetry may be
' defined as L'Amour de 1'Impossible—the love or lust
of unattainable things; beyond the reach of physical
force, of sensual faculty, of mastering will; but not
beyond the scope of man's inordinate desire, man's =~ -
infinite capacity for happiness, man's eger—-craving
- thfrst™or beauty, power and knpwledge.8

Y

Symonds provides further expianation by describing this "leading
motive" as:

 Desire for the ~impossib1e—-—impossible not because%/q
transcends human appetite or capacity, but because ‘
exhausts” human faculties in the infinite pursuit——....
' . Marlowe's lust for the impossible, the lust he has in-
' jected ... into all his eminent dramatic personalities,
. is a desire for joys conceived by the imaginatiom,
- . floating within the boundaries of will and sense at
some fixed moment, but transcending these firm limita-
tions, luring the spirit onward, exhausting the cor=- )
} poreal fagulties, engaging the soul itself in a strife .
‘with God.83 . ' ‘

3

Symonds also asserts that there is "a carnal element in the desire

itself, a senduality," which

i

reference to Barabas sometimes ... sinks to avarice,
solitary gluttonous delight in gems. It resolves
itself again into the thirst for power when we find
that the jewels of Barabas are hugged and gloated
over for theéz potency of buying states, corrupting
kingdoms.... / .

4

sometimes soars al of; in aspirations,... [and,' with
b4

- v

81 John Addington Symonds, Shakespea.re 8 Predecessors in the

( English Drama (London: §mith, Elden & Co., |1884), p%ﬁ& )

82 1n4d., p. 486, $
., 8 Ibid., p. 486.
84

"
] Ibid-’ pp' '486-87’
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Symonds believes that Tamburlaine's longing for power and Faustusid

for knowledge are somewhat more noble than Barabas' longing for

t

material wealth, but, he says:

the avarice of the Jew of Malta is so colossal, so .
tempered with a sensuous love of rarity and beaity

in the priceless gems he hoards, so delirious in its ' ‘ g

raptures, so subservient to ungovernable hatred and . -
vindictive exercise of power.conferred by wealth up-

on its owner, that we dare not call even thgg baser
exhibition of the Impossible Amour ignoble.

[y

It 1s unfortunate that Syménds does not substantiate his éomments by

reference to spécifig passages in the text, but his observatiouns do

- N ]
present a compelling argument nonetheless.

The idea that longing or yearning for the unattainable'is a com-

[N

mon theme in the plays, became a popular topic for criticism during

the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. .In his book

.

William Shakespeare, Barrett Wendell agrees that longing for.the un-

!

attainable is a common ihemg'of the plays, but he perdeives an even

greater significance in Marlowe's use of it as a common theme. He

<&

believes that,

Marlowe, as an artist, was paséioﬂately,sensittve to
the eternal tragedy which lies in the conflict be-
-tween'human aspiragéon-and the inexorable limit of
human achievement, .

™.

and that Marlowe does express "ome profound sense of truth"87 in his
plays, i.é., "We would be other than we are and other than we are we

may not\\be."88 Wendell. notes:

8 Symonds, p. 493. ) ‘

86 Wendell, pp. 99-100. °° e

87 °o. v v

Ibid., p. 100. : e .
88 01{\ - ‘ : R
Ibid., pp. 99-109. “~ - .
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In Tamburlaine this .passionate sense of truth is ) 1 !
expressed In terms of material struggle; in Faustus
the struggle is spiritual; in the Jdw bf Malta it is
racial; in-Edward II it 1a personal. Whether the
struggle be with the limits of the conquerable earth,
however; or with those of human knowledge, or with ,
those of ancestral inheritance; ot with our own war-, oot
ring selves, the? struggle is forever the-same, We /
would be other than we are; other than we are we may .
not be, In all foug'gof Marlowe's tragedies that great, -
true note vibrates. : ‘ )
Edwin Greenlaw, 'too, percelves longing or yearning as a théme i
’ .
common to at least three of the plays, as he refers to Tamburlaine as i
. 3
. , ) . “*
"a study of the thirst for universal political daminion," to Doctor i
Faustus as "a study of the thirst for intellectual greatness,” and to .
The Jew of Malta as "dealing with the thirst for universal wealth."90 - 1‘. ‘
P\er,cy Hazen Houston uses the word."yearning"“and sees the plays |

as "tragedies of yearning." He sees Tamburlaine as "the tragedy of 1 |

ty world conquerqr" (i.e., he who yéams to conquer the world),
e

Dglctor Faustus as "the tragedy of yearning for universal knowledge," ’
v ]
and The Jew of Malta as "the tragedy of yearning for boundless riches,

ndl Houston does not give

and the lawless will that would use them.,
~veMarlowe's ability'as a philosepher quite so much credit as does

Wendell. Wendell says that Marlowe expresses a "profound truth"92 ;
A

in his plays, while Hduston admits only that Marlowe is "trying to

89 Wendell, pp. 99-100. ( ¢

‘ , <
90 Edwin Greenlaw, An Outline of the Literature of the English '

Renaissance (Chicago: Benj. H. Sanborn and Co., 1916), p. 66.

1 3 .
Percy Hazen Houston, Main Currents of English Literature

(New York: F. S. Crofts &fCo.,,1926), p. I0I, .. R .

2 Wendell, p. 100, N T . .

. '
.o A ~ . N :
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SR 7 1bid., p. 70.° o ' /}-

work to some congistent sense of the limitations of 11£e93 in his
plajrs. Houston writes that,

V A%
the poet tells ... how each of his heroes f#ll through
bem ting fate beyond the limits set to human will....”

5 all of them psz the penalty to a merciless foe
.for thelr excesses, . o :

a L]

& .
but the comment rings somewhat hollow as Houston does not say whd or

what constituﬁtes the "meréiless foe."

R.B. Pace also perceiVes a common theme, which he says 1is "éxag- 0]

gerated ambition" in the plays. He writes that "A feature common to . -

them l:'l)amln.v.rla:l.ne4 Doctor Faustus, The Jew of Malta and Edward II] all o :
195 %
{

is the pr_esentétion of a p'articulaf amﬁitipn in exaggera;ed form.

He says that Bar;abas" ambit?ion\is‘to have weal th: "Barabas the Jew,

£
-

prototype of Shylock, desires wealth and commits a series of crimes to

96

_ attain his desire," is to have 1cnqw1edge.97 Few

and that Faustus'
additional atqils are ‘provided in Pace's commentary.
SN

L Semper's opinion concotds with those of Symonds, Houston,

%

Greenlaw, and Wendell.in that the common theme is one of yearning for

L4
something, and like Symonds and Wendell he perceives that what the -

. : ° ' h» Lo
yearner desires in all the plays is something limitless aad unbound-

©oLat e

ed. His wordge ‘ ’

In Tamburlaine Marlowe tells the story of a man who .
yearns for bqundleas power, in Faustus ... of a seeker b

3

3 Houston, p. 102,

v 9% mbid., p. 102.

95 ' . ”r R
: Roy Bennett Pace, English Literature (Boston: Allyn & Baton, .
191 8) po 700 ; s ! ' o .
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_passion itself that is thg common theme, not the type of passion.

after immeasurable knowledge and pleasure, and in The
Jew of Malta ... of one who strives for unlimited
- riches,
m:zl

are a virtual paraphrase, if not an indirect quotation from Houston.

3

Some writers describe the common theme not as longing or yearn-
ing but as . strong passion. 'l‘heir comments reveal that this strong
?

. overridiggﬂéassion may involve 1onging or yearning, but it is the

5 —

J. G. lewis, for example, writes that, ,
Marlowe's usual method was to personify some strong
passion and make everything else subservient to it,
The natural result was one—character plays |author's
emphasis] . Thus Tamburlaine is personified ambitig.,
Faustug personified craving for learning and pleasire,

' . whilst in the next play, The Jew of Malta, we have a

personification of lust for wealth,??

5

and Czawshaw 8 criticism provides further testimony:

* Each of [the four plays] may be said to represent
some dominating idea or ruling passion:.,.. The
Jew of Malta ... portrays the lust for weal th and . ,
vengeance., Barabas is a monster whose gresd knows -
no gounds, and whose hate knows no pity.

Neilson and Thorndike are also proponents of the "ov;arriding passion”

theory, but they add to the theory that the possessor of this passion\

is always a man with a strong personality:- T

in each play Matlo;ve presents a man of commanding
personal ity swayed by an overpowering passion.
In Tamburlaine it is ambition; in Doctor Faustus,

. ) : ¢
% I. J. Semper, A Shakespeare Study G.zide (New York: The
Century Co., 1931), p. 36.

99 J. G. lewis, Christopher }hrlowe' Qutlines of His Life

and Works (1891; rpt Fofcroft Pa.: The Mlcroft Preas Inc., 1969),

p. 17.
100

1

Crawahaxlv, pp. 114-16.°

)
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. '. Y% mid., p. 124,

. ’
\ v
i ’
.

‘desire’ fﬁi knowledge, in the Jew of \}hlta, greed of

weal th. '\
Like Wendell, they are intereste:d in Marlowe's phil osop‘hical" conclu- , {
sioﬁs in the plays, noting that, “ . v
3 : The tragic fate iiersl in thé certainty that these .

indrdinate desires will lead to disappointment and . ‘
defeat., The deaths of these protagonists are not .

" merely the close of life, they are the catastrophes
which end struﬁéles that reveal the greatness of
human effort

=

and about The Jew of Malta specifically they state only that "In’
oo ) '
[this play] , the hero who declaims magnificently in the beginning

soon becomes an absurd and monstrous villain who meets a well=earned

end."103 | - . . - .

Whether writers adhered to the "yearner" theory or the "passion”

*

theory 1is perhaps not as significant as the fact that. they did recég’-

‘nize and describe, in a fair amount of detail, a common theme in
Marlowe 8 four main plays, This discovéry helped to steer bhr."lowe
- criticism away from the tendemncy to offer short, general or repeti-

tive commen;s about his life, death and works and towards a greater

interest in the secrets. to be discovered in the texts theméeives.

B
’
T

\ '
+ f

101
William Allan Neilson and Ashley Horace 'Ihomdike,
A History of English Literature, 2nd ed., rev, (1920' rpt. New York-
The Macmillan ., 1935), p.. 124.

102 T ' ‘ | B

103 1h44., pp. 124-25.
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A PROBLEM PLAY

PR . - o , A

-\ CHAPTER THREE = . . Y |
CHRONOLOGICAL POSITION IN'THE MARLOWE CANON

A
n

Boas, Cohen, Craik Fleay, Hazlitt Lewis, F. Mathew, Morley, E’helps,

®

Ribmer. Rowse, Wallqr, Ward

<

Determining the exact year in which',mrlowe‘wtote the pla'y1 has

. been a difficult ‘task for critics because the copy text, and only

extant early editiom of the play, is the quarto of 1633,2 and "there

15 no evidence that it was printed before 1633." William Lyon Phelps

writes that '"no one knows when it was written nor when it was first

‘ 1 Some writer3 (proponents of the bilateral cipher theory) have
claimed that Bacon wrote The Jew of Malta and other works commonly
attributed to Marlowe and Shakespeare. Examination of the bilateral
cipher theory is beyond the scope of this study. My own investigation
has led me to conclude that Sir Francis Bacon did not, write the play.
Those who wish to pursue the evidence and the conclusions of the bi-
lateral cipher theory should comsult Parker Woodward's Euphes the
Peripatican (London: Gay and Bird, 1907), pp. 75-76, and Tudor
Problems (London: Gay and Hancock Ltd., 1912), p. 134; and W. S.
Booth's Some Acrostic Signatures of Francis Bacon (Boston- Houghton
Mifflin Co.; 1909), pp. 211-12.

2 F. S. Boas, Christopher Marlowe: A Biggraﬁhical and Critical
Study (1940; rpt. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1960), p. 129.

'A. W. Vard and A. R. Waller, eds., The Cambridge ‘History of
English Literature, (1907; rpt. New York: The Macmillan Co.-1933),
v, 163. .
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acted,”  but there has been considerable speculation on both accounts.
A. L. Rowse, F.S. Boas, T. W. Craik and Henry Morley claim that
1 LN '

Marlowe wrote the play sometime in the period-between late 1589 and

15§2 Rowse states: "It is generally held that 'l‘he Jew of Malta

[N

belongs to 1589 or early 1590."5 Most critic36 have dgreed with Fleay7

and Morleys that the word\s "now the Guise is dead," ( line 3) spoken

by Machevill in the Prologue to the play, refer to the assagsination
of the Duke of Guise, which occurred "two days after Christmas, 1588,"9
and have therefore concluded that the play was written after the end

of 1588.' As Henslowe's Diary records that a perfommance of the play.

Py

took place on Februafy 26, 1592,10'it would seem reasonable to con-

" clude that the play was written before that time. Irving Ribner '

, e

believes it was written between late 1588 and 1592 for this reason.ll(f

)
a . 7//

4 William Lyon Phelps, Christopher Marlowe, Masterpieces of the
English Drama Series, -ed.  Felix E. Schelling (New York: American
‘Book Co., 1912); p. 15,

; /’ )
3 A.L. Rowse, Christopher Marlowe: A Biography (London: ,
Macmillan and Co, Ltd., 1964), pp. 81-82. n

- 6 See, for_ example F.S. Boas, p. 129, who places it in 1589,

[

7 Frederick Gard Fleay, A Biographical Chronical of the ELnglish '
Drama (London: Reeves and Turnmer, 1891), II, 61. -

8 Heary Morley, "Exit Marlove," English Writers: An Attempt
Towards a History of English Literature (London: Cassell & Co. Ltd.,
1893), X, 112-13.

; +
-

3 Ibid., pp. 112-13.

G bt o VS 1 RO T st e
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. 0 Fleay, p. 95. ¢ 3
' 1 Irving Ribner, "Préf'ai:e;" The Jew of Malta: Text dnd Major DS
v " Criticism, ed. Irving Ribner (New York: The Odyssey Press, 1970),
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.

Rowse assigns the pia? to 1589 or early 15§0,dand Helen Louise Cohen

allocates it to 1590-91. 2 o -
- 4 ' .

- T, W. Craik bases his conclusion that it was written in 1589 or

1590 partly om stylistic evidence, asserting that the play is "later

than Tamburlaine, earlier than Edward II and is usuallf placed before

. Doctor Faustus."3 4. W. Ward, who designates it to thé years between Y

*1588 and 1591, also cites stylistic evidence' "The internal ‘eyidence

‘ of/;tyle places it unmistakeably between [?octor Faustug and

Tamburlaine:]and the historical tragedy of Edward I1"; as well as the

evidence of "naw the Guise is dead," which, he states 'cannot well:

have been interpolated."14 - ) - . ¢

writing only that the play was "Licensed for the presé; 17th May, 1594.

A

" It Had been performed as early as 1591. Printed for Nicholas

1633.13 Hazlitt provides 'no information as égbﬁﬁere

AR N 8on e oS, T s

Hazlitt offers no opinion concerning the date of compositien, o

Vavasour ...

he obtained the date 1591, which is unfortunate since Henslowe's Diary.

N ~———

records the earliést performance as 1592.

Y

J. G. Lewis is alsc cautious and seeks safety inm ambiguity, not-

H

. }ng.that the play was "produced [it i8 not clear in his use of this

2 Helen Louise Cohen, Milestones of the Drama (New York:
Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1940), p. 115, --

13 T. [homas W Craik, ed., The Jew of Malta, New Mermaid Series
(New York: Hill and Wang, 1967), p. viidi.
I\
14 Ward, A History of.English Dramatic Literature, p. 338. ‘

15 William Carew Hazlitt, Handbook to the Popular, Boetical and .
Dramatic Literature of Great Britain From the Invention of Printi

8% the Restorationg?iondon. John Russell Smith, 1867), p. 374.
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word, whether Lewis means "written," "acted," or both] ahbut 1589-."16

F, Mathew cavalierly dismisses the;issue of the play's date with his.

-

comment that the dates of all Marlowe:s works are uncertain,l-’. Indeed,
on the basis of the evidence that the Duke of Guise did die in 1588

and, that the play was performed at least as early as 1592, and due to
, . \
. the lack of any concrete evidence suggesting an exact year, it seems

3

wisest to concede that the play was written between late 1588 and the,

: /
year 1592 and, to stop short of designating onme particular year. f

16 Lewis, pp. 17-18. -« | '

17
?. 152.

e

P - T

F. Mithew, An Image of Shakespeare (London: J. Cape, -1922),/”:_
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- ” 'CHAPTER FOUR

A WHOLE OR TWO PARTS?

A} v ~
u

Bullen, Dyce, Ednunds, Ervine, Hallam, Luce, Pinkerton, Smith,

Swinburne, Symonds, Turmer, Woodberry

Mid-nd.neteenth century criticism displays 4 growing awareness'
that the first two” acts‘ are conq;Lderably different from the last \
threec. One group of writers highly praises the first two acts,
and—withJ varying degrees of disapproval——~lambasteg the final thz/'ee.

These tritics maintain thatﬂ the play deteriorate's‘ in. the second part,

"and thus perceive the second part (or, in some cases, the 'wh:J.e play)

o

ing in European &gazine in 1818 believes that the stage revival of
Ay’ - ‘ 2

the play in ‘that year was well received by the audience only because’

" “of E‘dmund Kean's portrayal of Barabas. He writeb that only the ,first

- ’

act 1s good; the "succeeding ones are by no means equal to the pro—

e

- mise of the f£irst" and the "catast:ophe [in Act V] is ..., forced and

! artifigial." Be remains generally unimpressed with the play.
Some critics consider the entire play a 'dis—appbin\mient or of
little_' worth because of the poor quality of the last three acts.

wy, :
Alexander Dyce writes: ''the latter part [afte’r Act II] is\in every

1

"'Thg Jew' Revived," European Magazine, 73 (May 1818), 429,
: >i2 ,

- 44 -

4

as a failure. For example, the dnonymous author of an article appear-

e . b

O ,,,v&:
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/ \ 4Ibido, P 126 ) : : . '\/

A,' 2 Alexandér»Dyce, ed., The Works of -Christopher lowe -
(London: Wi].lian Pickering, 1850; I, xxi,, i'»gg* ,

S

. o 4
-~ /]
. /

respect_'so inferior, that we‘rioe from a perusal o¥ the whole wi a . *

e

feeiing dkin to disappointment, and Charles Turner notes that the

"interest, excited by [the play',,s] wild and fearful. incidents. is

repelled by the ugléaturai ferocity og Barabas., '3 Turner ﬂlieves* that

7

An the .first two octs. théi:e is a "sustained vigour" unmatched by

,any Elizabethan play except those of &akespeare?and that only tha‘ o~

latser 9cts prevent its -being placed in an equally high rank with

'g;rlowe/'sv other tragedies.' h ) ' >

)

° "Pinkerton also praises the‘first two acto,,mhkiné particular
mention of the play 8. opening soliloquy: '"Marlowe .:. began nobly b/y

a monologue, where the Jew meditates upon his wedlth, which n‘{ rank
¥

with the ~f1ﬂest that our literature owns, 'P but, he goes on to ’say, .

"As.a drama %this ... cannot be called a triumph" because "The . e;:cel-

'6 .

‘1ence of the first‘tm acts is 111 sustained by those which follow.

[

S. J. Ervine's opinion of the play is dec'idedly low. He severe-

-1y criticizes the last four acts, reserving ptaiae not for the/ﬁf/

4

gwo acts, but for the first act alone.
v after the first act the ot Koompletely to pieces, - .
and became a sort of medieval moving-picture in shich I
no attempt wag m"de to present evénts either logical-
1y or ‘naturally. , .

)

S .

. 3 Charles Edward Turner, Qur Great Writers (St. Petersburg. )
A, Limx,.llo Navaty‘\?roapect 1864), I, 126, - ' N

.-y

5 Percy E. Pinherfon, PP. n-% R ' ( ‘ .
§ Ibiio Y ppo h"nin . Lo . o l,.
T S. J. Ervine, "The. Jew of Malta," The Gnatver. Nov. 12, 1922,
‘s 1101 n o, 4
- 5, 3
Y ST : '
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gﬂ‘ Hallam praises jﬁt{;ist two acts: . )

The first two acts of The Jew of Malta are more vig-
orously congeived, both as ‘to ccharacter and circum-

stance, than ang other Elizabethan play, except those
© of -Shakespeare, . :

but he summarily dismisses the last three acts as "a tissue of un-

interesting crimes and slaught\er."9 P

-
-

A. H. Bullen 1is similarily del#ghted with the first two acts

and disappointed about'th'é last tliree:

The masterwful gr@sp that parks 'the openfyg scene was

a new thing in &liah tragedy. Language so strong, ;

80 terse, so dramatic, had never been heard before

on the English stage. In the firsg two acts there |
is not a trace of jﬁvenility, all is concelved large~

ly ‘and worked out in firm, bold strokes rdly
-Shakespeare's touch is more abgolutelysfue and un- )
faltering.... But in the last threer acts. vigorous’

drawing 1is exchanged for . -caricature;- for a sinister
life-like fiwre we have a grotesque stage—-

villain ..,,

“
o

. and he expresses amazement at "this extraordinary transformation":

How this extraordinary transformation was affected,
why the poet, who started with such/clear-eyed vis- =
ion and stern resolution, swerved 8o blindly and
helplessly from the pﬁh,, is a question that may

well perplex critics,

Q
-

Swinbume’descxibea the latter pai‘t of The Jew of Malta as displaying

:"‘the.swift 'mpatieyt journeywork of a fwgh and reﬁdy hand; [gnd]

compulsdi'y hurry in the diachafge, of a task something less than

8 H. rﬂallan, Introduction to the literature of Europe (New York
Thomas Y. Crowell, .1880) p. 265,

9 Ibid-, pl 265. ’ '

10 Au H. Bullen in l‘bulton, P. 133.

L] .
Ib{d., p. 133. . ‘

|
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welcome....'12 The anonymous author of an article appearing in

Fraser's Magahine (1853) believes that the play changes for the worse

after the secoﬁd act, and blames Mhrlowe s inexpert hand for the fail-

\

. ure of the play:\ N . 3 : . . 2

% . The character\of';he Jew is.drawn with great ‘
force, and in'the earlier part of the play ‘ ?
f/ with great truth and even delicacy, but. as Lo T '
he proceeded wi;h his work, Marlowe suffered- ‘ ' i
his natural tendgnby to exaggeration,,coupled
with the knowledge of what was the standard
. notion of a Jewish usurer in the eyes of thf3 -
vulgar, completely: Go run away, with him.... RS

t

) ‘ This idea that Marlowe lost control of his initial conception ‘. ' 1

of Barabas and failed to bring his play to"a fitting coénclusion, is
also adhered to by G. p. Smith, ’

@he passions of the Jew are gféatf} distorted,

and before Marlowe has arrived’at the end of

his drama, he has lost control over its lead- - . '
N . ing character. From a startling realism with

which he 18 conceived and elaborated in the

earlier acts we pass on to a grotesque exhibi-

tion of fiepdish traits without truthfulpess

to nmature till we arrive at a conclusion which,

instead of evoking the sense of the sublime& ' E

rather excites the sense of the ludicrous.! : . Lo

Smith refers facetiously to Barabas as an "exceedingly éleasant
individual" and says Barabas "1s made to overreach himself at

the end ... in an absurd manner, and such as e should not have -

w5

predicted .upon our first introduction to him. Sm%th asserts,

"

"It iﬁ here that we think the dramatist has failed" and- comcludes:

12 Swinburne, A Study of Shakehpéare, p. 235,

13 “"Christopher Marlowe," Fraser's Magazine, 47 (Feb. 1853),

232-33. — ) '
\ . ' '
. N 14 ¢.8; s[’lmx].‘p. 344, >
” B mid., p. 365, K '
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The second part of the drama does not displiay the
careful workmanship to be found in the preteding
acts; it is as if the artificer had become tired of
his work, and having conceived his charactefélgcked
the patience to fbollow out its proportions.” :

"E. W. Edmunds' theory is reminiscent of the early writers who

i

' were unable to separate Marlowe's work from Marlowe the man (see’
Chapter One and (haptér Two) . Edmunds suggests that Marlowe's
"irregular character" is to blame for the difference between the two

parts of the play: .
J After the second act ... [Marlbwe] +es ‘SeEmMS Lo : )
have growm careless ... and to have become heed-
less of the mutual harmony of ‘the scenes. Or, it
may be that the theme was too big for a g0 of such
irregular character fully to handle ...; '

-

and Edmunds further pretends to an understanding of }hrlo'we's emo=

tional make-up at certain given times, in his attempt €9 explain the

reason for the difference: . !
. The play does not maintain the high level of the ' C /
first two acts-aimply because Marlowe's mood had )

.changed, and he could not defgch himself from
himself in the way required. A

That Edmunds could not possibly have known what Marlowe's mood mé

) ‘ N
when he wrote the play, or whether or not Marlowe could "detach him-

‘gelf from himself in the uﬁy required," scarcely. needs to be pointed
out. Although Edmunds' remarks betray an ‘arrogant 'assumption of om-
niscient unqerstanding of the workings of a writer's mind, they are,

actually, not unlike the ranark\s of many early critics of Marlowe's

work (see Chapter One and Chapter Two) . ‘ - v

16 cnith, p. 345.

17\ Edmunds,h p. 180.

118' Ibidc Y po 1800

]




(f J. A. Symonds laments what he peroeives a$ a dramatic change in | *
qualityj%etween the first two acts and the last three:

Swinburne ... has styled ‘Barabas "a mere mouth-:
plece...." With this verdict we must unwil-
lingly concur. Considering the ‘rapid and
! + continual descent from bathds unto bathos after
the splendid first and second acts, so large
in outline, so vigorous in handling, so rich in
verse, through the mad abominations and hysteri-
cal melodrama of the last three acts; no sane ‘

~ critic will maintain that the Jew of Malta was a o
‘ love-child of its maker's genius, 1 -
He attempts to explain the difference, partiallX&;o excuse Marlowe ‘ 7

AY

for the "patent inequalities of his third tragedy" by blaming "stage-’

Y
necessities and press of ‘time [which:]compelled the poet to complete

. /> ,in haste as task-work what he had conceived with love, and blocked ~

out at his leisure."20 ' ’_ 3 S ]
M. Luce also agrees that "Marlowe's developmeéent of Barabas begins : 1

. . . ' {u‘ et '
well, but degenerates into monstrosity and buffoonery,” however, he | CfﬁVi

L aman'd

- . claims that Marlowe planned the last three acts that way "no doubt to

21

please the rabble of an ‘2arlier theatre (Circa 1589).”" George Edward 0w .

?

. Woodberry's opinion of the play suggests a similar belief that Marlowe

qpandered . to the cro#d;'as he alludes to the last three acts as "The

tail of the old monster"-a reference to the medieval morality plays
‘ { '
. popular in medieval times and which still lingered in the English

’ i .
countryside in Marlowe's day:

19 Symonds, p. 494. . ,
20 ' '
Ibid., p. 494. ) Co
21 Morton Luce, A Handbook to the Works of William Shakespeare,

"2nd ed., rev. (London: George Bell & Somns, 1 s Do v !
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.In' The Jew of Malta, even if the first two acts are
fashioned by dramatic genius 4s no othér but
Shakeapeare could have moulded them, the last three
taper off into the tail of the old monster that had
flopped and Qauffled on the mediaeval boards on every

Saint's day.

e

The group which perceives a bréakdoé:\ in(kthg'\play after the .
N : N .
second act is thus not characterized by unanimous agreement as’ to.

the type of breakdowh\,\itg effect upon the play, or its causes; but

it is a relatively large assembly of critics and it has had substan-

tial influence on critical perception of the play. The work of this
group has not gone unchallenged, and it has led to tl? exploration of

other avenues in criticism of The Jew of Malta,”as tHe next chapter

will demongtrate.

2
o2 George quurd Wodberry, The Inggiration of Poatrz (New York:
The Macmillan (h.. 1910), p. 41.

5
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CHAPTER FIVE ‘ Co
. . ' THE AUTHORSHIP CONTROVERSY ' | T

. Bevington, Boas, Bradbrook, A\M. Clark,‘ﬂraik, Crofts, Eliot,
~ Ellis-Fermor, Fleay, Friedman, Harbage, Henderson, Ingram, Knoll,

v Levin; Mabé;x, Masinton, F. Mathew, Maxwell, Phelpa, Redlich, Riimer,
~ . . a . N
Rowse, Strong, Taylor, Van Fossen, Waller, Ward, F.P. Wilson

’

co . Some later nineteenth century as well as several . twettieth ‘

' . N
4 ‘ dentury -critics claim that the differénce between the first'two /“""“j'
atts of the play and the last three is 80 great that the only - ' d\ e

‘< L

explanation for it is that Marlowe was not the sole author of the
play. C.B.. Mabon, for example, vrrites that,

it is probable that only the two first acts are from
. Marlowe's pen. These are so finely conceived and exe- |
. . cuted that it is hard to believe that the melodramatic
~ , “ and farcical conclusion of this play should have beén . £
. v drawn by the same hand. It is in manifesf dishamony o
. 7 with the original conception of the plot. ' ,

Y

F. Mathew tefers to the latter grt of the play as "immture .

Scenés which were added to ‘Marlowe's noble beginning," n2 concluding -

. .
-1
) that "only the first act and the first scene of the second act - -
o~ ' . .
- : C.B., Mabon, "The Jew in English poetry and drama," s
' Jewish Quarterly Review, 11 (Apr. 1899), 413, . . .
. . 2 Fo Hlthew, po (370 A ‘ ' ‘- | / , B ;
. .. ( - 51 - : ~
4 ) i .
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- 1927), p. 97. . -

... are his,"3 Mathew, like Luce and Woodbe{ry,l' attributes the
change in the latter part?of the play to Marlowe's desire to produce *
a popu/lar stage-piece, but his view differs from theirs in that he,

)

insists that Marlowe himself did not write. ;he last acts, e

thoug‘h‘*-vk
he may have given permission for others -@:o ﬂpish his dr

« Thed Marlowe cast the beginning of Wthis Tragical
Poem aside and allowed others to tack a childish
Melodrama to it when he gaw that no Company would . - )
dare to perfomm it or he finished it and others . ‘ . !

destroyed the regqt of it and added the part adapted Vo R
to the popular taste. ] 4 C
Una Ellis-Fermor has a slightly different view of the author- \\\
n \\
ship question. She contends that Marlowe left the play to other
hands after he had finished the first two acts, sketched the outlines , 1 ‘
"'r." Y e —_—
of the mext two, and written a rough draft of the fifth, 6 basing & ‘\ . i

this supposition on : A

the development of the character of Barabas, which .
moves clearly through the first and second acts, is .
loast sight of entirely in the next two but reappears '
approximately as we might have expected it in the

f1fth.’ p

i‘\

She adds that "all power and inspiration seems to have gone, except
)

for a rare phrase or two," out of Barabas' character in the third

and fouruth acts, which is certaidly a debatal;le point and leads the

" 3 7. Mathew, p. 152.
s 4 \See above, pp.,‘69-50. K |
"3 F. Mathew, p. 153. a . -

N

6. ‘Una M. Ellis-Fermor, Christopher Marlowe (I.,ondon' Methuen,
> .

Iﬁ;d.. p. 97.

o "‘r&'x ,3‘5}
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reader to wonder whether Ellis-Fermor's insistence that Marlowe did

not write the two acts is based—at least partly—on her inability to
understand and/or explain Barabas actions and character in this part
of the play.8 In any case, Ellis—Femor concludes: "'It is perhaps
wiser to base any opinions of Marlowe 8 work in this play only on
Acts I and II, and, with reservations, on Act V nd

Some writers in this group claim that Thomas Heywood revised

_and/or altered the play. Frederick Gard Fleay is a mgmber of this

v
'

group. He writes that, "In the scenes with Bellamir;-and Pilia there
is a good deal unot by Marlowe. This is not due to originél collabora- \
tion, but to alteration by anwood C.1632 ...,"lo andwurges the read- '
er to note the similarity between the scene concerning the friars in

Heywood's The CaEtives, and the friar scenes in The Jew of Malta.

Arthur Melville Clark sees the play gs a "standard melodrama of

c:ime'and revenge," but adds that "the degeneration ... after the

first two acts muat puzzle the careful rqader."u Like Pleay, Clark

S

claims that Thomas Heywdod is responsible for parés of The Jew of

Malta. He is skeptical that Marlowe was capable of the "buff.'oone.r:y"l2

in the third and fourth acts, and he believes that Marlowe's use of

very little prose in the first two acts indicates that the prose~laden

8 See (hapters 6, 11 and 12 for further ?isqussion ‘of
Ellia—Fermot § work. _

’ Ellis-Fermor. p. 97. ) - \/ﬂ‘
10 pleay, 5. 61

. W arthur Melville c1a'rk ‘Thomas Heywood (1931- rpt. New York~
Russell & Russell, 1967), pp. 87.

3

2 bid., p. 29.

SR
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+acts 1s scarcely sufficient evi.denc&q to substantiate a claim that.

\ : ‘ - -

third and fourth acts are not his:

-
(%]
F
..
T e e e ey i

Even 1f Marlowe were capable of such buffoonery as

- fills fActsj 111 and iv, hé would surely never have
devoted to it the very core of his tragedy and have

. pitched the central acts in prose, The only prose o v
outside 1ii and iv is ip 1.2 (the Governor's offer e
to the Jews), 1i.3 (a few short speeches, not abso- ' \
lutely certainly in prose), and v.1' (Bellamira -
Pilia Borza and Ithamore before the Governor),

The fact that there ig little prose outside of the thi‘rd and fourth
: ' ¢

Marlowe did not write the acts. As substantiation for his contention —

that Marlowe was not the author of these acts, Clark states that
: 5

Ithamore's words to Bellamira in IV.ii.106416 — "Content: but we

will leave this paltry/ land /Shall live with me and be my love" —
constitute quite’ obviously an imitatior: nlb of Marlowe's own pastor- - —
al lyric "The Peesionate Shepherd to His Love." However, his <con~

clusion is not necessarily correct. Marlowe could have been parody-

ing his own work to underline the twistedness of the "love" affair |

between the two very un—pastoral figures of Bellamira and Ithamore.

- AEY

Clark offers further substantiation attesting to Marlowe's non-

authorship of parts of the play. He maintains that the episode con-
cerning the strangling of the. friar was dramatized first by Heywood

in The Cagtives, and that in The Jew of Malta it is "eold in the

allusive way in which a person retells a story he' has already told v
»
Et is a] ragged episode." 15 Unfortunately, Clark fails to supply

precise examples from the text to illuatrate the "allusive vay" in

13 Arthur Melville Clark, P. 294,

14 Ibid., p: 293.

13 tbid., p. 292. : . - I
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: ~ which the sgory is, supposedly, recounted. "His-COncluaion is, once
again, somewhat shaky and 1s one which later critics gisparage.

"Levin, for instance, considers it morxe likely that The Jew of Malta

. influenced The Cagtives.16 Qonsidering'the abo§e’exampleq frd.ﬁp

! Clark s work, Clark's assertion that,” .
gt is possible ... that in the last three acts of
The Jew of Malta there lies concealed the bare out~-
line |[of Barabas] which Marlowe sketched but in
which he had lost all interest and which he had
" abandoned in such1 state as to invite the sacri- ‘
lege of revision, :

C;’/ is somewhat less than convincing. ' . .

1 bl
-~

Philip Hendersdén is a proponent of the thegry .that Kyd most

likely collaborated with Marlowe on the play: , 4
For the last three acts Marlowe seems to have cdlled ., -
. in the help of Kyd, and at‘'once the play falls from
- its eariier level of great poetry and degenerate
' into a melodrama built up, like The Spanish Tragedy l8 _
and Titus Andronicus almost entirely upon treachery.

o

He cites as his reason for the claim of Kyd's collaboiﬁti:; that,

The play abounds in so many passages of patterned
verse in the manner of The Spanish Tragedy, and such
expressions as.'the hopeless daughter of a hapless
"Jew," that it is only reasonable to conclude that it
is the collaborative work of Marlowe and Kyd.19

He adds that when Marlowe and Kyd were writing in the Same room in

-

|
D .1591 "it is.quite proBable that they were then engaged on The Jew of
¢ R > .
16 '

. ° o~ Harry Levin, The Overreacher: A Study of Christopher

g ‘ Marlowe (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 1952), p. .96.

‘ v . 17 . =

: ~ Arthur Melville Clark, p. 287. \

] 18 '

Philip Hendersor, And Morning in His Eyes: A Book _about |
Christopher Marlowe (London. Boriswood Ltd., 1937), p. 257.

19

—

Ibid.,,'p. fss. ‘ : ~ .

4 )
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w20 Henderson also ‘holds Henslowe respounsible for some altera-

Malta.

- tionsg in the play, stating that, . .

The Jew was one of Henslowe's most popular pleces
and also one of the oldest. It is clear that, in
conformity with his usual practice he must have
employed one or other of his smart yquag men to
polist}it up for later productions. . v - .

4

He contends that Heywood "or some other hand" may have been_m

ble for th; "lci)fening of. the second act: 'Thus like the sad presaging

\ raven that tolls/With fatal curses towards these Chr:{.stians,"'-22
alt}‘lough he does not say why he believes that someone other than
Marlowe may‘h.ave written the .passa‘ge. He concludes: . "As we have

"23 If ad

\it, there 1s very little Marlowe left in the last four' ac:ts.
Henderson's case for the collaboration of Marlowe and ;(yd and the

"polishing" by Heywood 8 men were iron-clad there might indeed be

veory little Marlowe" left in these acts. However, Hendergon's argu-
n;ent thatl Kyd's patterned verse is obvioua'in the play'is\,not : -+
persuasive. He fail;a_ to prove that Marlowe could not havJé I?een mere-

ly influenced by Kyd's verse and have consciously or unconsciously

O

incorporated it into his own style. Furthefmofe, the fact that

Marlowe and Kyd shared a room for a given period of time do_e.:&.not

N necessarily imply-—and certainly is no pieof—that they wrote a play
together during that time. ‘In addition, Henderson does not provide

sufficient supporting evidence for his claim that. it was Heywood's
» - °

0 Henderson, p. 258, "
! bid., p. 263, - o . .

22 1bid., p. 263. I s
o . ! . ! \\ .
23 Ibi/:'p. 263, . . T
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E and inferior dramatist. The most likely theory, how-™

57

custom to have plays "polished""bi "gmart young men," or for his

assumption that Heywood hadLThe Jew of Malta revised in this\way.

-

Het{derson's theory of mhltiple au‘tho.rst.nip is highly speculative and
not very canvincing, but it is, nevertheless, indicative of the’
earnest asser_tive‘nqss with which this group of w‘riters maintains
that Marlowe was not the play's sole author.

. N ' ] !
) Response to the dual authorship theory is a dominant theme of

criticism from the late 1880's through the early 1900's. These res-

ponses fall into several categories, but‘the categories are not .

P

mutually exclusive, One category insists that (15 the play is all

-~

Marlowe's work; and (2) ‘the last part of the play is iaferior to the 1

first. Critics in this group explain the deterioration in quality. .0
. 2
' N r L
from the first to the second part of the play by m#intaining that (A)

Marlowe lacked the artistic ability to fulfill the promise of the ¢
* . ]
first two acts; and/or (B) Marlowe was more interested in the ’play's .

commercial success than its artistic perfection. In a somewhat con- >

dascending article® about Marlowe's work, Ellen Crofts writes: '

, - ) .

So great is the falling off in characterisation . =
after the first and second acts, that it has been
suggested that only these were by Marlowe's hand——
that -the rest of the play was written by some other . !

ever, 185 that Marlowe set for himself a task too
difficult for his yet unt;ied pover of characterisa-
tion; that he was struggling %.. towdr ’ higher
form of art, but that habit and/perh stress of.
time checked him, and hé fell into the lower and

1

24 L : -
' Crofts claims, for example, that Marlowe "might in time have’

acquired that deeper inaight, that tolerance which is only another
word for sympathy, which especially distinguishes Shakespeare, and
which rarely comes save to~ those’who have lived a long and 1ndepen—

dent life full of experience." Ellen Crofts, Chapters in the’ Histot .
of Enelish Literature (London: Revingtons, 18515, P, 172, .

) )
v - -
. / 2
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more familiar groove.25 ‘ © o ‘

Crofts cites approvingly Charles Lamb's comments about Barabas aé a

; ‘mere monster, summing up her stance by adding "Thus degenerated
Marlowe' s‘?T?st attempt at characterisation,' and concluding that in .
the play "theré is little ingenulty shown in the management of the’

plot: "1t consists simply of a sequence of horrors without any inner

thread of unity."26 Crofts provides no detailed analysis of the v

-

text to support her contentions, however. . . r
+

Ideasﬁeibreééed by A.L. Rowse correspond with the assumptions-
of critics in this category. Rowse is convinced .that the play is

all Marlowe's and he heatedly attacks academics who refuge to believe » . j {
& ;

that Marlowe wrote the last acts,,imp{y;?g that these critics are -

“n

suffering from academic smobbery: - C Ll ‘
- , .
Academic critics have made very heavy weather of the ,
contrast between the first half of the-play, and the ’ - -
- second; but -in the world of real writing authors are )

not always perfectionists, and are more apt to think
<{n terms of popular success. And certainly Marlowe .
achieved it. This self-willed young man of genius ) L
was not writing a play to please the professors....’'- . I .
but to please excitable and primitive Elizabethan - - . L N
playgoers. Some critics have gone so far as to doubt : ) N o

\ whether Marlowe- wrote the last three acts, or had . )
.possibly a col‘Eborator. There is not the leagt rea- - ’ . ‘

'son to suppos hig, -and though the text we have is
a late one, it{As on the whob; a good one, pretty
close to Marlowe's own hand.

J ™ ' .
P st . el » ” v

Rowse concedes that the play presents a problem to critics because -

K

"the first two Acts are on a Higher level than anything he had done
hitherto.... [gnd] Barabas ... seems to offer the makings of a truly

. <

. [ . n
5 Crofts, p. 177. '
26 X
Ibid., pp. 180-81.
’ 27 ' -

Rowse, p. 83.
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trggic character like Shy]]ock..., But Marlowe did no g?\l to do

", this.','zai The reason -Marlowe did not 35?36‘ to gnake Barabas a."truly

LI

tragit ct}aracterﬂ, " Rowse claims, is that\'he had not Shakespeare's
“M/ ’ ‘ A . v
¢ {mpatalleled sympathy with hum.en beings and the condition in which '

they ‘are caught" aud "he intended Barabae ... to be a Machiavel l.ian

villaid"" 29 He describés the play's ending acenes as "crude. melodrama,
+ o ° .
. calculated to appeal to’ the ground}.‘inga—-es it d4d" and rhetqrically

t
. k ' asks ”What was frrong with that, from Marlowe's point of view?"3

Rowse alpo suggests that Marlf\we may have hurried the ltst thtee oy .

i acts, either because of theatrical demands or because of events in

his personal life, such -as hie "brief spell in Newgate jnﬂ."n

1

. . .. LsA.G. Strong and Monica Redlich also believe that ‘haste, rather

B4 , ot ’ . . .
» than dual authorship, accounts for the difference betvee\n the two

r - ' o
"parts of the pkay: "The Jew of lhlt.n' he Einhhed in a hurry,” 32 but

Vo they provide no aupporting eviderce. . R

Some writers belleve that although theé text may be. imperfect

- 'and revisiona may have been made, the pley does fulfill Herlowe 8 «
original intentionms.. Alfted Harbage belongs to this group., Although

«he is interested primu'ﬂy in the nature of evil as exhibited by

Berabee, and not in the authorship queet‘ion, he does write that\ﬁ

thinks the play 1s all Harlm!s, slightly bcut, and thar. ther; 18 no

. ) -
. ",zaknvu, p. 83, s \
B pid., pre3. o c . v o,

o Vg, poe. e - -

S P L R

.. R Stnon% and Monica &dlich Life 1n Enlluh Literaturs
(Loadon: ' Victor ance ld., 1932), p. '98: . — ,
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_ ginning pre-emigently a 'stage piece,"'36

60

K < .
‘

real proof that Marlowe was not the eole authox:. He asaerts that, -,
We do not know when The Jew ‘¥% Malta wvas written,

' or in what form it stood when it left Marlowe's .
handg. It is-better to admit this fact thad to
base critical judgements upon a.hypothetical ‘ ‘
ch:onology vee,33 .o '

- @

but he ar.gues for the artistic wholeness of the play, and—unlike
Crofts and Rowse, who suggest that thef last three acts*are of little

worth in the play——Hsrbage ins{.sts' that while the las} acts may not

-

the first part of .the play has the greater | L
literary 1nterest, since in it ideas .and emotions
are given fuller poetic expréssion, we cannot con=
clude that it alone 1is representative of Marlowe. . ~
Any cutting or other form of modification probably
only accentuated a characteristic which already ‘ s,

‘exigted-as action progressively tended to crowd. out
discursive speech. Long ago, Henry Hallam shrewdly

~attributed this feature of the play to a gegzrgl
tendency in Elizabethan tragedies of blood.

Like Luce and 'ﬁoodherry,” Harbage ewphasizes the belief that” - . -

Ma‘x;lowe wrote the play primarily for stage- produc,tlon., Noting tha't'
o - " d ! -
"Although there is more and more sacrifice of poetic to theatricalr

»

opportunity as the pliny} proce‘ed\s, ‘The Jew of Malta is . from-the be-

he concludes, "I feel sure

I

that the ethical, if not in equal measure, the .aegthetic qualities .

. / " . v . -
' . 33 B 1 ’ . , . . « ' . T
Alfred Harbage, Innocent Barabas", Tulane Drama Review, 8, - ’
. 4 (1964), SO.J . . ) - v . .. -t
. ) 1 R " < . ) + ‘ . ' °,
34 Ibid., p. S5t ~ ’ Y ' , . ,
3. See above, pp. 49:@?0 52.. R . _ SRR
36 Harbage, p. 51. T t ’_" BT vv . ’
> ] o p i . - | . 5 " , ’ ' . -
- . N . PR T B : LA : .
" ""‘"— — ; T M -

e At L o 0 e

P




. q R , . B
‘ of Marlowe's®original play are fairly represenﬁed in the text we
‘ h:ave"37 . o ’ ‘

A.W. Ward and A.R. Waller believe that the play is basically
Marlowe's, but that the text is impure: o o <

' - .It would be foolish to claim that the texts are o i
) ,approximately pure; but till 'a more exact canon '
* of criticism than that a young genius may not ‘ 4 P #
be astoundingly unequal in his handling be 0 ‘
available, we prefer to hold him responsible
1 . for nearly all j§hat goes to the making of thé
’ . , current texts, S , SN

g ; . Boas :Ls of 'a similar opinion. He asserts that it is "very unlike- |
| ) ly that the play has reached us exactly as it came from Marlowe 8’

pen," bit he offers critical comment on the pljay as if it were all

3

‘; by Marlo\wl. He states that it has not bemWhé scenes

.‘x_ " are by Ileywood,.no ng that "Th?y'are.not marked by [Heywood's] pecu~
-~ liarities of diction And they are not so extraneoLs to the‘structure '
of. the play as migﬁt be .supposed."39 y )
. ' M.C. Bradbrook observes that there are very great differences .
« | ' between the first part of the play-and \the la‘st, but she does not
| \ conaider,uthe authorsh.ip question to be of crucial significdnce one’
- ‘ . way or the oth/er'.‘ In a footnote to lxer own nybrk,' Bradbrook writes:
' - ‘ ¢ - "y ‘have assufned sini;!ae authorship, feeling personally unfitted to
o \pronmam‘ce jadggnent," and later she adds that "To the influence of
f; I Kid I thinlt Harlowg's déveloplnent of a new te’chlxique nust br ascrib-

ed," qltﬁough she is nat willing to go as far as to claim—as

37 Harbage, p. 5l. .

( | o Ward ad Valler, p. 165. : ) A .

9 Boas, pp.VlSI., 30. ; T . " o o N
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Henderson ‘do\es—-that Kyd wrote, or col_lai:oi:ared with H\rlov}e on, the
play_.ao : ——, . ’ ’ -

John Henry Ingram, who is primarily interested it; the ’g}\araci:eri- |
zation of Barabas as the play's unifying feature, preférs the thesis
that ﬁaﬂc& rush;ed leis work towards the end, but hé¢ concedes the ‘
possibility that other hands altered the last part of Marlowe's wo;:k:,,

. "Haste in edecution ha's decidedly injured the play; but ... it is pos~ -
gible that some later interpolations may have been made to suit the
popular t:asn‘te."‘41 Like Bradbrook, he is not overly concerned with
the possib'ility that "later interpolatid‘né" were made; moreover, he
does not believe(; that the 1a§t three acts—whether by Marlowe or
:;ot——?etract significa‘ntly fr;Jm the fine cha(racterization of Ba(rabas.‘
He goes gso far as to maintain that "desp;lte tl}e fiendish ferocity
which the hero ultimately displays, he is, after¥all, the most
natural and lifelike of his author's c.i'eat:i.c:m.s."l‘2 -

Richard W. Van Fossen also sees The Jew of Malta as all Marlowe's

work, but ﬁe differs from most writers in this group in that he

, 4 * : ‘
denies that the play breaks down after the first two acts. He in-
, . L
sists that, , )
the play does not .[author's enphéais] break in two:
N wve do not have a serious play for two acts and a
‘ farce for three; rather, the serious and comic
elements in the play are present together from the

-~

40 M.C. Bradbrook, "The Jew of Malta and Edward II," 1935; rpt.
in Marlowe: A 0011ect:lon of Critical Essays, ed. Clifford Leech
(New York' Prentice Hall Inc., 1964), p. 122,

41 '
John Henry Ingrm, Christopher Marlowe and his Associates
(1904; rpt. New York: ' Cooper Square “Publishers Inc., 1970), p. 157.

A2 1hid:, p. 157. -
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. . 43 ‘
beginning of Act I to ihe end of Act V.- .
— + ' ’ : ;
He argues .that the play is donsistent in terms of characters and .

, . . 1 e
events, nating_that "It would % fo‘?lish to deny that Barabas has at

the beginning ... € humanity and d;.gn}ty that he soon loses; in pro- ; .

'
vy

) . , - ‘
duction, however, the impression of humanity and dignity would /not
. ‘ dominate so exclusively as it does when the play 1is read."" " Van :
Fossen makes the valid point that Barabas'! physical appearance—-ih— -~ i -

~ -

cluding the riciiculously large -stage nose—would have been evident to i

~
%

P~ the audience from the beginning, even though it is not referred to 4n !

{ ]

the text until II.111.174; and he contends that in perfomafce the

opening soliloquy could give a "decidedly ambivalent first impress-

o 1on."45 It is interesting that writers who argue for separate
¢

PO l ' authorship and the breakdown of the play have not \thought of the

above point, which is so apparent to the theatrical mediu

or, if 8

' they*have considered 1it, have not referred to it in print.

~

[

to the play: "This 1633 text, our only source for the play, is full

of errors; it shows ummistakable signs of revision, probably by
47

‘Thomas Heywood ..."'l’f but, like Harba he is convinced that the

L play follows Marlowe's basic integtions in)spite of the errors and
o l - m '

L , ‘ _ .
Richard W. Van Fossen, ed., The Jew of Malta, Regents
Renaissance Drama Series (Lincoln: Univ. of/Nebraska Press, and
London: E. Arnold, 1964), p. xvii.  :

4 . ¥

b Ibid., «p. xvidi. :

1 . “ ., p. wiadh ,

46 ‘ -
. . \ Robert E. Knoll, Christopher Marlowe, Twayne's English
L Author Series, No. 74 (New York: Iwayne Publishing Co., 1969), p. 92.

7 See pp. 59-61.
N
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o K v
revfsions, and that it was conceived and written by him. He mentions

fhtﬁf?;t that some éritiCSfbelieve the play bneaks down “themaiically

48

and dramatically at the end of Act II,"  but, like Van Fossen, Kﬁoll
) .

' says that there is no reason to believe so:
Al though thg tempo of the action increases in

Act III, Marlowe's careful attention to ge’
structure aud his. carelessness in detail a

vhat we have seen befora. Indeed, all the ac- '/)
4 tion of the lstgr parts ... Ems] been carefully -
anticipated. -

Like Luce, Woodberry and Harbage, Knoll maintains that it was
) f

, ! .
. Marlowe's intention that the play be entertaining above all else, He.

says: "it is calculated entertaimment,” and he cautions that "we

must not overread it ... it is not of a piqce."50 Knoll asserts that

Marlowe's haste in exgcutiou i3 respongible for the "unevenness' of

the play and that "he [ﬁarlo&e] conceived boldly and executed care-
51 ‘ -
1"

lessly. .While he does not overtly attack the theory of separate

kauthorshi%, Knoll does, by his ingistence on thé*gtrugtural cohesive-

ness of the play, disparage the theory. '

—

A group maintaining that thed:;}ire ﬁiay is by Marlowe consists

of critics who perceive.the play &8 an example of @ certain genre'or

-~

type of literature; or who perce%ye % dominant theme in the play,

insféting that the presence of a dominant theme proves that the play

CTw .
is a planned artistic whole and therefore entirely written by Marlowe

3

William Lyon Pﬁelps sees it as belonging to "the Tragedy.of ,

3 -
A&hwn.ph@& ‘ o . ‘ iR
“ 1p14., p. 98. .
. . A a h
. % 1bid., p. 102,
51 “ )
ij_.d .y pp . 93‘9‘-
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Blood school that runs like a red stream through the entire course

of Elizabetha Trama. P Pheips cites Kyd's Thé Spanish Tragedy and

\

itus Andronicus as the first two plays of this school 1

| : ‘

. Shakespeare'

and describes its'generhl characteristics:

the majority of the dramatis personae die violent- o }
ly in the works of, this school ... [and] there 1is . ' :
usually a hired assassin who'believes. in crime for
crime's sake. He takes a joyous and artistic de-
light in deeds of the most revolting nature. The
scoundrel Aaron, in Titus Andronicus, is typical
of this stock figure....”’ .

t

Furthermore, Phelps contends that, ' \
i .

Ithamore fills this| roke [i ., of hired assassiﬁ] :

acceptably; for Barabas, to.test him, describes Lo ‘

some of the playfullavocationb of his own leisure ~

moments: "gs for myself, .I walk .abroad ,a-nights/

Sometimes I go about 'and poison wells." To which

‘'virtuous sentiments Ithamore cheerfully replies:

"One time I #as an hostler iman inn,/And in the ’ -

night time sacretly would I steal/To trgzellers

chambers, and there cut their throats.

Phelps, like Van]Fossen, denjes that ‘there is a breakdown in the

-~ L]

play:

The critics seem mostly to have decided that the ' ™
first two acts are fine, and that the last three . -
indicate a #ad falling off. With this judgment

I find it impossible to agree. The interest in -
the story is maintained steadily to the powerful

and unexpécted conclusion; and the climax is of '
that kind that has particularly delighted spec~

tators of all ages of theatrical history, "for

'tis the sport gg nav® the enginer/Hoist with.

his own petar.” ¢

T.S. Eliot perceives the play as a farce:

]

32 Phelps, p. lq.
33 Ibid., pp. 17-18. . . - P
54 )

"Ibid., pp. 17-18. . L
55 Ibida. Ppc 17-18. R - .. . ' .",‘




*

L)

“D, this farce, and even perhaps that this tone is

If one takes The Jew of Malta not as a tragedy,
or as'a "trdgedy of blood,” but-as a farce, the
concluding act becomes intelligible, and 1f we

attend with a careful ear to the versification,
we find that Marlowe develops a tone to suit

his most powerful and mature tome. I say farce,
but with the enfeepled humour of our times the

word is a misnomer; it is the farce of the old \
. English humour, the terribly serious, even sav- .
. age ¢tomic humour, the humour which spent its 56 L

last breath in the decadent genius of Dickens.

Eliot cites Barabas' words: "First, be thou void of these
affections:/Be mov'd at noth\ing, see thou pity noné" (IIV.i\ii;}ZS—
17n 5 his comments about killing sick people and poisoning wells
(11,111.179-181) and his final curses in the cauldron scene
(V.v.92-94) as examples of the "prodigious cgricftture" :Marlowe
produce;/in this play, and he points out that "Marlowe's verse .. .‘\‘
like /some great painting and sculptuwme, attains its effects by some~

37 miot's ¢ssay on the play is very

thing not unlike caricature."
ghort. It is unfortunate that he offers neithe} further e‘labo{ration
of his idea, nor adequate proof or evidence fro; the text to sixpport
his tﬁeozy 1,88 he seems to ha;ye beenr the first critic to consider.the

Lo

play as a farce..

. J.C. Maxwell opposes the theory that the play suffered corrup-

tion~during the forty years between Marlove's death and” the 1632
\ N )

printing. i ) P
though the text is careleaaly printed (like that ) /
of many Elizabethan and Jacobean plays) it shows s

no sign of being a "Bad Quarto" in the technical

. ‘ . # . :
36 T.S. Eliot, Elfzabethan Esga _13 (London. Faber & Faber,
1934)’ po 28- N :
57 i i o : '
Ibid., pp. 30-31, ‘
{
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[ gomtmkﬁom&—to—my{—hing—substa&eially different—from what we "

% . I «

gense of the term, that is, one imperfactly
construcl:ted by memory or some other process.

ngwel], argues for the cohesiveness of the play and fof s(ingle au-

thorship. He insists that "it is hard to see these early scenes as

N O A it

,actually have. w9

Thomas W. Craik agrees with this point, citing
"The long delay between the play’'s composition and the appearance
of the first surviving text" as the main reason that 'the question

. )
of authenticity"60 has been raised. He/ mentions the fact that it

has been thought that Heywood tampered with the play, but dismisses

" the idea because "Heywood makes no claim to have altered the glay"61
- 1 N e

-—a plausiple observation.  He also argues with Maxwell"s comment
‘about the reliability of the te_xii\.62

Craik notes that "attempts to trace revision or corruption of
the text have resulted partly from the conviction that the play de-

teriorates shagply after its first two ac:ts."63 Like Bradbrook.and

Maxwell, he asserts that there is'no reason to believe th%t "the

change" in the play indicates &tmction of Marlowe's work or T

Marlowe's failure to carry through his original inteuj::l.ons.64 Craik

agrées with H.S. Bennett that the fact that a “cauldron for the Jev;" '

58 t

J.C. Maxwell in Craik, p. viii. .

, . / L
5 - ‘ " . T
mid., p. ix'

60 Craik, p. viif, : . "
- 61 Ibid., p. viidi.

6_2 See Craik, p. viii.,

. A. ! ~ . / .
63 Craik, p. viii, B . | —
64 . . c ) 5
See Craik, p.-ix, R ‘ . ,
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l ~ .
was Msted ix{an ingoq‘ of properties for the Admiral's Men. thea-
]

.tre company indicates that ﬁarlowg intended the play to end the way

it does.65 By casting the play as a Trevenge tragedf, Craik adds

Al

weight to his contention that the plot is not dishevelled but carries

out Marlowe's original intentions. "In inventing his own plot"

. Matlowe followed the example of Kyd whose Spanish Tragedy (first’

printed in 1592) is the prototype of Elizabethan and Jacobean revenge

2

. w‘ 3
tragedy."66 ,

Davith. Bevington adheres to the theory that the text is en-
tirely by Maflowe, ciQing the work of H.S. Bennett and J.C. M;xwell
as ptOOf.67 Bevington sees the.glay as a hamiletic intrigue, ingist-
ing that the last part is 'in keeping with this type of work: "The #
vicious and degenerate comedy in the later scenes 1s integral to the

68

conception of theéywhole work as homiletic intrigue." .

Alan Warren Friedman supports his contention that Marlowe wrote

‘the entire play; by citing the work of Bevington and Levin, and by

claiming that the play is "a cohegive“unity, a dra/matic totality held

'together by Barabas' decreasing ability to circumscribe events."69‘
65 Craik, p. ix. T
66

tragedy. See Chapter 17 of this essay for details.

) éﬁ? David M. Bevihg;on, "The Jew of Malta," in Marlowe: A
Colléction of Critical Essays, ed. Clifford Leech (New York:
Prentice Hall Inc., 1964), p. 145. ° SN

' P
68 Ibid., p. 145. ‘

L 69 Alan Watren Friedman, "The Shackling of Accidents im- ~
uarlowe g Jew of Malta," Texas Studies in Literature and Language,
8 (1g66), p.,156. '

o >

N

Ibid., p. Xx. Craik sees the play as more than jﬁst a revenge
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' F.P. Wilson belongs to the group that presumes that Marlowe had

.- help in writing the last three acts. Wilson's insistence that it

» i{s‘inconceivable th#t Marlowe alome wrote the 1€6t three acts dis-
plays over-zealgus enthusiasm:

the first two acts ... are the work of genius. 1In
the last three, gen®s has almost disappeared and ™
<+ there are not many signs ‘that Marlowe 1s at’
work.... To suppose that the same man who wrote the

' . first two acts was wholly responsible for th;olast

' three is revolting to sense and sensibility.

- Wilson also comments on other critics' interpretation of the differ-
ence between” the first and second parts of the play:

of the view that Marlowe tired of the play after the
\ second act and abandoned it to unworthy hands....
i 'We should have to suppose that in writing a play
o ' Marlowe,began at the beginning and wrote steadily
! oD «esy . N

§
N

a supposition, Wilson ,believe‘s, which 1is .not necessariiy true, This

v ¢

¥
J . 18 a good point, of course, but Wilgson's proferred substantiation for
his claim that Marlowe did no't necessarily start at thé beginning and

\write "steadily on," that is, "in Doctor Faus‘t?xs we find him writing

those scenes or speeches which caught g{is interest ... leaving the

.

interstices to d co].l:stbo‘:at:or,"72 ig itself in need of substantiation

_and therefore not sufficienty proof’: Wilson continues: "The {mﬁdér

rd '
k3

® last three acts but that the :t:“irst two acts should I}ave been pre-

e n

¢ 0

. F.P. Wilson, Marlowe and the Early Shakespeare, The Clark
{ / .Lectures (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1953), pp. 63-65.
! Ibid., p. 66,
‘ 72 '

' Ibid., p. 66.

. . [
. '
. . .
i . . Lo
. . *
. I N ) ¢
. ‘
.

™~

o is not .that so little of hhrlowé's’work should have survived in the '

I

y
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k _ of lamentation: "Had the play continued' on the same high level, it

70

W73

served ‘to us almost intact. He ends' his commentary with a note

\
v

might have been an indictment of the cruelty and inhumanity of man. n74

This concluding lament '\ﬁélps to explain why Wilson's and the others'
argumént that Marlowe ¢ould not have written the last ‘part of the

iy

‘play is not ccmpl.etely convinc:l.ng:’ }Iil_son and the others nasuﬁ:e that &
Marlowe's 'purpoée was a grand moralizing one——somq;hin"g along the
lines of "an indictment of the cruelty and inhumanity of man"-—and
that he failed in this attempt; when, in fact, there 1s no irrefut—

‘gble evidence that this was Ma.r.:lowe 8 purpose. All the so-called -
"evidence" comes from the first two acts: these writers have not
tried to see the play as a whole to dete‘rmi'n'e whether Marlowe may
have had anotl;et purpose. |

Charles G. Masinton belongs to_the group t‘lt;at believes the play
fulfills Marlowe's original mtentg.g_gg—in spite <;f a possibly :meer-:‘
fect text and/or subsequent revisions.\ He notes the "drastically”
altered tone of the second part of the play, but he safs that this
was p'art of Marlowe's plan in the characterization of 13111:«11‘:133.75 He

disagrees with the suggestion that someone else wpote the last three
: ¢

acts, in gspite of weaknesses he acknowledges do ex‘ist in the last

- . Q | |
) /

while Acts I and II may provide more aesthetic satis-

faction than the rest of. the play, thé design of the

3

part:

A
2o

73 g.p. Wilson, p. 66.

74 Ibido, po 63. / ! ) ; . ' ‘

LN Charles G./ lhainton, "Desire of Gold. Barabas and the Politics
. of Greed," Christopher Mirlowe's Tragic Vision: - A Stud in tion
(Athens: Ohic Univ. Press., 1972), p, 57. S . .

- .
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whole is coherent, and the events of the plot follow S
logically from one another. Thus the text we have,
inherited (the 1633 quarto) , for all its imperfec=-
tions, is in all likelihood largely the work of
Marlowe. At the very least we would have to say o”

that Acts IIL, IV.and'V repre’seaf his basic concep~
> tion of the play. V"

In his essay "Marlowe's 'Tragicke glasse,"'" Irvgtng Ribner -de-
velops the idea that it was Marlowe's aim to show the failure of the
eentral chafacter rather than the triumph, and therefore, although

the last acts were definitely not by Marlowe alone (he quotes and

edphatically agrees.v;ith Wilson's claim that it is impossible that

the last three acts w‘m_e\by the same person who wrote the )

fi;jt‘t two ) %10% 's original intention was not altered or
9

¥
obscured:

It is difficult to assess the achlayement of
The Jew of Malta since we have only the cor-
rupt quartovof 1633, with its obvious signs of ‘

Heywood's distortion in the final acts of '

Marlowe's origimal conception. BN Lo

A

Poie i

..'C."‘..‘.‘I'..'I.llll"‘l.'..'.ll..’.l. . b -"‘.’-\'-
w

[But] the end of the play ... should not obscure

the fact that the focus of the play . in its ori-

.ginal conception must still have be&l}aupon the

failure of its central character.... ‘ R X
- . o

Further discussion of Ribnér's theory of Barabas' characterization °

»,

appears in the seventh chapter (p. 105) \a)\d the eleventh chapter -
' .

"'(pp. 152~56, i,n’élusive) of this essay. | . /

The critics themselves appear almost shockingly unaware.of the
. ]

+

%, . - v

. s Maginton, '"Desire of Gold: Barabas and the Politics of Gr;aed,"
P 2C. ’ : o - ‘
. . . T
L 17 I - :

ing Ritner, "Marlowe's 'Tragicke glasse,'" in Essays on
Shake gpeare\and ' the Elizabethan Drama in Honour of Hardin Craig, ed.
Richat§ Hosley (London: Routledge' and Kegan Paul Ltd., 1963), p. 101.

£ e,
;E‘ »”‘m’?ﬁ bid.y.pp. 91, 101.
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. .Studies and Other ‘Essays in Honour of F. Reynolds, quvorliﬁ of
-Colorado Studies, Series B: Studies in the Humanities, Vol. II. .

72 A

B
syndrome into which they ;have descended. It is therefore refreshing .
~ ”~ o . 'y

to see Alan Warren Friedman ackndledge the tedium of- repetition ‘
. L]

which itself must be a major theme of criticism of The Jew of Malta.

Friedman notes: . » IR

Almost. all of the'large body of critical material.
on The Jew of Malta seems cast from the same mono-
1lithic mould. Each newly handled product repeats
.earlier discussions.... Unfortunately very few

.+, treat the play as a play, except perhaps to
- ptaise’the first two acts as good, great or even , - .
comparable to Shakesgeare 8 best and to damn the i : e
botch made of the lfat three.’ o ) St

This tendency towards dull repetition sHould be asphyxiatingly nppar-
gnt’in", crit'i:cim dealing éi%he authorsnip question. A welcome . ‘
change is exidentj inuthe novel theory put forth by George Coffin
Tg;lor. 'faylor presents one nf ::k;e most tempting arg;ments in sup-
port of the 'th,eovj that Marlowe, was ré'gpbnsible forJ-the entire:play.
En has written a fascinating, well substantiated and exhaustive study

-,

entitled "Harloﬁe's "Now'" in which he claims to have discovered a

reliable method of ascertaining author;h&p"b‘f pldys attributed to

"Marlowe: "Harlawe s tendency to use this wgrd [now] is so un-
believably\‘pronounced as to constitute at times a serious defect in

his poetical style."ae He contends that while Marlowe's contempora-

ries dnd imicatora
. /
,occasionally were gullty of the same maunerism,...
Harloﬁe has a percentage of lines beginning with
"now" vastly greater than any of the others, a vast- .
.1y greater percentage of sentences beginning with \

- 9 Friedman. pp. 155-56. ° ( : : . } ° R

Gegtge :Coffin Taylor, "Marlowe's Now'," in Elizabethan

. No. 4 (Boulder: Univ. of Colorado Press, 19&5) 93. ’

(o]
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the plays, ’including the iqfomation that, .

?

&
" Be offeré an interesting account ,of how the word "now" is usedX&: -

Vot ‘ \\;F}’ﬁmp~.
- ’ . ' «
. " ‘7 . . ; . . "
: IR O ‘ C e e
'

. "now, 3 vdstly greater nymber of long speeches by
" principal charac ters with the opcning word "now" and' '
4 very many \:Brl'e characters addressed with the opening
word "now. .

¢

.Ee ?batanjiates .this claim by giving the té\sults of & study he has

A
unde.rtahn' o ' \\ P

Iooking for "nov s" beginn{ng a line #n Peéle is like
.looking for a needle in a haystack. There are about o
forty "now's" in twelve thousand lines of Peele, about ~ °
forty in fwelve hundred lines of Marlowe:. Thomas ° .
Heywood's plays are almost as sca:ce.... There are
npproximately seventy—three 'now' 82 in the whole body

of plays assigned by Boas to Kyd.

w. e

.o

An amazing ntmber of them constitute the first of a

long or short speech by the
or characters in, the: play.

t inportant character
Occasionally "now" is the

very first word
-one is shocke

of an act or sceme.... Occasionally A
y some three lines of a speech of

“eight lines beginﬂing with Mnow," a8 ... in The Jew
 of lhlts. four lines beginning with "now" from lines
- and three

\

]
A

" from 951-954, - ¢
quoti‘i:g the‘lines"’nentioneﬂ,' in full,

.{t

ggt of four lines, beginning with.

:

o 1llustrate his point.

84

‘ The conclusion Tayior draws fron his study {s that, -

So characteristic 13 this usage [t‘ne uord "now" uoed

° " to.begin lincs] that o

18 tempted to conclude that-

- vhen a grut‘mbet o&{nes in any plny attributod »
81 'I:aylor, pp. 93-94. ML
g, pe99. N A
D T 83 ' , i ) . R LA .
. Ibido, pu 970‘ . . a . A‘yl o “ ,l,
84 Y

. 'l'he lides frm the pny quotcd by 'hylot correspond .to ',
II.i 20-23 ‘and IIL.41.6~10 in the Penguin Ed'i;ion of The Jew of hlta

o oditod by J.B. s:uni s

9
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TR b9 anyone to Ihrlowe is not characterized by this - : ‘
' :ldiosyncragg it is-to .be suspected of not being . .
Marlovian., . . -

[3

Ta’ylcr givmthe line number off each 11ne of The Jew"of Mnlta ﬂhich-

- contains the word "now," and he ‘states Q&t there is a’*tot&l‘ of

\

. sixty-five "now's "in the play.86

o Perhapa the most significunt discovery Taylor has made 1s that )
W

¥ YActs II and.IV of 'The Jew of Halt.a, a;tributed by smg to Heymod:'fv‘)

. Tun high in "how's",vhereas Heywood"é own plays rum so low in this

peculiarity ag to be negligible "87 ) . ‘ \ .

However convincins’i‘raylot's discaveries may be, 1t is still mot

3

possible to accept such word counts, particularly of a single "and 1so-

lated word, as irrefutable proof that Marlowe wrote the entire play. :

4

. Taylo:ihimself points out:
‘ rhaps the most. fascinating, Lf puzzun;. aspect P ..
of the matter is .whether the frequemcy of the’ . _
occurence of this "now" is-“due to Marlowe's ex- - i
treme-haste in writing, his unconscious careless= ~ ' ' .
.~ . ness in the use of it, or vhether it' is-dye in
i part to the actor, Alleyn, being reaponaible for.
o . it. He may possibly have -caugﬁt the trick from . .
Marlowe and introduced éﬁ into lineg in which ) -t
’ Harlm never wrote it.

» . -
- .

‘The 1last hyp?(hesis is \mlikely, one could argue, Jecause if Alleyn \

-
. te . I

I -

85 Tqyloi:, 1;. 799.-' s o S A ” s
86 |

e fns responsible for it the other plays 1n which he acted Hould dis-« s
¢

Ibidl' p‘" 98- ‘o "'.'1- ' ‘ :\ ! " j . , ¢ 1-
" 87 . - E ‘

88 mia., po200. . T o T

"Ib. .y 9.98. . .. P ,. -t - . :.f, VV‘ ’.‘
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. ) . . .

play the the same charac;erisfic.eg ‘One could also argue that there

-

seems to be no reason to suppose that Allzyn would havg,added‘"nqw's"
and that Taylor himself does no‘t *think it very likely. However, the
fact remains that it is possible that Alleyn——or someone else~=could

&
have added "now' s“ to the play. ,

-

Harry Levin perhaps best summarizes counclusions which can be
L . .

drawn from the study of the authorship dispute. While he agrees

that "criticism {'s warranted in stressing the disproportion betﬁgen

3

the two halves of the play,"go'he asserts that "ip seemskhiser ... to 2
3 .
accept The Jew of Malta as an artistic whole, noting its incongrui-

ties and tensions, than to take the easy course of ruling them out.

as interpol-a‘tions by a later hand." ! He cﬁ‘:;nds that "the very.

esaence of Mar;owe s art, to sum it up with a Baconian phrase, is.

'strangenesse: in “the’ proport {ofs. ru92 . L
f w v )
- 'As Ribner writes, "the play has never been‘satisfactorily

sol@ed"93 on the question of Marlowe's having written the entire play
. R ¥

.alone, but it is obvious from the examples offered in this chapter,

. .
that the best suybstantiated and most convincing arguments of the de-

yqee,arq;those ch ma!ﬁiain }hat the play fulfills Marlowe's origin-.
- ‘ N .

'

*

89 As far as 1 have been able to determine, no writer has .
undertaken ¢o explore this posaibility in the other Alleyn plays.
While such an‘investigntion is beyond the scope of this study, it
would help to aubstantia\é (or discredit) Taylor's hypothesis.

90
" ' " +
oA Ibid., p. 96. >
_ .’92'11,14., P 96. . % L | S
L . _ .

Ribner,\"uhtlowe s 'Tragicke glanee,'" p. 101,
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al intentions and he had at the very léast a hand in the actual writ-

. e

[ ' A}
ing of the last acts. The next chapters explore varigus interpreta-
~ ¥ -~ ~ .
tions of the play which have been offered over the years, and the

.

fact that the p,lay" can be satisfactorily explained and understood as a

§

‘unified whole 'with a d’efinite purpose and/or message, is perhaps the

)

best evidpence that Marlowe 1is responsible for the entire play—or that '

. ' ’

g the collaboration is coherent ‘enough) to permit a plausible-integra-
s tion of the whole. °* ' : BT | )
K ‘ N . ¥ (] . ' ’
. - '] . .
. ' - . . / -




3

g . . SECTION f#1I

THE CHARACTER OF ABARABAS
. 8 '

- : { ' INTRODUCTIO A -

. ( . + v : \ ‘ . . -
S 0 | ‘ {
OE,Baéaba's, Irvjf;‘g Ribtner has written "unless we understand him

we can have no (u_nderstanding of the play,"l Certainly Barabas' gpor-

R

tance in the play can scarcely be oveéYestimated. Like other Marlovian

N . . ¢
protagonists, Barabas domingtes the plgy“, and the plot develops as a\ )
'result of his actions and reactions. Predictably, Barabas has been ghe

P
-

gopi_({of a large fody of.litergry critio’fsm over' the years. This bpdy

i

- of criticism can be profitably divided into six majéf‘groups, which

v -« . would inglude: (1) c,rfticism which pei‘ceives Barabas as*q moﬁster;
t

N (2) criticism which focusag on his Jewishdess; '(3) ‘criti.cism thch per-

A

4

. celves him'primarily as aé‘yassiona;e yedrnér'; (4) t\hatﬂ"which‘ views '
R rh?lm‘as an ciyérreacher; (5), that which sees him as an uﬁdéiteacher; and
S (6) jthat which considers him primarily as a Machiavellian, or a pseudo-

v o

Machiavellian. . . - 7
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. BARABAS THE MONSTER ,
' . , / N

S

<

Bullen, J. Scott Clark, Corson, Crofts, Dyde,' Ellis—Femor. Ervine,

Hallam, Lamb, _Lowell, Luce, Mee an. Minto, Nicoll, §\Odell, Seccombe, « o
T _— : :
Sharpe, Smith Steane, Tairie, Tumgr, Woodberry )

gt ot w0y AT QNS B e e
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’ *
L‘ ‘ 5 3 . 'l'he perceptiqn of Barabas as & monster has been 'a common h«srac\-

tetiatic of a subatantial body of Jew of Malta criticism. Alan Wam:en _— .,, T

Friedman has listed the names and works of fourteen critics who, he ,
% < says, "to various d‘egrees .+. monsterize Barabas," and he insists that

' -
o "many more could be included" in- the recortl o -

f : The body of criticism .which tends to "monstei'iza" Barabas can be

v

N . - seen to fall i,nto two su‘b-iategories' (A) criticism whi_ch sees tabas C _‘ .
i [ .
’ . simply and entirely as a monacer, and (B) criticism which sees Barabas

&
. Yaa a noble or tragic or herbic figure who deteriorates into a monster

B o N
-
N .

as the play progreases. 'l‘here ar.ye two diviﬁions in the second sub~ ‘ g

+  group, one which ascribes the result of'Barabas decline to Harlowe 8
inability to portray human beinga ealis:ically in his plays. and/or
to Mnrlowe s deaire to please the crwds at the expense of the play's
artistic integrity by creating a rtdiculously mnltroua character,. and

’ S

‘one which sees Buabu' deturiontion as integral to the playwright‘s B K

hed

'
.

artatic and phil(uophical objnctiv“ 1n mhe play, and thus aa ‘a detar-




Ve

\. “‘ ; ) . J ¢

wined part of Marlowe's plan.

23N

. Charles Lamb 1s perhaps- t{:e lcritic most responsible for sparkj.ng\“
the flurry of‘»'writing about Barabas as a monster, In 1808, he offer-

) 5 ‘ ed a comparison of Shylock and Barabas in which he termed Barabas a
' \V4

''mere monster":

: . . Marlowe's Jew does not aﬁproaéh 80 near to Shakes-

; . - _ peare's as his Edward II does to Richard II. Shylo&k,
« in the midst pf his savage purpose, is a mad. His

motives, feel4ngs, resentments have something human.in

o - them.... Barabas 18 a mere moxﬁter; brought in . with a

L : ' large painted nose, to please the rabble. ' He kills

g , in sport, poisons whole nunneries, invents infernal
5 : v machines.

. As wé saw in Chapter Two, Welsh, Mabie, Crawshaw, Neilson and 'i‘horgdike

¢ . . agreed with Lamb's estimation of Barabas.'3 Many other ¢ritics echoed

his sentiments, some his exact words. re monster” Qecmwd
| ) ‘e

*
. . words'in Jew of Malfa critiic\yQ.“

. ¢ - -
.

‘Q The anonymous author of am .article in. Blackwood's 'Mnﬁga‘zirlxe.pro-,"

{ nounces Barabas\a "Demon" whose "wickedness is ... grotesque and
-

boundlgss and whose "only p'v.ttel,y human feeling ... is’hig paternal

¢«

P

". .

s.
A

G ) By [ ‘N ¢
' affection,"l’ which he soon loses. He writes: "But the moment Abigail

.': s, abandcks her Creed, he %ﬂ her. from his soul with 1oathing and

PP Do s

N

C abhorrence. ..." William Minto insists that _Barabas 18 "an incarna-

e -

] o tion of the Devil himself" because
. v , - ~

\ A
v

The Works of Charles and Mary Lmb ed. E.V. Lucas, 7 vols. (London-
. _EéEEEEET'T§5377“TV 26.

p ¥ See above, PP- 15 16, ‘29, .38 and 39 ' ‘

e . by M., "Ou The J& of &!,ta," Blackwood'n mgazin:, 3 -
. .. (pec. 1817), 266, o
. “ o -5 l
[ i - Iotd., p. 266, . C°

.. Charles Lamb, "Specimens of-the English Dramatic Poets, 1808," .
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he is no less dﬁiverpal in his war against all mankind
l that are wi"thin reach of.his power: he figfits single-
hamded withimenstrous “instruments of death against 4 ,
K whole-city, and does not scruple to poison even his own
; daughter.” v >

* While Minto writeé that "we have no right to identify a dramatist

“

with his characters."7 he proceeds to do Yist that in suggestin)/that

‘

Marlowe's main characters, _including the monstrous Barabas, are not,

" the products of a calm.mind. B asserts that,

it is impossible to disregard the combined evidences
‘of his dramatic conceptiong and the ‘:cusations -
., brought against him by more respectable contepporaries.
His chief characters, Tamburlaine, Faustus’ aﬁ‘\the Jew
of Malta, are not the creations of a calm mind: their
volcanic passions and daring scepticism are the off-
spring of a turbulent, vehement, irregular nature.... ’

In their study of the gemeral characteristics of Marlowe's writ-
ing, J. Scott Clark and John Prince Odell list, as one guch'chgrajc-

teristic, "Portrayal of Horror and F:I.endi.shness"9
. .

character Barabas as an example of this distinguishing feature, cit-

and they offer the. ' N

¥ng Minto's remarks about B;rabas as an'incamatianv of the Devil, and

@

providing as an illustration Barabas' words to Ithamore concérning

the poison he (Barabas) wants given to Abigail., ‘

All that H. Corson has tosay of The Jew of Malta concerns the

mongtrous charac.ter‘bf_har.abas: "Tamburlaine and the Jew of*Maiia : "

>

are xior‘xs_ters, in thdi? several waysy and much of jﬁgt they are mad2 ’

v 6 Willieam Minto, Characteristics of English Poets. ‘an ed, :
(1874; rpt. Fdinburgh. wulm Blackwood and Sons, 1885), p. 237,

XS 7 e 7 * . ‘ ¢ i 4
Ibi-do‘, p. 232. . ) . P :‘ Kl o
8. Thid., pe. 232:23. - A T
L ;9‘ J. Scott Clark and Jotm Prinée Odeil; A, tud" Y nd. | .
geric% Writers (19165 rpt. New YBtk- s )
p?c | L 7- :

- T,
, o . . o
. d
* %’ : .
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w10 povert Sharpe attribut-

'es Barabas' bloodthirstiﬁess to higfedieval origins and claims that

2

Barabas is a villainous "Segecaane."ll He writes: 'Marlowe gives

Barabas a bloodthirstiness which comes from ... medieval legends ...
* -

‘
' and adds an indefinable grandeur of character which is achieved by

'lno other example of the [stock] type. excepting only Shylcx:k."]'2
Alexander Dyce proclaims ‘that "The character of Barabas ... 1s deli-

neated with no ordinary power, and possesses a strong individuality,"

%, . '
but adds: "it is a good deal overcharged," in that it attributes

"almost u“'impossible w;t.ch'.eclness"13 to Barabas. J.R. Lowell insists

v

that "'l'heg.e are ,,.,. no characters in the plays of Marlowe-—but per-

sonages and interlocutors," and he writes that "The nearest approach

to a character {s Barabas ... and he is but the incarnation of the
populdf hatred of the Jew. There is really nothing human in him. He

seeus a bugaboo rather than a man."m Charles Edward Turmner's opin-

ion is similar in thaqt he 'perceive.’s Barabas as "a wild monster such
1 . -

as neveryg-' exi/at," ‘ oL .
) ) . _ ,
A8 reviouslq demonstrated, many writers (inc*],uding»'l‘urnér,

Hallam, Bullen',, ti’ae anonymous au.thor of an hri;iclé in,.Fraser’s

H. Corson, A Primet of Engliah Verse (Boston.‘ J.S. Cu}hing
& Co.y 1892), p. 190.

e i w2 D em

s S Fon

4 , \12 Ibidt, po 86‘ 'n

Dyce. g xxi. ,
e U '
‘ \.A wLove;.l, p. 217,

3 Tutuer; p. 218.

'
4 n

S Robgrtlnoies snarpa, The Retl War of /the Theatres (19355 rpt. .
New Yéork; Krause Reprint Corpdration', 1966), P. ‘ .

.y
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. ) ,
Magazine, Smith, Lucev, Woodberry, Crofts;and El»lis—Fermorm) perceive

a breaking off, or degemeration, in the play's quality after the

first two acts. According to the above critic‘s, this degeneration is

)

mainly due to the deterioration of Barabas' character. They perceive

Barabas as 'a noble and;éleroi; figufe whose character deteriorates

drastically as the play progresses and they believe variously that

the retrogression was at once unintentional and inevitable (i.e.,

‘thit Marlowe's powers of characterizationlwere we‘ak and that he was

unable to portray lif{-lik‘ie characters in his plays), q'r that Marlowe
intentionally created a ridficuloﬁs mongter to please the buffoonery-
loving crowds. The work of these :eriters thus constitutes the first ¥
div:;ion of the second sub-group of qcriticism which n;onsterizes

Barabas.

The anonymous author of an 1853 Fraser's Magazine essay,

Q .
for example, claims that Barabas is "d‘tawn «v. with great truth, and_

&

even-f':&_elicacy, in the fi{rst part of the play,” but . : /\

"}:Batabaa becomes a mere monster, exulting in crime i
for 1ts own sake in the most impossible way ... -
proclaiming himgelf to be nothing mo,fs or less )

< than an utter and irredeemable Bogy!:

-

Other critics have written that Barabas started out as-a uoblé
P 'y *

‘figure but quickly became a monster. H.A. Taine states:

"Barabas ...
mad.c(ened Wth hate, is th‘enceforth o longer human; he has been !
'\ S

treated by the Chtisc"iana 1ike a be st, and he hates them like a

4 18

.beast " W.R. Nicoll and T. Seccombe assert that "the early scenes
\ .

L

16

et a2t =

PRSI

-t -

17 "Christopher )hrlowe? Fraser's Magazine; 47 (]Fel; 1853y, -

| 232-33,
18

See above, pp. 45-50 52-53 and 57-58.

H.A. Taine

-

- ) ‘ 2’.‘ . ‘ - . ' -~ M
' g . A Rist ry of En liB}Literatu“te, trans. H. Van
Laun, 3 vols. (New York: ﬁinry Bolt & Co., IW':'SO. I, 2‘,3’ i
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... are as fine as anythlng Marlowe ever wrote. But the cumulation

S

’

of horrors and the exaggeration of the Jew's character, in which the,

semblance of humanity is sacrificed for thé ravings of a devil incar-

nate, tend gradually to neutralise‘}éhe human interest o?\he play."]'9

S.J. Edvine also notes that: "Barabas divested himself of all res=
emblance to a-human be: ng and became merely a mqﬁster...."‘zo

Soms writers believe that the deterioration of Barabas' character

after the fMdrst part of the pla} was not due to Marlowe's deficiency

‘dn port‘raying'ch‘aracte;. These-critics cont};ﬁ‘l that Marlowe deliber-

-

~
.ately determined th_e chazecter of Barabas. They insist that Marlowe

~ intended Barabas to be a noble-cum-villain figure, and that his pur-

-

of these writers constitutes the second division of\ the second sub-

pose in so doing was more than mergL)‘ to please the crowds. The work

P

groux; of criticism which 'tends to monsterize Baiabas: i.,e., that

which beligyes that the change in Barabas' character in the second
phrt of the ;;lay was pa'r,tfof Marlowe's "messdge" to his audience.
Virginia Mary Meehan, for ‘example, writes that although "the [;oet: in
the beginning- works gome sympathy for Barabas, '! uevettheless ife is
plain that hesgev%r intended his hero to be anything but a villain."n

J. B. Steane also perceives a differem:e in Barabas' character “
in the play 8 second part, and hg sees thia change as constituting

Barabas' move fpom man to moneter, but’ he dogs not find this st:zpris-

e : o .

18 W.R, Nicoll and T. Seccombe, A Bistory of- English Literature’ e
(New York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1907), p. 166,

20 Ervine, p. 110. o y s

. 4 -
. t & \ 0

.

u Virginia Mary Meehan, Christophe ‘ rlowe: Poat ag
Playwright (The Hague: Mouton, +) 4 P 68, C ; .

N
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ing, nor does he consider it a
cont inuing part of tlhie story.

thrown Barabas the mbney—bags,'

realm of caricature, and 1t is

eate La - vy

"Barabas has alreddy moved, into the .

v o

~ . ) .

waakness in -the ,p:l'ay' but rather a

According to Steane, after A'big'ail has

~ I “.
not surprising that when we see him

w22 .

next he has progressed a ‘stage further towards the monster~man."

’

He asserts that, with the purchase of Ithamore,

we have now seen all we are going to see of Barabas

as [a tragic £ ure]...\. What follows is a cul- .
nination |which| has been in sight from the first.... '
The egsential unity of the play seems plain, and the
polnt is laboured here only because it-has been so
o\ften denied.23 , : . |

e« e

~»

Steane's ~theory, which 13 e’xplored'in further detail in phaptef . .

C N . N .o-
Thirteen (pp. 176-‘77) 1g/that the play‘is concetned with the debase-

‘ment of hm;:anity, and, as such, the "detetioration" of Barabas'

1
\

éh'aract,er is crucial to the play's purpose. . ' -

225 Stuna,

Univ. Prua. 1964) '

3t

. L
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'Ward also points out n‘nat while Barabas ."cannot be’ called in
K _ o any sense i study of the Jewish nature’, mind, or character," he 'was
| conceived in so resolute a spirit of Anti-Semitism as to call forth
) ,a whole line of successors.’ n22 However, inl the next - ?ew lines Ward
’ ’ contra_dicts' his own comments about Barabas' conception‘ in a spirit:

of anti-Semitism, by insisting that Marlowe was innocent of any de-

liberate e'h;il-Semitic intentions: “To Marlowe's mind a‘Jew was fair
IS game, his diabolical hatred of everything éhristian.a matter of ¢

N course, and his love of money an axiom. He was wholly innocent of

e any design of producing a typical study of ;Iud‘taism."?'l3 If Ward's - .

"point is that Marlowe did not intend Barabas to be a t\ypical Jew but .

'just one ver"y bad exa\nple that the-Elizabethans mistakenly interpretf-
t K v !

ed as representapive of "the typical Jew," Ward has not only made a’ : to
very poor job of communicating his idea, but the theory itgelf assum-

., es a naiveté Marlowe was hardly likely to have possesded. It is un-

lilcely that Marlowe would not have foreseen that the Ellzabetha_n au-
. T : J
: diences would perceive Barabas as a "typical Jew," because Marlowe's

Jew, as wle,'hav‘e‘seen. fit the public, stereotyped notion of Jews at

“the time. As Arnold Harris Mathew and W. A'. Sutton write‘ "the“wlk

Barabas, is ‘a typical Jev as medieval writers were 'accustomed to : :
picture him, "2(' R /
B '/, Like Ward Richard W. Van Fossen believes "that the typlecal

' - 22 Ward, A History of Engligh Dramatic Literature, pp. '344—]4_5. .

Lo o 23Ibid.,p.34‘5. ‘ o R PR "f

. . 26 Arnold Harris Mathew'and W.A. Sutton. Catholic Scholata
\ Introduction ‘Lo English Litarature (New York. Benziger “Bros.,
' ~

'1904), p. 80. \

R , . , \
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way that a similar \portrait wuld be in the work of a twentieth : ¢

“of his misrepresentation of a people, Marlowe—either intentionally

'~ or unintentionally—coutributed significantly to the growth and per-

& N .
sentation/)f ‘people."27 He writes that "Barabas ... is an atro-.

R

93

¢

Elizabethan was unlikely to know very many Jews" and he shares Ward's

conviction that "any cousiderable amount ‘real anti-Jewish feeling -

n25

ia improbable..:. " He does admit that "The Jews were blamed for . . " .

the Ctucifixion, " and, like Mathew, that "by a long mediaeval tradis

tion were asaociated with the Devil and the comic Vice character on

the. stage," but nevertheless he believes: -"the prevailing attitude

A cperen oden o haw e

toward them was probably one of fascination and wonder"; concluding: ‘

"the ‘portrait of Barabas is not——and cannot be—~anti~Semitic,in the-

v

century writer ."26

A gecond sub-group of critics {s concerned with fienouncling the
suf:posedly Je‘wish characteristics Mai:lowe attributes to Barabas in
the play. These writers emphasize that Marlowe miérepr’eseuted the

Jewish people in his creation of Barabas.” They insist that because ° ’

petuation of anti-Semitic sentiments. , X

13

E.N. Calish laments: "it is a thougand pities that he

[Marlowe] should have given over [his talent] to the tragic mi.stepre—;

e

-

clous villain, a monster of wickedness," and notes that "the. name

Barabas, the thief whose .life was saved in preference to that of

. ) v . /
25'Van Fossen, p. xvi. ! ’ . '
26 Ibid., pp. xv-xvi. . o
27 Edward Nathaniel Calish, The Jew in English Literature
(1909; rpt. New York: - Kennikat Press, 1969), p. 62. “

ey
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" Jesus, was chosen to make him the more ha;eful."28 According’ to

Calish, Marlovp.toudhes'ghe truth about Jews in one or two places: '

&
“

) . . ‘
"Barabas' love for his daughter ..., ‘his one redeeming quality, is
© A ~ ' \‘

Jewish. 'The family ties amoné the Jews have always been strong and

\
°

.

He is also correct when he makes Barabas declare that

men of judgment should hold their wealth "in' little .
room”" (Act I, Se. 1). This was a policy forced Ypos.

the Jews by the exigencies ‘of their life.... they °

[were elled to have their wealth in portable

shape as fa ‘a8 possible, so ﬁgat when fleeing, they L.
should not be ‘utterly bereft,

Calish insists that, P .

N ‘
The other incidents of the play as pictures of Jewish
life or.-character are false, all false, No Jew would
ever employ his child as:Barabas did Abigaid, to'lure
tyw lovers on to their deaths, Nor would a Jew have
had the bnhumanity to poison a houseful of human o
b 3
eings. - .

Wﬁilé Calish is certainly correct in that these acts of Barabas were

and are not typically Jewish acts, his words "No Jew would ever” are

(homewhat too altl-embracing. Criminals and ;mentally diéturbed people

are universal. Calish notes that "The play was extremely popular. °*

\
Its cruelty, its coarseness, its vulgar horrors suited the age." He

concludes that’the play ot

. 1s a classic, but one of unjustice and untruth

vIt was a picture of the popular concepticn of the
Jews, as it ekisted in Marlowe' 's day., It was an,uh-
true conception, begotten of ignorance and prejudice
and Marlowe helped, all unhappily too well, to ‘ ’

v .

28 Calish, pp. 62 and 65. . . ® L \

29

6 . -~

Ibid., p. 63. . 'Y ' C -

30 1v1d., p. 6. / ; T A
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5 B strengihe_n and perpetuate-them. [Presumably, "then" )
‘ ‘ : refers to ignorance and pre_judx:i.ce.]31 s . 0

Harry kevi, M.J. Landa and Hyman Enelow belong to the'same  °
‘ o oL - , 8chpol of thought as Ca’lish, in that they take particular exception

to Marlowe's portrayal of Barabas as a Jew and insist that there is

’ , DR a _ almost nothing truly Jewiéh about Barabas. Levi writes that the Jew
| I ,‘é}.i:n fiction is typically ’ /" | )
}) ) i . a caricature, and yet not a surprigse. For however
o . much writérs impress their persomality on their work
; ﬁf ' and the people of their day, they still voice and
/ interpret national consciousness.... The.Jew found
) - - in literature generally the same recognition he re-
| . ceived in life, Which explains why the Jew in fic- ' ’ .
- tion 1is %lmost without exception an unattractive ’ l
‘\ . . . figure.3 o U .
1‘[f E : ‘ ! N .
| R Unlike Ward, Levi does not hold Marlowe responsible for the creation . i
v[h » ' I : 0‘ . N ' :
. of the stage-Jew stereotype, His opinion that "already before the
,time of Matlowe, the Jew had made his appearance in the Myster)f and
{ N . .
r ' ¥ . : *
Miracle plays. He was also frequently referred to in the early o
v English ballads, especially(in connection with the ritual murder
. . o ’ , - '
charge," accords with the beliefs of Mathew and Van Fossen, and Levi ;
: o Co §
notes that in gpite of Tudor Jenks' assertion that Chaucer was -
4 f
"broad-minded and unprejudiced,” Chaucer's "representative Jew can-
not rise above the killing of Christian children either for ritual
. s .
purposes, or out of hal:r:ed.‘:33 . . .
Levi maintains that Marlowe ' '\,
BN ) . bowed to the will of the motley crowds that throhged )
. Cor the theatrés.... They disliked the Jew and delighted .
n ' _ 32 Levi, pp. 5 and 6. X
‘ 33'11:1&.. p. 6. \ -
. !
. | | . ‘




to see him caricggured, and lo and behold, the carica- . ’
ture stalked upon the boards. They believed the Jew .

to be the embodiment of every vice, wanting in every

virtue, and ,forthwith, the belief was given dramatic A
expressidn. ’ ‘ '

This opinion accords with that of Hawkins, Morléy a:;d Mortland. But,
like Caligh, Levi insists: "There }'s absolutely nothmg'J‘ewj.sh about
Balr;abas."'”. He admits that "Marlové may have met some Jéws," but
he makes ’the valid' 'poin:t that "their number waé so small, and the few
who remained [in England] ixemanentl’y so had to disguise their reli-
gious identity: that even if he meé them he would not really have

n36 He continues: "And while to know is not necessari-

)

" known them.
ly to love, prejudice 1is largely due to ignorance.“37 The truth of
the latter statement, of.course, cannot be denied, but the 'inheren;

im'p}ication that Marlowe's portfayal of Barabas indicates that Marlowe

was prejudiced against the Jewish people is not necessariiy true. N

v

That, a dramatist would depict on stage the popular, though prejudiced
notion of the Jew, does not necessarily mean that the dramatist

shares his audience's beliefs. He may have had some greater purpose
in mind when he chose to present the character on stage. Levi ap'par-

‘ently has_ not considered such a possibility. Noting that,

‘Little as Marlowe could have known of the contempor- '
Jew of his own éountry,, he must have known less

of the Jew of Malta. When the Jew first set foot on

Maltese soil, if he ever went there at all in the .

early days, it is impossible to say.. Jewish history

and literature are absolutely silent on the subject, -

34 Levi, p. 12, .
33 Ibid., p. 17, .
1

36 Ipid., p. 12. .

. .
. . -
B .

37 Ibid-' P- 12. -
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‘perceived real Jews-—i.e., |that Marlowe was saying, '"this is what the

97

9

Levi concludes that Marlowe "must have known practically nothing of / .

the Jews of Malta. That is why Barabas is so untrue and so mpossi-

ble."38 Levi may, of course, be right in. hy}sothesizing that ‘larlowe

knew little of Jews and pmactically nothing of the Maltese Jews.

However, his concluaion that Marlowe's ignorance is the reason that

"Barabas is so-untrue and so impossible" is not necessarily-<correct.

¢

This conclusion is based on the assumption that it was Marlowe's pur-

1 ~

12
pose and intention to have |Barabas represent-a real Jew as Marlowe

4

Jew 18 like." This assump?’;i‘n, of course, ‘is not innately trﬁe: ‘:'Lt . ’ ‘
may not have been Phrlove's‘purpose to' present his own perception of . '
the .Jewish‘ ?eople at all. - It follows, therefore, tl;gt there may be ' >}
other reasons that "Barabas is so untrue and so mposgible." For %
example, perhaps Marlowe was holding up ti\xe stereogypho point out
how ridiculous it ig to believe that any person could be so gra'tuui-_ .
t.cngslyJ wicked, or perhaps he intended to demonstrate that excessive
greed and an obsessive desire for revenge can lead to disastrous’ and
de-huma‘nizing cc;nsequences. ‘ g .
Levi also states thélt "Marlowe means to suggest that!usury m; a )
Jewish occupation, when, in fact, both Jews and Christians engaged in

it."39 He mentions Israel Abrahams' observation in Jewish Life in

the Middle Ages, that money-lending was absi:lm;ely the only profes-

sion open to the Jews.“o While Giristians as well as Jew} did engage

38 Levi, bp. 12 and 14 ‘ d
3 Ibid., p. 16. C . .
* 40 o . ’

Ibid., p. 16.
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in usury,' Le\'rifs clainm th;t ’Marlowe meant to suggest that only Jews
practised usury is not necessérily true. We‘ do not know for a fact
that Marlowe "méant to suggest" anything of the kind, and, indeed,

, Levi offers no ‘substantiating evidence, nor Vdeta‘ils of any sort to
s:xppoft his statement. Lev'i seeg Marh;we as an ath;eis't and an im-
moral person. To Levi' Marlowe was ' careless of tradition and con-‘
wvengion, 1nd1ffetent to public opinion, running the whole gamut of .
vicious .dissipation \ he was as indifferent to religion as he was

‘to morality," and he was boastful of his atheism.*! After having

considered Levi's other comments about Matrlowe and the play, one can

+
Shaanf s oarite e f

only conclude from these last remarks that Levi has fallen .into the > |

’ |
trap, like t‘h'e edrly Marlowe critics, of confusing m;iowe the drama- i |
tist wit.h Marlowe the man. He percelves that Barabas accurately re- 1Al
flecté Marlowe's personal attitude towards Jews. Levi hdpes to‘dis- 4 °i

>

- !

credit Marlowe's portrayal of Barabas by demonstf?_ing that Marlowe ’

was an immoral person whose ‘views are uot to be respected. }“ ‘ \

Like Lévi, M.J. Landa has ‘formed a negative opinion 3f Marlowe's )

LY

character. He writes:?
Marlowe's aggressive atheism and active revolt vented
itself on the People of the Book.... All the heroes
in his playas are heathens, or infidels. He lost no
bpportunity to insinuate a skeptical view, to defy ' '
authorxity, to give fullest rein to the reckless dis- ' .
belief that animated his turbid. spirit; in which, oo
nevertheless, the true flame of genius leaped ever '
lul’id. 42 PR “4

Landa also believes that ’Atlowe's knowledge of the Jewlsh people

.

[ v
v . N lan ]

- Al Levi, p. 10. ' , ® . . !
> ' ¢ R e . , |
. 42 M.J. Landa, "Marlowe' ev of Malt\ ‘" The Jew in Drama
/(1?26; rpt. New York: KTAV shing House, 1969), p. 57. . =

[ 4




wag non-existent. He writes that ';Md'tlove b;;ray's coullplete ignor—
T ance of Jews and Judaism. He lcnow;s ‘hothix;g beg'ronﬁl’ t‘he‘ﬁre‘atmen‘t ¢ T
’ dlctated by “ferocious medievalism," and Landa gives e;;mpléstfrgm '
the play to illustrate his point. (‘ R *

Ll -

., ~§ . - r - . <
. Barabas-~—a name purposely selected ‘to excite malice— h - \ L )
uses Pagan oaths, sqearing ;\x "Corpo de Dio" and .

ffering 4 prayer to the great "Primus Motor" (Ac

his daughter in the same act are,further pre

. «ous phrases to put in the mouth‘of a Jew:
sole daughter

. his Iphigen." 3 " ' ' : }

, He claims that the reference tp.Barabas in the Prologue as "a Jew . !

v

. vhose money was not got without my means’ is indicative ‘of "the dra- . \‘

T - . . | ¢ . .
matist's provocative intent. His motive wa;\o depict the Jew as the e

. sluper-mo'nster.‘ Barabas is without .the slightest,glimmer of a redeem~ ¢ °
ing virtue."“*‘ o S ) ‘ N ) >

. . Y
' To anphah‘ize his point that the characteristics attributed by’ l

-°. C N t
Marlowé- to Barabas are not truly Jevish traits, Landa gef’ers to’ N !

. Barabas' words to Abigail that "'Tis no sin to, deceive a Christian"

'

{Act II) and explains in ‘detailed length that," - : ’
It needs to be made clear at once that thi‘s is quite
contrary to the tenets of Judaism.... In the Middle
. Ages the Jewish attitude towards non-Jews was explicit-
ly laid down. Maimonides (1135—1204), the codifier of
, . traditional J‘udaism wrote: . "It 1s forbidden to defraud .
. or to deceive any person in.business, Jew and non-Jew
« are to be treated alike." (Yad Hekirah.umxviii.li.’l

Lagpda asserts that . ; N

The words of Barabas to his datighter no doubt exprened

‘o o | “ . 5 . v
' , Landa, pp. 60-61. - . . ) : :

“% Ibid., p. 61. o - - .

“ fbid., p. g2, e :

t ) ' ) '
) . -
] : r : . LR
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a common Christian belief of the time, for the same
misconception still exists, “but the scorm of the
Christian in respect of this alleged feeling comes

with bad grace from ghose vho have always discriminat-
ed against the Jew.

”

He points out that it was the "Christian custom of the Middle Ages'

to confiscate "Jewish wealth,' and that "the pages of history are

closely inscribed with the record of gpoliation ... of the Jew, back- '

] ’ i

the Church."47 Landa's argument is inconsistent. He first main-

eci up“, in most instances by the ‘direct ordinances and blessings of

'tains that Marlowe has Baral;as pronounce sentiments that are con-
)
)

trary to Jewish law' and therefore not chatacteristically Jewish, but ‘

T

he then~ seems to support the very gentiment he insists is not in

accordance with Jddais;n, by implying "thdt Barabas should be forg'iven

his "sinister Mlvi«:e"l‘8 to his daughter because the C.'nristians have *

‘treated the Jewa so poor‘l}' over the years, Landa should.decide

whether Barabaslqls or ia‘ not;a ch. If he 13 a Jew— then Lan‘da is
I

L within his right" pointing out orrots in atti,tudes which are oot’

J

Jevish——but he shquld not ingist that Burabas should be forgiven

g 'these attitudes anyway. "If Barabs is not a Jew, but Just an-egregg-

O Q‘

fously bad villain, then to qdeti ine that &rlm‘s‘houlwe de-

"fended the position of European Jews is clearly beyon’d the J;unds

upon a d.rnnntist who only wants to depict a blackguard for general

entertainment .

Landa writes that "the first two acts reveal the hand of a

146 ) nda, p. 63.

47 | | -

e Ibid., p. 63. - o,
TN o

Ibid.. P. 63-/ ) -

¥
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part, effectively ruining the ﬁlay.49 The following strongly—worde&'

“survived only because of "the grandeur of some of its lines,

101

A\

'master” in the play, and -he is bitterly disappointed that Marlowe

°

"let Barabas and Ithamore run riot with his imagination" in the last

’

passage :eveals‘Lénda's bitterness téwards Marlowe:

The world has long since passed judgment upon the play
as a masterpiece of inhuman horror that never had its
counterpart in.life. Existence was a vile thing to

_ the .disordered imagination of Marlowe, who delved in-
to the lowest dregs of his mind, revelled there like

a pariah dog in a shambles, without pausing to de-~
liberate for a moment upgn probabilitiés, unhampered
by pricks o€ conscience,

According to landa, Marlowe failed as a dramatist and the play has '
' 51
L1}

He writes:

Marlowe lacked the power of characterization and of .
endowing his people with life, and without these
qualifications the dramatist must fail. Anyone can
create a monster: the child that draws its first face
on the pavement, or on a slate, does so by:giving two

N ' eyes to a profile. Were it not for the grandeur of -

. spme of its-lines, Marlowe's play would have been
laughed out of existence.

It‘is, of course, unlikely that the play would have been iaughed "out

of existence”: it was popular in Marlowe's time, and it is reason-

M)

dble to assume that its popularity was due, in part, to the laughable "

fln&'the horrific aspects of the play. Landa, in fact, does note that

"the play was extremely popular” but he adds that, "That fact speaks

jolumé in revelation of the depraved\atate of the people who had not

% Landa, p. 66.
N . ‘ .
30 Ibid:, pp. 63-64. ' - o
, I§1“:‘.Ibid oy pn 660 ‘ . .‘ . ' X ’ ~
Y ) ' o

Ibid., p. 66. c
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been a number of revivals since .then. Landa lists the 1818 Edmund

‘teregt in the play resides not in the play's artistic merits or

o, . { !
. ./ 102 ;

i

53

yet come under the influerce of England's Golden Age.' Landaseems

- ot . . { 5
udaware that this remark contradicts his previous comment, which im- :
\

plies that only Mar"lowe's great lines were responsible for the suc-
cess of the ‘play. Lan;ia continues: "His popularity and influence
notwithstanding, hBarabas could hot outlive his day. There ‘have been
only tw revivals of the @8y."54 but it should be noted that t}y(s

-

staieu}ent was written half a century ago and there undoubtedly have \ 2

]

Kean revival and the Phoenix Soclety performances in Novenbe;' }922,

VPRI WS
r

commen ting that, during the ‘1922 productions, "Both actors and audi~ ) :
> - ; ~

ence treated the play more as a burlesque than anything else."55 ‘
4 - ¢ ’

- ‘ , \
_Evidently, it has not occurred to Landa that perhaps Marlowe intended

- \ .
the play to be more "a burlesque than anything else.” _ L
. . )

While one can sympathiz,é with Caligh, Levi apd Landa in their

-~

personal distress concerning what they perceive to be an inexcusable

defamation of Jewish character ,"one wonders whether their acute feel- | .
ings of having be'en irredeemably wronged, have impeded their ability
to analyze and criticize the play oﬁjectively. . In fact, their in-

faults, but in its sociological shortcomings. " ¢

_One is saddened, too, to realize that these twentieth—ce’ntury :

»

writers should have felt compelled 'to'explain that Barabas d;.}'not

typify the Jew. It should have been unnecessapy to point out that -

33 ianda, p. 67. . . o

% Ivid., p. 68. ‘

33 Ibid., p. 68. - L . L X
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while the figure of Ba;abas may have rEbresepted the éﬁpular concep~
tion of the Jew during‘Marlowe's time, it 18 inaccurate to maintain
that the Jewish people were or are actually like Barabas. Surely.
it is a grievous reminé;r of the igmorance and intolerance (which
atil{ éharacterize sections of twentieth centﬁry socliety), :hich ‘

"', caused these scholars to believe there was a need. to explain that , T

to be Jewish is not to be a Barabas. \ -
5

.Because of the sociological issue Suggested_by the play, The

Jew of Malta has conjured up numerous such extra-ligerary assessments.

' “Hyman Enelow'p.comments about the play are more insightful and

e e b

less painfully emotional, and his work belongs to a third sub-group q
of criticism which atfempts to explain Marlowe's purposes in portray-
. 1ng Barabas as an inhuman Jew. Like Levi,. Calish and Landa, Enelow .

asserts that there is nothing truly Jewish about Barabas. He'boints l

T 2 -
. out that the history.of the Jews has been "the very essence of toler-

¢ "ance and the pinnacle of '1iberalism" {n comparison to the history of - e
2

other peoples, wb*gh includes such events as the wars for Mohame-

tanism in Asia and Europe, the Christian religious wars and the In- . :
. . .

'quisition; and he maintains that the Jew is the "most compassionate
~ —
¢ of beings"56 as a result of his persecution and agonies. He notes

that "Barabas in the cdurge ‘of the play ceases to be a Jew and be-
comes a monster ... he does things that no Jew has ever done under
similar circumstances, certainly not the typical, the historical

El

36 Hyman G. Enelow, “The Jew of Malta," Sedected Works of Hyman
G. Enelow (Kingsport, Tennessee: Kingsport Press, Inc., 1935), II,
202, . RN




\

" pay the administration even though they had no rights under the law,,

e

. 10 .
hd
_Jew"5] who suffered similarly to Barabas but gought no revenge., His
wofds "no Jew" may, like tﬁose of Calish, be slightly too all- 71} . -
eﬂcompassing, and, up to {hié point, his cpmments echo those of\Levi,
Calish and ianda. However, unlike the others, Enelow‘believés‘}ﬁat
Marlowe's purpose in writing the play was not merely to sa;isfy the
popular aem;nd in entertaimment by prodaging an outrageougly’inhumane )

e

stage-Jew, According to Enelow, '"the first two acts ... show plainly
) ) . . Y

TS L S

that Marlowe felt the injustice that was heaped by the world on the

Jew," and he goes on to say that Marlowe, in The Jew of Malta, demon~ - 1

Vd . .
strates these injustices by showing that the Jeylf were required to

that despotism wore the mask of religious dogma, and that it is wrong

8

to assume. that all Jews are rich and alike.’® .He writes that "not

1

only [is] a caricature of the.Jew" exhibited in the play,

but also a biting criticism of the non-Jew. In

fact, you can perceive throughout a criticism of

the men and .the manners of the time, more especi- ,
ally of the wrongs and crimes perpetuated by both !
in the name of both the Church and the State.

Enelow thus perceives ‘the play as a morality, claiming that

it is ... hypocrisy that he LMarlowe} assails in
his drama: '~ robberies committed undér the mask of
religious belief; the perversions ... lust and ...
avarice of the contemporary clergy; the reciprocal
hate of the followers of the three different gfg&t
religions, which to him were all alike hateful.

U Enelow, p. 203.
58 )

v

Ibidt’ ppc 206-07\

%% 1bid., pp. 204 and 202. o

% Ibid., p. 204. , >




.and the liypocrisy of the world T’n ts treatment of the Jew.
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i

He concludes that Barabas' rolé in this morélity is significant, as

i

Marlowe "used Barabas for the working out of the theme to the taste

gf his audience," and Marlowe "really ... expos[ed:l the injustice

/ ~ -

w1l
I

Unlike the 1atte1j- three writers, low l_)e.lj.eves’ that Marlowe aimed

-4‘!"‘

»

to expose the wrl&"s unjust treatment ofthe Jew, rather than to
.’ 3 % . . .
™

a’}dd to 1it.

. Irving Ribner states that "the play is blatantly auti—Semit%c,"

but he suggests that Marlowe's purpbse .in presenting anti~-Semitic

gsentiments may have been more than merely an attempt to please the
. 4

audience. He warns, however,, ’

'1if we limit olr congideration to those parts of the

play which are manifestly Marlowe's, it is at least

as anti-Christian as it 1s anti-Semitic, and on moral

grounds Barabas certainly gets -the ‘better of hi# quar-

' \ " rel with Ferneze in the first act.... The behaviour

‘of the Christians in the g%ay merits the contempt with
which Barabas views them. '

< '

Harry levin, in bi® article "Marlowe Today," maintains that the
play 1is "more anti-Christian than anti-Semitic," pointing' out that
"'Here again it 18 "the Christians who do the oathbreaking, and their.

Governor oui:doe.s the Jew in Machiavellian blackmail and double-
deali.ng.",64 T

The gradual realization that Marlowe's pd_rpose in caricaturing

o g

Barabas in his play may have been more than mereiy an attempt to

1 Enelow, p. 205.

62 Ribner, '"Marlowe's 'Tragicke“glasse,'" p. 101.

63 Ibid., pp. 10\1-02;

, 64 Harry Levin, "Marlowe Today," Tulane Drama Review, 8, &
(1964), 29. v -

62
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draw crowds, is pgrha’s the ‘most significant contribution of the

bédy of criticism concerning Barabas as a Jew, because it focused
attention on Barabas and ultimately encouraged a éloser examinatioﬁ

of the character and of 'the play in which he appears. The following

o«

'chgpte;s‘will testify to‘this‘élqéer study of Barabas and the play.
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CHAPTER EIGHT .

BARABAS THE PASSIONATE YEARNER

rJ

¢ PRI £l

."Blaiz\', Boas, Collins, Corbin, Crawsh;w, Dowden, 'Edmunds, Fansler,

ar

' Greenlaw, Halleck, Hamilton, H.:nstings. Hennessey, Houston, Ingram,
B

1

Lewis,’ long, ‘Neilson, Pace, Phelps, Semper, Symonds, 'I‘horndikg,

s ‘ ‘
Wendell, Whipple, Williams, F.P, Wilson, N.S. Wilsonm, Woodbertry - VY
& . N

- X - .
As 'demonstrated in Chapter Two, ;group .0f late nineteenth and

, Tearly twentleth century critics identified passion or longing as a

* dominant theme in the play. It was variously labelled as longii;g fof
the unattainable (Symonds, Wendeli); 10ng“ing‘fot the unlimif.gd or °
boundless (Houstonh, Green}aw, Semper); ‘exaggerated amt;'ition {Pace);
or a strong, overruling passion (Lewls, Crawshaw, ﬁei}son fa’nc}
'l‘tmrndilne).1 The main interest of these critics remains, not in the
character of the hero per se, but rather in the theme or themes: he

a

represented.’ Nevertheless, a_portrait of the hero—painted with in-

-

creasing detail as attention to textual analysis expanded-_-clearl); '

‘déveloped. And the portrait, as would be expected, was virtual‘ly a

3

- ( - .
ﬁgrséni‘fication of theme. Accordingly, the protagonist of The Jew of .

Malta, Ba;'abas, 1s perceived by critics concerned with the themes of -

\

passion and longing in the play, as a passionate yearmer, There exi*‘sf'
o1 - ‘
\\ . See above, pp. 34-39. '
’ < 107 < r~
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“of extreme yearning, or greed, or ambition,'or\ anger,

p. 214, *
i
: 2

5\

four main categories of thought about the nature of the p&gﬁionate o

yearner Barabas represents. One sub-group perceives Barabas as a

» \

'stuc'ly of the yearning for wealth. A second .sub—grm’xp maintains that,' '

while the object of the desire is undoubtedly wealth, yearning itself

° ‘»

is the main issue, and that the object of the longing is only of se-

cond'ary importdnc‘e. Other critics claim that Barabas is a study of-

#
passion itself, and that the na’ture.of the passion (i.e., the passion

etc.) is secon-

R Gy
dary, foming a third sub-group. A fourth sub-group asserts that

Barabas is a study in the lust or desire—not for weal th for its own

- »
sake-—but for the power wealth can provide: that is, Barabas is a
study of the yean:ing for power. |

Among writers c.oncerneci about passion or longing as a th}e of
the p.lay, by far the majority belong to the sub-gfoup which perceives -

[

Barabas as a study in the yearning for wealth.

s e

"like Greenlaw, Housto‘n,

»

Pace and Semper, John Corbin, for example, believes that "Barabaswthe ' %
Jew personifiés the greed for gold w2 and William Joseph Long asserts

that the play is "a study of the lust for wealth."3 C., Hastings .

writes that the play "is remarkable for the powerful character of '
Barabas, the avaricious Je‘%" who is, Hastings claims, not a. true-to-

life character, "not the fr#fit of study and observation," as

ol

"Marlowe's characters.... are pure ideal conceptions put into drama.

2 John Corbin, The Elizabethan Hamlet (1895: rpt. New York:

Ams Press. Inc., 1970), p. 53.
3

William Joseph Long, Qutlines of Fnglish Literature
(Boston: Ginn and Co., 1925), p. 135. '

4 C. Hastings, The Theatre (London: Duckworth and Co., 1901),
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E.W. Edmunds sees Barabas as ."a stnudy of avarice on .ﬁ'le large
scale which suited Marlowe's g:l.ft:s."5 To Edmunds, th'e play is "a

study of the lust for wealth,'" and he points out that "this in itself

“

is an ugly and loathsome [éic passion, but still' human. Givern a

man in whom this.lust is gr‘oﬂn to monstrous size, ... is thwatted. ...

»

Pnd]' 'iiaral':'as becomes inhuman'; but, he continues, "this was surely

Marlowe's 1n£ention._"6 Edmunds believes, that "Barabas would have

L

- continued to live a placid and human d1ife {f the powers of Malta had
not robbed him of the one thing which made his life tolerable.” 'Ihe}; : ,

take this from him, and he falls ... into the grip of a new lust—the

savage hunger for revenge."7 ¥ A . B

\ ' . % !
" Like Symonds, P.K. Hennesséy considers the play a study in - *

"p'amout de ].'Inu:»oszs:l.l;].a."8 He believes that Barabas represeht&a
desire for wealih and’ his claim that Barabas' avarice is above petty’
reproach, - as it 18 on a great “Nap‘olem-xic“‘9 scale, echoes the heroic
SOu.nd:Lngs of Edmunds. L. | |

Reuben Post Halletck's mention of ::he play in his anthology en-

titled Halleck's New English Literature, coasists of the somewhat

verbose comment that the play "is the incarnation of the passion for

the world's wealth, a passion that.towers above common greed only by

3 Edmunds, p. 172.

® Ibid:, pp. 179-80.

7 Ibid., p. 180. " e o {

8 P.K. Het;nesaey, PThe Tragedies of Christopher Marlowe,”
, The University of Virginia Magazine, 86 (Mar. 1926), 172.

9

Ibid., p. 172.
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within by the defects of his
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-

the magnificence of its imnielrsity."'lo Harriott Fansler writes that

.

Barabas "is the embodiment of the lust of ... gold and vengeance,"
B LN +

I
and Fansler insists that Marlowe's main ;characters,_ including Barabas,

/ - | )

"are intefesting personalities in \ hemsg'(lves, regardless of what they !

/

'specifically do. They are interesting rather for what théy want to

do."ll Accor&ing to Fansler, Marlowe .
transmuted the dbstract wish of/a bloodless ghost ) /
into a life grinciple of a militant persomality. :

... Marlowe's\protagonists live and breathe only. . /

in their desir®s. Such-emphasis easily, results
in caricature, as it resulted Marlowe's own
Merchant Jew, ~ :

and it was Marlowe's purpose to empody "in a typicﬁi personality an

ardent passion. nl2

Clayton Hamilton, like Pace), maintains that "ambition was the
flaunting flag of‘!hrlowe; and ambition was the subject-that he' ana~

" and he writes that '"Marlowe imagined

lyzed ... in all lis tragedies

\

a new theme for tragedy-rthe exhibition ofla big man ruined from

wn character,"" a&ding -that "his Jew of
Malta was ruined by an insatihble lust for illimitable wealth."'>

Like Clayton Hamilton, N. Scarlyn Wilsom sees thaé "the eventual _
downfall {of the protagonis is a constant' factor" in Marlowe's main

plays, and that The Jew of Malta reve;n]:s "the search for illimitablg

0 .
Reuben Post Halleck, Halleck's New English Literature
(New York: American Book Co., 1913), p. 170.

11
Harriott Ely Fansler, The Evolution of Techmic in

Elizabethan Tragedy (1914; rpt. New York: Phaeton Press, 1968),
pp. 71-72. i '

¥
12 1b1d., p. 72.
13 ~ t '
Clayton Hamiltonm, Seen on the Stage (New York' Henry Holt

and Co., 1920), pp. 43 and 47, ‘ e
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with his principal character.

wealth.?'14 However, unlike Hamilton, Wilson does not attribute

-

Barabas' downfall to defects within his character, but rather to out-

side factors which Wilson describes only:as "mundaﬂe 1nfluencés."15

“sgt[s] forth a
,,J‘
greatw%nst ... fok wealth" but she notes that

‘ T

there 1is a strong undercurrent of passion," and that "he sympath zes

He seems to live in his hero, to work

_Nancy Brown Blair also asserts that the i}?y

in Marlowe's works

out in him the longings of his own soul."16 s '._

A sub-group which views Barabas as the study of desire or yearn-
) * ' ]
ing itself, irrespective of the object of the desire, includes cri-
tics such as Symonds and wéndell Charles Williams also belongs to

thgs sub-group. ' He writes that "Passionate desire is ... the subject

“of [the] plas ..." and "thoﬂ’gh The Jew of Malta is a grotesqua- farce,

¢ 17

the undernote is that of sinister and extreme longing’ Williams

Abelievespthat while, "The ‘means which the four protagounists [of

Tamburlaine, Doctor Faustus, Edward II, and The Jew of Malta] take in

... their search ... vary=~glory or learning or love of riches,"

ne@eftheless, "The search is for satisfaction which ... could not be

nl8

gained. Williams concludes that Marlowe "was aware of man's limi-

‘ /
l“.N Scarlyn Wilson, European Dradma (London.
Ivor Nicholson and Watsonm Ltd., 1937), pp. 35-36. -
15 Ibid., p. 36.

T . - 3

6 Nancy Brown Blair, "Women, in Lyly, Peele, Marlowe,
Kyd and Green," Master's thesis, Univ. of Colorado Library,
1905, pp. 18-20.

17 Charles Williams, The English Poetic Mind .
(Oxford: jClarendon Press, 15325, p. 179.
18 thiq., p. 179 L "
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. Whipple, p. 17.
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tation. Yet ... he was ... [also] aware of man's power....

" Edwin P. Whipple, who, -1ike Blair, asserts that Marlowe "stamps

the image of himself on all his strikiné defineations."zo belongs to

the sub-group which sees Barabas as representing great passion. He

contends that Barabas, L

- L

B ’ P RS
f .. in his lustiness, his absence of all weal: uﬁ)tions.

hig flerce delight in the mere feeling of self, in
the heedlessness with which he heaps together rub-
bish and diamonds and in the frequent "@tarts and '

/—'s(r(ange far flights of his lmagination is the o ) ’
model of irregular genius.2 . ‘

LRI

“d

-

Whipple's words emphasize the passionate nature of ‘Barabas and Mai.-l\owe
himgelf, who 1s the "irregular genius' Barabas is'patte'rned after. -
Like Crawshaw, lewis, Neilson, Thorndike, and Whipple; J.C. . b
Collina petceives Barabas and Marlowe's other naln characters as re- "‘ :
‘:vpresentatives ‘of colossal passion.‘ To Collins, Matlowe is an out- i
standing poet but not a great dramatist:

it was in a] ... translunary sphere that he found
his characters.... 0f air and fire, not of flesh and
. blood, are the beings who people his world posed. ...
They are neither true to life nor consistefit with them-
) selyes. Where they live they live by virtue of the in-
| tensity with which they embody abstract-conceptions.
- They are delineaiions, not of human beings, but of super-
human passions.

oy o vl

T

* -
.

Collins insists that "the ardour of his passion for the ideal, and the

S

intensity with which he has expressed that passion, are what impréss

ey oo Mg e S

19 Williams, pp. 180-~81. S

20
- 2 Ibid., p. 18.

. ) \
> , 22 Collins, p. 157.
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" us most in [Mar'lowe's] dramas."?>. G.E. \J'qodben:y is similarily Jm-

) . - X -
a ' . L1 / ) ) r—/\ . . , <
) . . 7 e , .
. .

pressed with Marlowe's ability as a poet and also sees Barabas as an .

embodiment of immense passion. . He writes that "Marlowe's great’ ) ,_A
{ ’ s ’

achievement ... wag to r%}%cover the main source .:. of dramatic

power. He rediscovered pas i:vr‘; which is the substance of poetry, and _ . N

. made it the substance of drama. 24 He continuey

In The Jew of Malta, Marlowe selected the.second pri-
mary passion [the first having been "lust of domiii{on"]
of man, the lust for ggéd, {nd he made Barabas a type

i
. of the love of wealth. < . . \hl‘/ ' i
» . . ¥

He asgerts that "The passion o6f the Jew, 1like that of the- conqueror, .

¢

is single and alone," and that Marlowe had

discovered passion as the substance of the drama, and

had created great embodiments of it in characters that
. N remain types never to be forgotten of the passion he

de};neated in each. : .

A sub-group of writers which considers Barabas a yearner for

power includes John Henry Ingraﬁ, William Lyon Phelps, F.S. Boas and . .

F.P. Wilson. Ingrsm claims that Barabas' ,ava'riciousn‘eu represents
ere than just greed in the play. , He bri}ﬂga:
. j"

: In -this Jew the greed for ri*hes is sublimated and -
i t/) e even éhobled; his longing for inexhaustible wealth .
; ' 18 dot the vulgar avarice of a Shylock, heaping up
) : riches ‘for riches' gake, but an intense lust for the
vauisiItion of power, and as’a tangidle evidence jf ,

. his supremacy over the.rabble.... 9arabas sought
\ supremacy by the power, of weg-lth'.
N . ¢ , oy

. 23 Collins, P- 161’.- .

24 Woodb‘grryu, PP ‘92-4’3‘.
o - P oraa, a9,
| 2 Ibidgpgy-s0. - -
o 27 ' @

Ingram, p. 155.
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- The power that wealth can provide, not the wealth for its own sake

' is what Barabas really wants, Ingram maintains. William Lyon Phelps
vl 2 N ' "

shares Ingram's conviction. Like Pace, he believes that "in the three

plays, Tamburlaine, Faustus arﬁThHe' Jew of Malta .. the emphasis is

. laid on one character.... And in each instance, this hero is the per-
. ‘ ‘4 ! N ¢
LA ' " sonification of some mad devouring ennbit:!.on."?'8 and he writes tHat

; ; _the ambition in The Jew of Malta, is for

Lo <

wealth, and the power that wealth brings: hge [Barabas]

does, not wish to be merely a rich man.... Hetwill not o .
. ( rest until he hag everything, until he sways empires o

. . « - with his wealth. ' -~ . . ‘

“ ~

Boas, who attests to the prominence of Machiavellian maxims and

ideas in the play ,' also* sees Barabas as a study of the yearning for

o
TIRE, AN VIV U S S

power. He writes:

-

Ld M- .

» ) ’ Barabas. as first caonceived by Marlowe, was more than a ? S
' : rep;esentative of the Hebrew race and religion. Within ‘ {
the narrower sphere of finance he is cast in the same

_.-.mould as Tamburlaine. We see him on his chosen field of

P, ‘ battle, with his munitions of war, vhen in the opeuning .

scene of the play he is discovgaed in his counting=-house r
with heaps"of gold before him! ' '

' Boas maintains that "Baraba's. like Tamburlaine, is greedy of sQvere-

N ignty, but for him it lies not in kingship ‘but in righes" and in sup=
: . : port of his contention cites Barabas' words "who 1is’ honour' d now but
' w L
s . for ‘his wealth?"! v, g Wilson,.li®e Neilson 'and Thorndtke,>? in- .
. l Q, _ sists: “that Barabas 18 "a man of uceptional power," and he adds that i
¥ ’ . N w . ’
i d . v . ) .
" B 28 . N ! Co
; ' o . Phelps, p. 20.
< . N ‘ . 9
P ; 29 -
\;‘ A . Vﬂ L Ibi?o, p. 21. ‘ - \
B . e Boas, pp., 132-33. . > v

o Tbtd., /@ S '

S
" E (-; . S See above. PP. 38—39. s . . .
1
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Barabas is "seeking exceptional power." Wilson believes that

) < \‘\ N "
’ Barabas "values wealth not merely for its own sake but as the sinews:

of power and for the assyrance it giwes that he is 'fram'd of finer
|} Ty

- ~ . mould than common men.'“3tL : .

Edward Dowden, who ljke Crawshaw, Collins, and others, sees that

h o

“"The starting point of Marlowe ... is something abstract—a passion‘
. . 'Y ‘
"or an idea; to a passion or an idea each work ... can be brought

. ) back, w33

¢ that,

is also interested in Barabas' ldst for wealth, but he states

We should be straining mattets. ... if we were to say
. " that Barabas desires money only for the power which
. ‘ its possession confers. This, in his worship of gold,
: ! is certainly a chief element, but he loges it also for
*  1its own sake with a fond extravagancg.3

~

'

¢ ‘ To illustrate. his point, Dowden refers to Barabas' reaction after

1

Abigail retrieves his treasure fromlthe'nﬁnnérj: "[Barabas] hovers

adbroubly over his recovered bags, and sings above them as a lark does
“ - ‘ z
above her young."37

v

In re&iéwing the output of the group which sees Barabas as a pas-
sionate yearner, one cannot fail to notice that substantiating refer-

¢ L4 -
ences to the text of the play are exceedingly rare, and’ that the ¢on-

: . R
, . ' * clusions drawn are remarkably similar, several minor variations- not-
_ . ‘ , ; .

s 3\ N .
vithstanding. One 18 reminded of Friedman's observation that much

»

F.P. Wilson, p. 61. . S e

“

\ 33

34 tbid., pp. 61-62.

y

35 ﬁdward Bbqun, Tragfiscripts and Studies (London:- -
Kegan Paul, Trench & Co..Ltd., 1888), p. 434. ,

36 Ibid., p. 450.: ' .,

Do

37 1bid., p. 450. \ S N
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Marlowe criticism seems to have been struck fram the same monolithic

mould. Indeed, there geems to be a tacit understanding on the part
. b \ -

of the writers that the reader has consulted other works concerning

’

~

Barabas as a pa§§ionate yearner, and one cannot help wonder wh§ theee
critics felt compelled to repeai eo much of what their predecessor;
anq contemporaries had already written especially since the work did
not culminate in ‘any new or enlightening interpretation of the plays.
A reader is left, after a perusal of numerous articles!and books,
with a dissaiisfied feeling. In the rush to label ﬁnranas,'samething
imnortant has been overlooked. Curiously, it is the _8Significance of
Marlowe's portrayal of Barabas as a passionate yearner which has been
t

neglected. The significance of Barabas as a passionate yearner in

relation to the total effect of the play has not been explored beyond

the dssumption that the play is a "study" of the passionate yearner
type; nor has the significance of this "stuqy"'been explained 1n rela-

tion to Marlowe's purpose in the play. It remains to other writers

. to transform notions about Barabas as a passionate yearhe;-into a
. ‘ ' ’

<omprehensive interpretation of_the play as a vhole. °

@
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CHAPTER NINE
_ BARABAS THE OVERREACHER

LI 1

Harry Levin e e s

Harry Levin has expanded the passionate yearner theory, and his

/ ' ;
interpretation of Barabas and the play is at once convincing and
enlightening. Levin, citiug a 1579 pafliamentary reference to hyper=-

bole as "overreaching speech" and George Puttenham's 158§‘definition

. of hyperbole as "the Ouer reacher, otherwise called the loud lyer,d

N :
asserts that Marlowe's "protagonists are overreachers all."l He sees

" that .

the basic convention of Marlovian drama is to take
. the word for the deed. Words are weapong....

Marlowe contrives his own sound effects, manipulat-
. ing a language which is not simply a means of cgm-

munication but a substitute for rgptésentation,

and Levin claims thaﬁ, as a result of this cdnvegtion'"the hero 1s a

- . t
-

consummate rhetorician and,~c6nverse1y, weakness is represented as
speechlessness."3 He sees the role of Marlowe's‘protagonists as an
examﬁle of "the exceptional man::.. the overreacher whose tragedy 1is

b
more of an action than a passion, rather an assertion of.man's will
' 1 . : ' .

) 1,Leyin, The Overreacher, p. 42. '

% 1b1d., p. 62.

3 Ibidn 'Y po" 63.

<
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than an acceptance of Godls."a

Levin points out that \Barabas, "Like Tamburlaine and [Marlowe"s C &

’
»

N other\protagoniéts] ... considers himself to be ’'fram'd of finer .

o mould than common men.'™ Levin notes that in the first act, e ﬂ

the stage direction indicates heaps of coins; but.we .

- are less impressed by them than by Barabas' gesture .
of dismissal.... We are- dazzled, not because riches A . f
are dangled before us but because they are tossed . T .
aside ... it vastly ihcreases the scale of his afflu-
ence to reckon it up so dryly and casually. Barabas
out-Herods Tamburlaine by making hyperboles sound like
understatements;6he values -the least of his jewels as
a king's ransom, . ' 3\

" a reference to Barabas' words in I.1.29-32:

As one of them, indifferently rated, - S ‘

And of a carat of this quantity, . _ o
May serve, in peril of calamity, ‘ o

To ransome great kings from captivity.

Levin continues that Barabas‘is not,hhowever,.indifferenx to riches, ~
r

as he (Batab;s) "makes it evident that gold is to him what the crown
is to Tamburlaine, 'felicity"... and he completes that blasphemy by
makking his buried treasure with the sign of the cross."’ '
Levin sees Barabas' words "Infinite riches in a little room"
(I.11.37) as summing up'thé\easen;e of Barabas and the essence of the :
play, because the line countains the "nosion of containing the uncon- .

~—
tainable."8 Levin marvels at Marlowe's ®rilliance in having created

such a line: . ’ o ‘.

b levin, The Overreacher, p. 43. -

3 Ibid., p. 80. R :

6.rb1d..'p. 86. . i

7 Ibid., p. 86.

. 8 1bsa., p. 86 .

#
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The line ... is perfect in its symmetry, each half

begins with the syllable "in" and proceeds through .
antithetical adjectives to Q;Jiterative\nouns; six

of the ten vowels are short i's.... It is hard to /
imagine how a larger amount of implication could be

mere compactly ordered within a single pentameter.

Up to this point,_Levin's arguments are enlightening and provocative,
Barabas the passionate yearner‘has become Bdrabas the o&erreachér,

and Levin's perception of a Barabal whose word§ and deeds are hyper-
. . N7 '
bolic and whose presence on stage is part of‘a/gggcess of "taking

~

metaphors literally and acting concepts outh 1s tempting. However,

\yhen he endeavburs to explain the reason for Barabas' fa;l; his ar-

A

gument becomes less persuasive. Levin sees that the overreaching
' Barabas ultimately fails in his reach because of his secret desire

to be loved (which led to his f?:éting of Ferneze 'and consequently -

to Barabas' downfall), and he dees this desire for love as Barabas'

'

tragic flaw,
Barabas ... 18 consclous of being hated and wants to
be loved. To be loved—yes, that desire is his secret
shame, the tragic weakness of a character whose wicked-
ness is otherwise unflawed. His hatred is the bravado
of the outsider whom nobody loves, and his revenges
are compensatory efforts to supply people with good

reasons for hating him.,.. The original miscalcula-~ 3
tion of Barabas was his failure to reckon with love.
It is the dilemma of ... thelfgoist who cannot live —_—

with athers or without them.
Levin's thedis'appeagg to be logical, but, in fact, evidence from the

. text of the play does not support his interpretation. In V.1i1,31-34,

Barabas says to himself: oo
9 Levin, The Overreacher, p. 87. . S J
” 10 L ' N
Ibid., pp. 42-43. A
11 - | . ‘ .

Ibid., p. 99. .
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. "But Malta hates me, and, in hating me, °
‘ My life's in danger; and what boots it thee,
Poor Barabas, to-be the Governor, -
Whenas ,thy life shall be at their command?

' In other words, Barabas says: 'My life will be in danger because the
people hate me, and what is the pc;int of being Governor if my life is

g at their mercy?" These are not the v/:jords .of a man who wishes to be

enamoured by his people in order toA_fufl"fill a gecret desire, but the

ol o 4
.

v.wrds 0f a ghrewd politician (albeit a ;glf-pitying and perhaps lone-
ly politician, as his words "Poor Barabasg" suggest) who realizes his
vulnerability in a certain situation. B¥rabas’ words in V 11.39-44
, \ attes't to his awareness, not of a secret need to be loved, but of the
'political astuteness 'of his gaining friends:

For he that 1iveth in authority, '
. And neither gets him friends nor fills his bags,
Lives 1ike the ass that AEsop speaketh of,
, That labours with a load of bread .and wine,
e And leaves it off to snap-on thistle tops.
‘ But Barabas will be more circumspect. - Do

Barabas, then, will be very careful in his position of authority.
He will not miss the opportunity to gain friends and riches and i3

. determined to use his position to personal-gdvantage. It 'is impor-
v s N j
tant to nﬁe that when Barabas implies that Ya wiseiban uses his posi-

s

tion of authority to "get him friends," Berabas is not expressing a
sentimental yearning f:)r love as LeﬂviJn woul'é have us believe, Tfle
phrase "gets him friends" must be seen in cont:ext. It is part of’
the clause "And neither gets him friends nor £111s his bags," and the

' extranely close associlation of "gets him friends“ with the obviously
luerative "fills his bags."—the phrases together form a single

» thought 'in Barabas' .reagsoning—removes any posaibﬂity that Barabas

a2t
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is speaking of trué friendship d love. Rather, he 1s speaking of

the5 utilitarian kind of "friends'" a politician needs tb retain power.

oy L, T

- Levin's claim that Barabas' covert desire for love led to his-

s failure, i; not, then, substantiated' by the text. .In spite. of- Levin's ?
3 \{gluable contriB;xtlion to an understanding of the play.itself and of 3

> Barabas' ch‘aracter and puri)ose within the play, it is necessary to ' .
N - ' .. 8earch elsewhere for a ‘more .'satisfying interpretation of Barfabas' . )

failure—if, indeed, he did faif.
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\ . CHAPTER TEN s

1
' BARABAS THE UNDERREACHER
!

. Cutts, Fri&{man . . : ) .

t

- In contrast to Levin's theory of Barabas as an overreache‘f, ‘ .
. , v . 'l ™ .

Alan Warren Friedman claims that Barabas is not an overreacher but .
" w

. . an uxtderreaetxer-one who is aiways trying to‘controlg 4meicpected events ‘ ‘ ‘
‘and return to the status quo, but failing dl‘s_mally in the attempt. 1
Friedman attacks critioism whieh fails to treat the play as a cohesive

L T " entity and which fails to jxamine the text closely,1 He as;erts that |

-

hi;e essay 'is ‘an attempt to see The Jew of Malta.as'a cohesive ‘unity,

.. - a dramatic totality held together by Barabas' decreasing ability to
circumscribe events" and.he maintains that "Barabas wishes, 'To do
- . that thing that ends all other deeds;/Which ’shagklee accidents and

’ 4

) : bolts up change' (Antony and Cleopatra, V.Ii.S-G)."? / 1

‘ I ' @ Friedman eeee Barabas as characterized By selfishness, naiveté

f ' : and conservatism. He offers definitions of each of 'the tema. "gelf-
5 L\ . 1eh—~pertainfng to or connecte)] with the self; naive—-unsuspbcting,

‘ . credulous, and unwéry ‘about duplicity or distortion, lacking analyti-

cal subtlety and depth. COnservative—tending or diaposed to maintain

-k ) ' existing views, habits, conditions or institutions; moderate; unwilling:

’ 1 gee Friedman, p. 156. ' o ' ..

I 2 Friedman, pp. 156 aud 207. | o
-122-
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to av&creacti.'ﬁ Whiie‘ none of the writers alre;dy mentioned in this
gection would argue that Barabas is not selfish, few, if any, would
agree that he 1s naive or conservative: all of them have seen Barabas
as struggling for more than the average person's allotment in life;

+ most have seér; him aé a wily politician scheming and plotting ‘bril-

. liantly' 'w:xntil finally defeated by; better schemer than hifnself'—but
certainly not defeated because of naiveté.'u Only‘Levin has seen the
cause of Barabas' downfall to be his trusting of Ferneze, and Levin

¥ .
‘perceives it to be a tragic flaw in his. character, rather than evi-

o dellce ‘of a generally naive nature. Friedman's claim, th‘en, is truly ’
- . fiovel and gomewhat. astounding. He continues: "In fact, the idea of
Barabas as an 'underreacher' ... is implicit thoughout this ess.a,}:."4
To Friedman, Barabas' actions in the play are ultlimately ".and
primarily caused not b)t his éregd or by his de‘e{re for revenge——
althougll/ elements of both are present—butv by his’ ddfsire to return to
the status quo of the time before Ferneze seized his wealth. He main-~
taing that Barabas was happy yi\.th his lot at the beginning 'of the play,
and had no tremendous aspirations: 'He [Barabas] accepts the limita-
tions society h;as placed upon him, and glories ... in having achieved
the kind of success by which‘ society ustoxaliy m‘ezisures a man's worth

[i.e., wealthjr."s Friedhan quotes Batabas’ words in I.1.105-119 to’

substantiate his claim, commenting: \
. 3 '
Friedman, p. 156.

e . * Ibud., p. 156, | | I

> Ibid., p. 157.
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4 ' ' .
Barabas thus sees himself as embodying his na-
tural role within a traditional context; unlike i
Marlowe's other. protagonists, ... he desires c o F4
neither power, office, nor universal acclaim—but
simply the gelf-—ish and ﬁ:iserly ++» products of
... wealth, ) )

Friedman agrees with Ellis-Fermor's characterization of Barabas:"

"Barabas at the opening of the play, is a man who
has become- powerful by the steady exercise of
native tenacity and intelligence, without being
driven by a fierce or fanatig desire ‘for power.

Even at the height of his fortunes ... he is not - ,°
intoxicated by th] He gives way to no -
‘raptures,”" ,..- iscussion of Ba:,-abas' char-

acter is sensitive and intelligent. .

Al N
4 -~ . A

i
Neither Ellis-Fermor nor Friedman seem to have remembered Barabas'

o

feelings of ecstasy in II.1.50-57 when Abigail throws him his treasure.

The passage can scarcely be interpreted as*anything but evidencé of

T

Barabas' fntoxica;iou with wealth, and it certainly q;.lalifies as an “ §

example of Barabas' "raptures." Friedman inslsts that all Barabas

1

wants "is simply to be left alone, to be allowed to maintain his sta—
us quo regardless of .all external factors including Tuﬁh galleys.

Why, let'em come, so they come not to war;

_Or let'em war, so we be conquerors.

" (Aside) Nay, let'em combat, conquer, and kill all.

So they spare mﬁ my daughter and my wealth, ‘
(I.1.152-155)." R N

-

Friedman ascribes Barabas' failure to his misjudgment of both
Turks and Christlans. He says that Barabas : ' .

misjudges both the Turks—expecting that they
will "entef «+s take the town" and the Christians
£

|because of| ... his continuing childishly {
6 - ‘ .
Friedman, p. 157. o N ' Y
’7 ' A ‘ > " » a
< ‘ Ibid., p. 157. v
8

Ibid., p. 158.
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naive trust in Ferneze as embodying just so‘i:ial
authority and true Christian morality.

Contrary to Friednian"s belief, there 18 no evidence in the pl#yAto
suggest that Barabas abelieved the Christians embodied "j‘gst social
~ ..
authority" or "true Christian morality." . In wfgct, the play abounds
with Barabas' expreagsions of his dislike for tixe Christians and of
his conviction that the C‘h}:istians arei hypocrites, :hievias and sly
scoundrels (see, for example, I.11.164~172; I1.11,116; I.11.128-130;
1I1.11.182; Ii.iii.ZZO; II.iii‘.314—315; etc\.).ﬁ It is not likely that

. Barabas, feeling the, way he does -about the Chrjistians, would see anyi__
admirable qualities in them., Friedman gives no examples from the
text to sﬁpport his claim-—pro‘bably beca\use none exist therein. .

As substantiation for his contention that Barabas has a great
"desire for the re-establishment of the stability and order,"lo Fried-
man cites B‘arabas’ line "Give us a peaceful rule; make Christians
‘kings") .(1.1.136)é§ Fr‘iedman, however, has taken Barabas' words out ‘of’
context, The passage of' which thig line is part, oc;:urs before Baraba‘s
has had his money taken from him. The line dpes not therefore attest
to Barabas' desire for the "re-establishment" of stability and order. '
because the event which Friedman perceives as triggering tl\'x\e ‘Sreakdown
‘of 'fstabili,ty and order" for Barabas (i.e., the thgft of his wealth),

has not yet taken place. Nevertheless, Friedman 1s correct in assym=-
ing that the line reveals Barabas' preference for a "peaceful rule:":\

. ~ 4
a merchant's chances of increasing his business a.n‘d wealth are much

greétet during stable times than during periods of upheaval and unrest.
\

3 .
% Priedman, ps 158. T R o
L 19 1p4d., p. 160. ' -

L)

LI




by e e

126

According to Friedman, Barabas gradually but "totally subordi-
nates his gi‘eed‘=. as well as his feeling for Abigail, to his desire for

the re-establishment of the'stability and order."ll As support for

a

" this statem> Friedman puts forward Barabas' refusal to allow Ferpeze

to pay him until Barabas had fulfilled his promise, and Barabas scorn-
ful dismissal,of the five hundred crowns in his talk with Pilia-Borza.

Writers who perceive Barabas as a yearner fbr, wealth might argue that

. ) & . ] .
the sums were not sufficlient to interegt Barabas, and those who see
o -t »

him as a Machiavellian plotter might argue that he was more interested

\x{l the guccﬁss ‘of his schemes at this point, than in the acquisition

N
of some relatively paltry ‘wealth.

.

Of the second part of the.play, Friedman writes:

'l'he atmosphere of Acts III and IV, whete the play a
supposedly -breaks down, serves“sg_an extended

metaphor for the psyé¢hologically chdotic state
- of a man backed into a corner and forced to

"employ the "policy" of the Eerverters of gocial . °

order if he 1is to survive. ‘ . .

He states that Barabas fails because he is unable t&'stop the flood .of

> .
consequences 6{\ his schenes. "The inadequdcy of his poisoned‘flower

that the second part of the play is significant because in this part
"the continually externally motivated intriguer has become a re-actor

whose stark deeds are visual images parodying the luxurious verbal

?

'n. Friedman, p. 160. Coe . .

2 1b1d., p. 165.

oo

g




e - .

R R I

" “yerbal attempt to inflafle himself" and, an attempt "to see himself as

ly""just does not have it in him, for, with\the“sipglh exception of thelk . ‘

time,

»
g
-
ettt -

Poa ) ° W -
.

images of the poetry he once spoke."13 It i8 a pity that Friedman s
does not fully develop the 1dea that Barabas' "stark dequ" in. the

second patt of the play create vigual images which parody the verbel ',,/H ’

images of the first part, as 1t might have strengthened his argument
- l
fhat the play 4s a cohesive uttit written entirely by Marlowe (see

Chaétef Five). Instead ﬁe tries to“justify the eﬁsence of poetry

/

in the second part. Ky’t}aiming that . Batabdsiigg;o busy with his "stark ;

deeds" that he "has neither the time nor the eflergy for it [ oetry]."l4 o ’ R E

——

Thls statement implies that Barabas has a choice as to the manner in

which he will speak in the play (if he 18 not.toco busy, he will uge .
T - 4

_ poetry, if he'is too busy, he wilk’use something else). thus assigning . 7 ‘

respousibility for _the uording of the play to 1its main character-Bara—
bass ‘ingtead of to its authot-uarlowe' a revetsal of roles which 18 !

clearly unlikely,

Friedman. dismisses Barabas' last speech (from the cauldron) as a

the stereotypéd villaigous Jew."ls Friedpan claims that Barabas real- . .

friar incident, Barabas consistently fails to shackle the consequential

accidents of his intrigues," concludiné that "as he sedks to dam up the

[l

overflowing wnteé& of his actions Barabas bungles the job almost every
uwl6 @ . . '

13 }riedman, p. 163. ‘
14 1pi4., p. 163. N C B L
) - ‘ ' : ‘ {

15 Ibida, p- 1650 .4 K e N ) * . )

" 16 1h44.. “pp. 165—66. R S SR
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JFriedman correctly notes that "The Jew of Malta, unlike Shake-

L‘ -gpearian tragedy, ends on 4 note of irresolutiom, for [there 13] no

moral jér'der ‘at last re—-asserting itself" because Ferpeze, "who [is]
almost totally evil ... Emd] thgncﬂlevérest and most treacherous

deceiver, ultimately triumphs. nl7. Hm:ever he fails to respond to
o Ok
Y- t’h; implications of Fern‘e 8 return to power, and his argument 1s

;-
finally seen to be both illagical and 1nconsistenp. Fr;edman has con-;

1 " tended that Barabas wa'nted to return to the status quo, to restore

- a

" the stabﬂ/y and order. represented by Ferneze and. the Christians that
exi\sted before Femeze stole his wealt_h. Friedman admits that iri the

" end' Ferneze 15 returned to power, but he still insists that Barabas

t

e

Friedman 8 argbment one must conclu@e tha‘\t Barabas. ~u1t{mate1y succeed f"
his quest" stability/aqd order as represented by Femeze_ and
L the' Christians aré restored. .Even though Barabas himself perished,
N .

' »ﬁ alieged goal was ulfmaxeiiy Jeached. The fact that "moral* order

¢

i
*

ishnot inst'alled' at the pldy's end is also beside the' poiat: "moral‘"P
T .
. . i
order did not :-,:d:st at the beginning of ‘the play and therefore could

" not have been restored. = °
' ]
John P. Cutts' perception of Barabas and what he a;_s\t‘rying to .
. ) ! - N
achibeve in" the play, is similar to Friedman's in that he sées Barabas

as wanting to be left alone, "shut ‘off from the world"!8 apdl as beix;\g

u
N
PN

"satlsfied with, such infinite riches [in his 'little room'] , seeing In. _

s J ’ ’ . '0 S t "
17 o ~

Cwr Friedman, p. 166, ' - T o

¥

‘ “ John P. Qutts. The Left Hand of God: A Critical Intet retation
of the Plays of ,Christo her Marlowe i}laddo&ield. N.J.: Ha.dgon.field
House, 19735 ? 139. ,

- , ] \

Q, - .- ) B ¢
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failed in his attempt to restore the status quo! Surely {f one folloﬁ"“//
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,\‘Fhem the fulfillment of . the promised lands to the seed of Abraham,"19

er, reach Friedman's

74

before Ferneze interfered:  Gutts does not; ho

conclusion that Barabas was frying desperately.and unsuccessfully to

~

circumscribe events so that the status quo would be reinstated, | "
Instead, he joins the.ranks of the monsterizers of Barabas in conclud-. .

. ing that Batabas acts fiendishly out of a desire for revenge. He

' “writed that "Barabas’ suf fering has called forth his wofst potential,"

] . ke o

- hd

that he is reborn "as a monstrous parody of whatever dignity he had

been granted earlier" after Abigail gives him his hidden treasure, and.
that "The very means. whereby he regained ,.. wealth, his daughter

Abigail, becomes ?he first thing to be sacrificed in his epie quest

for ‘the deity of revenge. n20 : . '

o /‘

Cutts is fascinated with the motif of infinite riches in a little .

room, and hypothesizes that the little room refers not only to the
, rdom where Barabas storeé his treasure, but also to Barabas' mind He

says thaai;he room is "the little room of Barabas mind, in which he K
. s P

can gain a deity, be a mighty God"21 through imagining the power 3

his wealth, He maiﬁtains that Barabas wants '"to be in his {nner room ‘ c-

shut off froﬁ the world and all its worrisome problems, its hypo-‘p

n22 e heﬁpresents né examples from the text to support this

crisy
statement and ﬂé does not enlarge on the nature of the "worrisome

. ~ * . .
problems" or "hypocrisy” Barabas supfdsedly wishes to avoid. Cutts
. i . t

sees Ferneze's attempt-to take away Barabas' wealth as an invasion of

o 19 cuees, p. 150, . c S ' l

20 1hid., pp. 156-59. ‘ C

21 A A A

= Ibidu, po 147.
, ) S . - v
,22 'Ibidos P. 169\" ) , "\".

v
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) ﬁgrabas' inner room—an invasion which Barabas Fould not and could not

tolerate: "Beware of involving him in the rottemnness of the outside

wc.)rld, bécause he will rplay’ that outside game to the 'dea!:h."u He

views Ferneze's theft of Barabas' wealth as the act which caused
Barabas' hOstiiity to change into a detemmination to seek revenge not

as much for the theft of thé wealth itself, as for the invasion of
. - - Y

. Barabas' inner room: "To see the secrets of his inner room is to

8

" die, . At the same time, Cutts claims that Barabas) spiderlike,

' . . :
"wants to lure people, as much by her ":Abigail] as by his gold, but -
"once they have accepted something from him ... .they are automatically .
' [ » . N A

dccmed."25 He continues: "Let him stay in his little world of infi-

» ' .

nite illusic& his 'easy' world of fantastic riches to which every

- now and again he will invite a chosen victim."26 Cdt&s makes no

effort to exﬁlain why Barabas woyld wish to lure someone into his
inner room if his primary desife was to Stay cut off from the world.
.o Apparently, Cutts is unable to see the mntréhictiom within his owm
arément, and the resulting i:néonqldsiveness of h}s th;a;);:ieyf‘
Those "who perceive Barabas as ;n un:ierr;eachexs believe t:hatL he
is content‘ with his place in life.‘and that he hag no aspirations until
his prtvacy is invaded and his wealth confiscat:ed. " Cutts sees Barabas'

subsequent actions as those of revenge, and Friedman contends thef are

0 ‘ . ‘
attempts to restore the status quo. In cpntrast to Levin's view of

3 Cutts, p. 169. o '

24 I1d., p. 168.

2 1b1d., p. 168. ' : »

26 1pi4., p. 169, : ®




13t

Barabas' motives and actions as upwafdly spiralling, reaching beyond -

himself, beyond the limits of mankind and society, Friedman and Cutts
,Wh-“

perceive Barabas' motives and actions ag spiralling inward and‘ down-

-

ward=-pulling down iqfé Barabag himself instead of pushing up {nto the
universe. .The theory of Barabas as an underreacher, despite its weak-
nesses and inconsistencies is valuable in that it foc;;:E“Zzleﬂ;ion

on Barabas'{mottves in the play and it attempts to-see the play as a

‘cohesive unity.

:“) '
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CHAPTER ELEVEN
BARABAS THE MACHIAVELLIAN \
Boas, “Boyer, Craik, El}is—Fermor, Henderson, Levin, Mahood,
Masintonh, Meyer, Praz, Ribnet; Rowse; Van Fossen, Ward {f el
Considering that the Prolégue to The Jew of Malta is spoken by
k4
Machevill who announces that Barabas money has not been gained :

Without my means," it is hardly surprising that Barabas has been
perceéived by many students of the play as a representative of Machia-
vellian ideas—or at least of Machiavellianlideas as the Elizabethans j

-

understood them. No review of criticism concerning Barabas' charac-
ter in the play would be complete without reference to those who - e
pefceive Barabas ag a Machiavellian. The critics'mentioned in tpis
chapter, while sharing a common belief that Barabas is a Machiavel-

lian, differ in their opinions as to the nature and significance of

the Machiavelliénism ng>§presents, and also in their intetpr?tation
. Y '

(1) of the play as a whole, and/ij}fof other aspects of Barabas'

chardcter within the play. ‘

; Most critics in this group, that {s, Meyer, Boyer, Praz,

,\/” ' . .

Henderson, Boas, Levin, Ribner and Van Fossen, agree that the Eliza-

bethans had an inaccurate perception of Machiavelll and that their

understanding of the man and hig grinciples was based lafgely on

Gentillet's highly prejudicial maligning of Marchiavelli's writings,

AR ' | -132<, e
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rather than on Machiavellifs‘work itself. Machiavelli's The Prince

wgs not published in English until 1640, although manuécript trang-

lations were in circulation before that dgte.1 Gentillet's Contre~ -

Machiavel, which was published in 1576,2 was mainly responsible for

the Elizabethans' distortion of Machiavelll.

‘ Critics Meyer, Boyer, Prag, Hendergon and Van Fossen poinp ouf
that Mﬁchiaéelli came to be perceived by the Elizabethans as a
villain, and thhse who followed his principies, disreputable t§ say
the least. He became assdéiated with "poison[;né], murder, fraud'

and violence";3 the "devil"a or "evil incamate";5 "diabolical

ath‘eism";6 "cunning and deceit";7 "Seneca's 'type of cruel and ruth-
less ;yrant";8 and an “excéssively pragmatic, underhanded, treather-

ous,'atheisggg. coveious, self-centered, machinating, inhuman

monster."9

. Praz points out that the term "policy" had ceme to mean a’

4

Van Fossen, p. xvi.

»

2 E. Meyer Machiavelli and the Elizabethan Drama (WEimar‘
Verlag Von Emil Felbar 1897)¢ p. 13.

]

. ’ . . 133

3 Ibid., p. 26,

4

. ' : A ¢
4 Clarence Valentine Boyer, The Villain as Hero in Elizabethan

Tragedy (1914; rpt. New York: .Ruseell & Russell, 1964), p. 5l.

\

5 Henderson, p. 254.
6

‘of the British Academy, Vol. 14 (London:
" Univ. Press, 1928), 82,
I

7.Henderson, p. 255.

8 Ibid., p. 255.

.9 Van Possen, p. xvi. . R 4

:
.o (’
‘
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¥

Mario Praz, "Machiavelli and the Elizabethans," Proceedings
“-Humphrey Milford, Oxford
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Ivillism." . E. Meyer in 1897 asserted that,
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"gleight or trickflo by the sixteenth century, and Henderson notes
that to the Elizabethans it became "Qynonymous with cunning and "~
deceit."ll Ribner writes thatf'to the Elizabethans, it meant "cun—
ning, the manipulation of worldly affairs and other men by one's
own power; of frauA and dggeption."lz, Since Barabas displays'vir-
tually all the qualities listed ab?ve he obviously qualifies—in

Elizabethan terms at least—for the distinction of Machiavellian.

The aEthor-—who is identified only as "H.M.'"-——of' the article

"On The Jew lof Malta" which appeared-in Blackwood's Magazine in 1817,

claims that thé Prologue means that "we are to consider the conduct

: .
of Barabas asg Marlowe's exemplification of the principles of Mache-

13

a
I found that what the Elizabethans reverted to so .
often as the maxims of, [Machiavelli], were, in S .
four cases out of five, not to be found in his '

writings at all, but were perszted"from the ‘same

in a manner infinitely unjust.

Meyer ilhsists that 1t was "Marlowe [who] first\Brought [the Elizabe-

than misconception of] Machiavelll in person upon the stage to speak

the prologue to Jew of Malta." 15 "In 1899, A.W. Ward explained that

the words in the Prologue. "shose wealth had not been amassed 'with-

out my means'" indicate that Barabas "is no common villain, but a

-
L

10 Praz, p. 59. ' ’

11 Henderson, p. 255. : b .

12 Ribner, "Marlowe's 'Tragicke glasse,'" p. 101.°

- 13

H.M., "On The Jew of Malta.f;pp. 260-61.

14 Meyer, p.- 1.

13 Ibidy p. 27,

r
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politié schemer acting on a well-considered system,'" and Ward asserts

) thét "Barabas fuily redeems the pfomise thus made on his behalf; one

‘at least of his speeches (Act V. line 117 seqq.) has something like

N

the true ring of the Principe itsélf."l6 Ward further claims that

e

when Barabas becomes "no longer sinned against as well as sinning,

wl?

we lose ... sympathy with him. For all practical purposes, Ward

restricts his comments concerning ﬁgéhiqvellianism to the above: he
does not pursue the idea of Machiavellianism &s a thgme of the ﬁlay
nor does he offer any oeher thoughts a; to Barabas' Machiavellian

'characteristics; He sees Barabas simply as a representative of @ _

Machiavellian principles as the Elizabethans understood them.

Boyer casts Barabas as a "villain-hero' and explains the term \\\;

a villain i1s a man who, for a selfish end, wilfully
and deliberately violates standards of morality sanc-
* tloned by the audience.or ordinary reader., When such
‘ a character is given the leading rdle, and when his
'deeds form the centre of dramatic interest, the vil-
lain has become protagonifg, and we have the type-play
" with the villain as hero.

According to Boyer, Sgnecan characteristics "are all to be found in

The Jew of Malta: Sensationakism, including horror of Incidéﬁi and
eiaggeratign'éf;expreséﬁon,'Rhetoricf Fétalism. Con£empt of Death,
and Soliloquy" but, hé-éﬁéﬁrts, "Seneca ... can b; said to have
exérted' only a gendral .:'Lnfluence over this tragedy; Machiavelli was

»
t

16 Ward, A History of English Dramatic Literature, p. 340.°

17 Ibid.,rp. 342, .

18 Boyer, p. 8.

oA Ll
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that. Barabas 18 meant to be Machevill himself. Furthermore, Mache-

/_ . , ‘ ‘ 136

its real 1.nsp1.rat:ion."19 He concludes that Machiavelll was "an in-
fluence ‘that;: accounts specifically,' -not for the villain ;s hero, but
for the type of villain chosen ag r_Jt'x.e_r:e‘."zo In noting that Gen-—

tillet's book was the primary cause of misinterpretation of Machia-

~velli's principles in Eﬁgland, and, that Marlowe was "the first td

bring Machiavelli on the stage," Boyer's‘op.inion coincides with
nger’s. Boyer sees, however, "that Machiavelll was supposed to ',l;e o
incarnated in the figure of Barqbas,';\épntending that "the best evi-
dence" of £his incarnation "is to be obtained from the prolqgu.e’ it-

gelf, where such a statement is directly made."u Boyer is ‘wistaken

[ -

in his assertic;n that "such a statement is directly made" in the

Prologue. Machevill in the Prologue does not say he is Barabas, but

only that he tells the story of a Jew who resembles Machiavelli:
I come not, I, ”
To read a lecture here in Britain,
But to present the tragedy of a Jew,
Who smiles to see how .full his bags are cram'd; ' - \
Which money was not got without my means. ..
I crave but this,--grace him as he deserves,
And let him not be entertain'd thé worse
" Because he favours me. |my emphasis]
(1. Prologue. 28—35)

.

Machevill's words "he favours me" do not have the same meaning as
"he is me." The words suggeat that Barabas may resemble Machevill,
and/or that he may willingly employ Machiavellian tactics to achieve

his ends but neither Mteﬁretation 13 the same as an insistence
(- e

‘ \ N\ 3
19' Boyer . ppu 44"“5 . . ”%“
20 1p14., p. 30. }
21 ' .
! Ibid., pp. 39 and 45.

.
L )
.
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\ vill's words "I ébme oo / présent the tragedy of a Jew" hiearly

‘mean that it is Machevill' purpose to tell the story of a Jew, and
]

' ihg;e is ‘nothing in the line that WLuld.indicate that the Jew is

v ( .
intended to be Machevill himself. It would seem @asonable, however,

" that the story Machevill tells would be {llustrative of his own

.principles. Machevill shows in the play that the whole world? pro-
’tagonist and antagonist, operate by his principles. 'He is not re-
stricted to one character, but is present in all the characters, in
the plot, in the very spirit of life that surrounds and'infuées the
play. Boyer's contention that "'Machiavel' simply states that he
lives again iﬁ the person of the Jew who is to play the leading rdle
in the ensuing (tr:agedy,"z'2 is not substantiated by the text of the
play, nor does it seem logical to believé that Machevill would equate
himself with Barabas, for why would he want to tell a story of how he
finally loses out? Machiavellian principles are not restricted to
Barabas or to any one character, but abound in the spirit of I;Ee in
tpe play. For a while Barabas is dominaﬁt,‘but even when he falls
‘his spirit and his principles live on. Ferhgzé appears to t;iumph.
but he, Liké Barabas, 1is merﬁly a pawn'in a game played and con%tol-
led by Machevill,

" Boyer asserts that Marlowe accurately portrayed some aspects of

true Machiavellianism in his cﬁarécter Barabas. He writes, for

example, that, A ’

4

"The ridding one's self of accomplices is the very
essence of Machiavellism. It ... is discussed in
The Prince, Chapter VIII. Barabas adopted the same
- . ,

2 Boyer, p. 46. )
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policy, and it became a characteristic of Méchia\fel-
lian villains,23

>

and also that "egotism is one of the distinguishing features of
Machiavellism" and he says that the same 1dea \i's present' in Barabas'
.wor:ds "For, so I live, perish may all the world!"™ (V.v;II).24 Other
characteristics. Barabas possesses which Boyer ins(isté are trulyr
M;chiavellian include subtle';y, a dissembling nature p\i'one to rlelil-
glous hypocrisy, and a keen eye. for every advantage tha\t‘ may be /',

gained by political shrewdness.25 .- C A

Stating that '"Marlowe segms to deserve the credit for.establish-

/ ing this particular character-type," and that, after Barabas,

"Machiavellian villain-heroces at once became popular and ran a long

course on the stage,” Boyer-adds .that "They séem to have been divided

into two types, those whose chief m’otive was revenge, like Barabas,

% .
and those whose ruling motive was ambition, like Tamburlaine.“26 As

examples of the ambition type he gives Richard III whom he sees as .

r

"the perfect Machiavellian," and Macbeth, who he says is "no Machia-

.A vellian at all."27 His examples of the revengeful type include
Aaron a;xd Iagu.z8 It is interestifg that he sees Barai:as' ruling mo-
tive as revenge and not ambition. The writers who perceive Baraﬁ;as *
as a passionate yearmer placed ambit:{on before revenge i_n listing-
e 23 Boye‘r",l p. )42. ’ _
24 Ibid., p. 41. . .
3 See Boyer, pp.‘ 49~51. ' | b “
26 Boyer, pp.. 220-21. | ‘ . v
27 1b4d., p. 221. / | o .o
28 1b1d., p. 221. L S T .
RPN .
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that Machiavelli did not invent the ideas which came to be called

. ‘ co 139

8

Barabas' dhief motives.. This disagreement resulté——to agr

' degree—from affixing a label to a character without allowidg for the

character to possess an individuality of his owm. Suchtlabelling
i ) .

* deadens both idea and dramﬁtic characterization and often leads on

to contradiction. Barabas is first and foremost a memorable stage

personality. He may owe his antecedents to the devil, to Machiavelli, ¢

¢

to f;rces of overridingcpéssion and ambition, etcetera,nbut éu;ﬁ his- “é
triounic. genetics d? not make ; figurgfinto a stand-in for an idea, ¥
ani more than inherited ﬁersonality traits mean that the individual
possesses no true individuality. A4s loug as passionate, ambitious
and Machiavellian are seen as descriptive qualities, they may be’
(though not necessarily are) enlightening components. When they are
used as critical boundaries, however, ;hey delimit dramatic 1life and
oﬁteg lead to tedious and contradictory éonclusions.
Mario.Praz sppplies a sobering overview to the myopic assertions

of the likes'of'Boyer and Meyer. Praz, while admitting that Gentil-

let's book Contre-Machiavel was effective in causing witespread mis-

interpretation of Machiavelli's principles, holds that it "wag not
the sole source forrthe Englfah travesty of Machiavellil" as Machia-
velli had been "already mentioned with.a sinister connotation in the
[ﬁobérﬁ] Sempili Bailads referring to Scottish political events ...

as early as 1568, ... 1570, ... and 1572."%
/

Praz also pqinté out

Machiavellian, he merely “supplied-a label, a cliché, for describing <

"

A
9 Praz, pp.‘53 and 52.,

3
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o
//4:thods which had been in use sincé‘remotq}antiquity."30 Praz .also

. ) ] /"
notes that, . ‘ /

the question of Machiavellian influences on Elizabe-

than drama is complicated by the influence of [ The

Jew of Malta and Kyd's The Spanish Tragedy], which
. . was still wore far-echoing than it is thought,,

Like Boyer, he maintains that The Jew of Malta '""gave birth to the

. ©  type of the Machiavellian knave on the Elizabethan sn:age.":s-2 but un- :

like Boyer he asserts that The Spanish Tragedy shéréd the honour.

Praz reports ;ﬁa; the "mythical Machiavelli" as perceived by the

xg ‘ C Elizabéthans "suggested gg;efly.:. a’ treacherous’way of killing, gen-

eraily by poison, «++ and diabolical atheism, 3 and Ke continues

that "in Barabas [we have] Machiavel in the role of the Miser."34

’ : o

. According to Praz, "The dramatists were chiefly responsible for giv- .

/ing currency to the legend‘[of HMachiavelll as diéreputable gnd

vil laiqous] 30

and o ‘ ‘ °
The Senecan ‘drama was ... the medium through which
Machiavellian principles, distorted as they had been, .

. .. came to be uttered from the stage. Machiavellism, as
*. “  epitomized by Gentillet, provided an up-to-date ‘36
©  equipment of ideas to the worn-off classical tyrant.

" Of Bfrabsk as a "miser-Machiavel,”" Praz writes that Barabas®
: ' ' 30 Praz, pp. 54-55. | . . .

" ' - 31 tpad., p. 75. R . . -
¢ . 3 1p1a.,p.75. - .

a . \
W
‘ 33, Ib1d., pp. 80-82.. C e
34 ‘

o e e g

Ibid., p. 84.

. % 1bid., pp. 63-64.
S J ¥
o 36 Ipid., p. 71.
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. . is above all a wonstrous miser.. Hid/;oney Mwas not
got without my means" Machiavelli says of him in the

prologue, and, in a mich-quoted passage in the Secodd ' ]

., ' Act (MAs for my selfe, I walk abroad a-anights'), SO )
, ’ Bafabg? enumerates the gtratagems which have made him
rich. ' I
Praz is emphatic that, , : )
{ .
- Nothing could beatess tru¢ to the historical teaching .
of Machiavelli, who warned his Prince to avoid, of'qll -
. _ things, rob his subjects, sincé, he says, man e ~
. - - forgets earlier the death of his ggther than the loss’
: i ‘of his patrimony (Principe xvii), ' ‘ 9
but, }1ke‘the‘other critics mentioned above, Praz- fails to explore
the possible 1ﬁplications of Barabas as representative of ;he Eliza-
}: _\u R . v 1
bethan misdbnception of Machiavelli, as opposed to true Machiavel- : -‘

lianism. His belief that Barabas was an accurate representative of
. Mach{;vglli as the Elizabethans perceived him may be  correct, but

X because he fails to elaborate on the signifjcance of his observation .

" to The Jew of Malta as a whole, the application of Prag'é views 1is

, largely left to the reader. ' )

n

Some critics mentiongi‘above have noted that Marlowe probably had i
access to Machiavelll's actual works as well as Gentillet's prgjuﬂi—

cial interpretation of them. Praz states, for example, that "Marlowe

certainly, and ?}a very likely, had a fair knowledge of M‘chiavelii's
doctrines. Marlawe had studied in Cambridge, where Hachiavélli;s

writings wére eagerly read.“39 However, none of these critics have . g

offerediany further explanation as to why Marlowe would have deliber- -

T EmT e T

- 37 Praz, pp. 51-52, ’ | . l
; . 38 /'--—/ .
% . ) , Ibido' p. 52- ' : .
; 39 .
! . Ibid., p. 75.
‘ : \ . e -
. ‘ :
{ . -
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." "c r . . ., ‘ ‘_\ } . \ {
' W T grely and knowingly misrepresented Machiavelli s principles in his N v

> ) N » N
. e o . , ’ i

creation of Barabas, other than that it was an opportune _way to °

. : c

Ay . :e:rit.alize the Senecan stock character of the v:lllain.40 | That . T :
. k : : Marlowe may have had another purpose in mind than to/ be ‘disseminatar ¢ \‘
’_\ > , . " ) of Machiavelliani;m in England is not acknowledged by Boye/Prazh = B ,
o R _S_a.l_'v ,% L i Lo . i . ’j
* \ . . ; -‘ Rarely does a critic ;.nsist that ‘Marlowe's Barabas is a Just and’ .‘F

' ' : true ‘represéntative of Machiavelli 8 principles,  but Ellics-Fermor is

.o o one such critic.* She writes that, in The Jew of Malta, Marlowe' = - =,

" " . .- . . ’I n R "
/! i ‘3 7 tends to isolate from the body of Machiavelli's philo=s < .
e ' . ‘ sophy those parts which were most arresting and most L o
L4 * " . extreme; he invests his villains with cﬁfblooded. ‘ .
) .determination to compass ‘their ends by tever means \

-7 will serve them best, ZTFI wade, 1f necessary "through
glaughter 'to a throme" . o)

) and.th"at while "in the denunciation of religion .+. Marlove was a

little beyond his codmission.... In all e‘lse .e. he represents him
R ) . [Machia“velli] fairly. Y,,‘Z Notinog that "The dau%‘iess courag:\nd ]
a X U /} " : ruthlessness %f Machiavelld's doctrinea seem at first to have nade -a K

"N, s
. fu—
. strong appeal to Marlowe," she hypothesizes that "The Jew of ‘Malta

.,43

e T mny have been written in the firﬂg barst of this enthusﬁsm. “She.
' ’ \

R . . hel_ieiyeé that Marlowe uses Machiavellian ideas as "another expression

: - - oof ... aspiration."“ She 18 convinced th#t Marlowe tried to harmess -
-l -, N . Lo
) " ' aspiration and Machiavellian prineiples, and that Machiavelli's ideas

r

! . B r

] e e ‘ ,‘0 Praz, . 94 ‘ ‘ " L ! ' -
P C o +! B : .
? * .-‘“ ( :"l 41 Elli‘-?lrlot, p. 89. " ' o A ‘ '- ) - . i - ?\
D oo "% Ibid., p. 93.. .- ' o .«
e A 3 1b1a., p 9. . S, \
* , s ‘ [ 6‘ Ibido "p- 91- ' " * ' . ‘ " ¢ L ' "',’\, ’ - -
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which reduces the character and the drama ‘and of-tee results in dull

. beginning~of the play, and that "extreme suffering" causes "Barabas'

ot mind to lose] its balance,"” Ellis-Fermor maintains that even after

T

The Prince "by no means represented his [Marlowe s] int/a(rpretation

-he 18 no hypqcrite.“‘.s Unfortunately, Ellis-Fermor's argument displays
. / . ) '

Ll
-
[9%)

\ K
vt

about‘."'buil'ding and sustaining an ebsolﬁte monarchy in the midst of Co

. v

intrigue" while "not a study of the aspiring soul of man or of his = .
desgire to exceed his ‘*ral nature” were so attractive to Marlowe that |

"in his first Machiavellgen figure, Bar¢h ... MarPowe endeavours.

“nh5

to harness the two together. r, the doctrineghof

¥ ’ - ‘
r Of ‘}

1

life," but the "honesty" and "unemotional clearness" a/fﬁchiavellian

-

thought appealed to M.a::lowe.a6 In spite of the highly speculative -

nature of her assertion that Marlowe "represents Machiavelli fairly,"
s H - K " R

Ellis-Fermor mst at least be credited with an attempt to see Barabas
as more than simply a stand-irf for an idea. A character glves ideas

life, jet mst of the critics see the idea as begetting a figute,‘ .

< , : . )
and contradictory interprptations of the play.47

7

Noting that Barabas ilg not driven by desire for power at the

o

"ferocity and cunning” have taken possession of Barabas' mind, "he
is-... a man whose habit of thought is.honest, beset on all sides by

trickery and hypocrisy," ‘because Barabas does not "deceive himself";

a tendency to stratch ‘tﬁe facts of the play to suit Her own\pu.rpose,
45 Eilj..a-l{érmor.,' p. 91. ' .
46 'Ibido Y ‘Ppog:'91-920 ) " ‘ ‘ . .

‘47 L ' ’

Sﬁ above, pp. 134-41, . .

48 Ellia-!’ermor. pPP. 98-99. Lo ’
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as it is hardly fair to assume.that Barabas has an homest habit of
_thougﬁt merely because he does not deceive himself, and Ey}is-Fermoﬁ

offers no other illustrations to expl;céte her position. Her coun-

v

clusion that Marlowe "reveals in his'Jew a strong, dominating nature

driven by the practices of the world ... to adopt the tactics of that

worldl"l‘9 cannot be acceptea because she has produced no corrohdr;tive
evidence'tp prove that Barabas was udpainted at the play's begimning.
In fact, Qhe has totally 1énored the words of Machevill in the Pro-
logue who says that Barabas' gold was not gained without his
'(Machevill 's) means and that Barabas "favours" him—which are indi- -

7/

cations that Barabasg was, in fact, marred by Machiavellian methods

at the play'p beginning. )

Ellis-Fermor also sees the play as a “"pitiless revelation of
the effects of [M&chiavellian} policy, and ... an implicit Qenunci;—
'tipn of the system itself and of the societp which forced into such
service the soaring‘spirit of man,"so insisting khat it is Matlowe s
.purpose to demonstrate that the nature of principles Barabas employed
was “fatal."51 Ellis-Fermor does not, however, explain sz the
Machiavellianism of the rés® of the world, which she h;s“qrepumed

forces Barabas himself to adopt Machiavellianism, fits into this "de-

"nunciation': sghe. apparently fayls to notice .that the rest of the

world does triumph, aud that what gshe herself haf termed Machiavel-

lian tactics do triumph in the en .‘ Because she doeaﬂnot of fer an

e )
49 Elyis-rgryor, p.;{pl. ‘ Sy .
o Pl et
o Ibia., po 2000 . \ y
, , - | : o Do
) § . »
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explanation as to how Marlowe could have allowed Machiavellian tac-

tics to triumph, and still to have denounced .these tactics, her con- ®

clusion unfairly superimposes a task of resolution upon Marlowe, a

task of her own making.

Philip 'Henderson sees The Jew of’Malta as a "Machiavellian

play ... a dramatic exploitation of Machiavel A 's philosophy of poli- a

R Y
tical opportunism."52 His opinion about the play is similar to that-

of Ellis~-Femor in that he believes that the "ruthlessness ... of
Machiavelli’s doctrines made a strong appeal to Marlowe," that "the?
: »
pursuit of'beauty is practically baﬁished," and that the play is a
"descent into the world of affairs from that of poetic aﬂstrassion."53
Un}ike Ellis~-Fermor, who asserts that the honesty of Machiavellian
thought was attractive to Marlowe, Hendersomr states thaf it was tﬁé

"cynicism of Machiavellian doctrines">" that particulérly appealed to

{
him. According to Henderson, "The Jew of Malta is the first play of

¥ariowe's which is-totally‘devoid of idealism," and "At last we are

in the real world of men and affairs, where the dmminatiné motive is

w55 -

money. At this point, Benderson's argument becomes confusing as

he coutends that,

In coming to terms with the world, glving the public
what it wanted and writing quite frankly for money,
Marlowe makes a.clean sweep of his garlier‘ideals.
He 18 now a theatrical journalist.5

2 Henderson, p. 252. -

33 Ibid., p. 253.

4 Ibid., p. 253. . . .

3 Ibid., p. 257. L

% 1bid., p. 253.
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It would appeaf\that Henderson, like many earlier Eritics, has con-)
fused Marlowe the artist with Marlowe the mant It doesrnot néceg— ’
gsarily follow, of course, that 1if Marlow@$ihe'artist wishes to explore
the "world of men and affairs" instead of the world of:"ideals," that
Marlo;e the man must have rejected his own ideals, and it apparently

has not occurre& to Henderson that Matlowe ma; have attempted to \> -
" rgtudy certain ideals through the medium of the "world of men and

. affairé" in his play. Henderson's dismissal of Marlowe as merely a
"theatrical journélist" 1s uncalled for andshis-pronouncement unjusti-
fied, becausé it-overlooks the fact that an artist egﬁloring ideas in

. a play should not be confused with a private individuél of fering his

personal opinion, and also that the artist has available Egkhim an

almost infinite nuﬁber of ways—not all of which are immediately or '

v

superficially apparent to the onlooker—for expressing t@ose ideas.
. \ ‘ ‘
Bender%on points out that the play demonstrates that "It's money 1“§

‘vthat talks in this world; the Jew knows that and so, one gathers, he -

has not been over-scrupulous about how he got it."57 Unlike Ellis-
Fermor, he sees that "Barabas' adoration of wealth 1is o Iervent that “
it is almost a religiou,” and that in the play 'Barabas does nothing ° ! g

with all this wealth but gloat over it in solitude, hoarding up

.

'Infinite riches in a little roomx'"58 Like Harry Levin, Henderson
notes ‘that Barabas considers the riches to be "the blessings promisga
tosthe Jews."? 3 | .
\
37 Henderson, p. 260. Y ‘
38 Ibid., pp. 260-61. | o BN
59 ‘ ‘ '

Ibid., p. 261.
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e.d/ on him by persecution, the behaviour of the Christiand is infi-

. : - ‘ * ~ 147 .
U™ \
With reference tg the hypocrisy of the Christians in the play,

"The moral we are invited to draw," Henéers'on says, 'is that while B

]

the Jew is not, deceived in his own motives, for his villainy is forc-

1

nitely worse because they deceive .themselves under cover of an in- |

dignant self-righteousness. n60

( ‘
judging -Christian behaviour to be "infinitely worse' than Barabas',

While Henderson may be correct in

his hypothesis that they "decz;.ive themselve;ss" is unp;oved:/‘Certainly I
the Christians in the play believe that Christiaunity is ;:he ‘b;xly means
of\§giritual attaimment and that all outsider:'s'are infidg].i;, pagans
and/t;r blésphe::zers, and such uncritical assumptions may ‘be c(onsidered '
self-deception. H?wever, in spite of common asspmptions to the con=»
trary, belief iz_z an idqa or ideal does not ﬁeéessarily entail corres-

\ .
pondingly appropriate behav%pur r, in fact, behaviour of any sort:

a person my believe many things but never act upon any qf t:hoam.61
Henderson refers specifically to the behaviour of the Christians, and
the behaviour of the Christians in this play 'has very little to. do
with the self-deception 'resuitit‘;g from an honest and personal faith.
These Chr;.stians actively and lmoqinély employ the well-known fact |

that Christians of the time bélie.ved that pevrsons of other faiths were [ .

blasphemers and/of infidels, for their own materialistic gain, and
not for anything concerning ‘spiri_tuﬂ purity or motivation. There is

no evidence in the tett which suggests that they deceive themselves

—

0 Bénderson. p. 257, , ‘

61 See Lavrence Kohlberg, "Develdpment of Moral Character and
Moral Ideology," Review of Child Development Research, Vol. 1,
(New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1/954) .
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’ -
by ‘conaide;‘:ing that their behaviour is(appropriate and divinely or ‘v
- spirituallx motivated, although 'they ;:;rtainly do attempt to :mereés
anq deceive others with a front of sélf-rigﬁteoqs protestation.’
It must bé mentioned, tog,l that Henderson, like Eliis—Fermor,
either misses or-,ignores the significance of the Christi:'ms' triumph

v

. at the end of the play. o " .

L

F.S., Boas believes that Machiavellian precépts did influ‘envce

Marlowe and he writes that Marlowe's "critical faculty, sharpeﬁed l;y
.his cgovernmejm:al service, was fortified further by the study of the ™
maxims of l6th-century I;a}ian statecraf;, considered\ withou’t rela-

tion to the specj:ai conditions in which 't"hey orig:lna’tﬁ.;l."62 Boas

does not explafn what "the special counditions" are, o;:‘tiow ‘Marlowe
misrepresents Machiavell in the,play, except to indicate that /his '
,}ines "I count religion b'ut'; a childish toy,/And hold there‘i? no sin /
but ignora‘nce'" do "MSrepL:esent M.ac’ia:welli."63 although he leaves

1t largely to the reader to apply the connection. <

N

To Boas, the play 1is primarily a series of "Machiavellian ploV -

i LY
and counterplot.\"“ Boas sees that Barabas, who "even in his dizzy- .
. ' ' X
ing elevation [as Govemot] ... does not forget the maxims of The N '

Prince," is a Machiaveilian, 'but he does not describe Barabas'
Machiavellian characterist(ics (except to mention_that Barabas the

Governor "knows that the Maltese hate him and that he must find means

~

’ ~

62 Boas, p. 135.’ - .

®3 Ibid., p. 135. !

i
84 Ibid., p. 145. |
\ ‘ : .0 ‘ ) * - "‘ N v
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.both scholar-poets were in a position to know how grossly they dis-,
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n65;

to make his place secure” "), nor does he explore the implications

of Barabas' Machiavellianism.(such as 1its relationship to events in

the play, and particularly its significance to the ultimate success

3

of the Christians and defeat of Barabas) in the play.
It has already been noted _that Harry Le‘vin\ perceives; Barabas as
an overreapher. He also sees Barabas as a Machiavelllan, maintaining
that ‘the play 1is a .study "in. the more distinctively Machiavellian
realm of policy'" and that Barabas is "an immorali;t who acknowledges
values by overturning theﬁ."66 Lévin is the first critic to offer

a reason—other than that Marlowe wished to update the Senecan

-
I

villain-hero stock character—for Marlowe's deliberate misrepresenta-
AY

tion of Machiavellian doct’rines. He notes that "in the prologue, ...

-

Marlowe based his speech on a Latin monologue by Gabriel Harvey, and

torted Machiavelli's doctrine and personality" but, he continues,

in misrepresenting him, they voiced a state of mind
which he anticipated .., : the impatience with words )
and ideas, the speclal fascination with brutal facts, CE ™
‘that marks the disaffected intellectual. Might could \

, ‘be right, sunarls Machiavgl.'and fortificatton more

important than leami%ng. * Yy

The play, \Levin goes on to say, "emphasizes conspiracy rather .
. .
than counquest, ... ?O\Licy rather than prowess,” and the word policy \

is actually “mentioned thirteen times ... and serves to associate

65 Boas, p. 145. It 1s interesting that Boas sees thia as
evidence of Barabas' loyalty to Machiavellian principles, while
Levin and Friedman see it as evidence of Barabas weakness and
disloyalty to Machiavellian doctrine.

. 66 Lgvin, The Overreacher, p. 56. ' - -

67 Ibidc' pl 81.‘ . K v ' I\‘ . . .‘ . -7
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Barabas with Machiavelli."68 According to Levin, Barabas

- interconnecting ‘levels," which Levin describes:

. [There is an] over-plot, framed by the siege, [_which]
i3 the interrelationship between the Christians and
Jews, the Spaniards and Turks. It i{s connected with

. (af ' the main plot through the peculations of Barabas, who
i8 caught up in the underplot through his misplaced
’ coufidence in Ithamore. . The bonds of self-interest

connect the central intrnigue, which involves usury,
."with power politics upon %\e upper level and with
blackmail upon the lower.

»

LY

sides_ in Malta.,"’?

policy

spins a plot for The Jew of Malta which can be pursued on three

Furthemore,. Levin says,‘ "Morally, all of them [t'he..thr'ee plots.] .

operate on the same level, and that 1s p‘tecisely what Marlowe is

150

pqinting out..:. The pr:[nciple of double-dealing - prevails gh all'

Levin supplies several exatnples from the text 1n

support of his coutention.'

“

He also maintaing that as ﬁarabas pro-

gresses, Mac‘niavellian elements become increasing].y evident and ~ .

by The Prince."’}

[

plot structure in the play, concluding that, '

In the fourth act [:l;arabas:] is blackmailed not only
by Bellamira and her bravo, but by the. pair of .
Friars. His countermeasures lead him, in the f“ifth :
act, upward and onward into--the realms of the higher
blackmail, where Turks de%nd tribute?from Christians
and Christians from Jews.

v

68 Levin, The Overreacher, p 82.

\.~,- ' 69 Ibid., PP 87-88. T,
v | ’ ) zo Ibid.' pp‘ 88—90. L:\‘ , «;"" :E.“" ‘: . [N'e] \:‘, “ ‘ ‘Y

\ . st o
. . N
AN el s . 7 N r‘i, oy ™ ..l

..‘; ,: Ibidu ’ p- 96. ,.iﬁ::;"i' "x‘ . Yoel, v :n“.. .
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Ibid., p. 96. - 7.l e L

dominant in the play: "the_fp;eground [of the play] is dominated
He points to the gpiralling ,effpct of Marlowe's
' P

o
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"Barabas,'" as Levin would have it, "is a consistent Machiavel-
liah when, at the very pinnacle of his career, he soliloquizes on

Turks and Christians; 'Thus loving neither, will I ‘live with bothﬂ'

Making a profit of my policie. w3

h] . .
. Levin, as has been noted, sees Barabas' weakness and cause of his

ultimate downfall to be his need for love. Levin algo insists that

Barabas' counterplots amounted to practically nothing: they "exceeded <™

the ?f.OPOrt}ons of tragedy" cau‘singu "his digcomfiture"a :@n the end to
be "more like the happy endings of ﬁae],odrama."n The "moral issue"
of the .play, according to Levin, is '‘the simple choice between folly
) a_nd knavery," "éfld, while Levin cqucedea tha{: the play demonstrates
that the distance between\’"these t;to extreme$ ... can be precariously
n‘arrowy;" he nevertheleg?abelieves that Barabas, is acting out the
;i."75

"object lesson of a scoundrel who 1s too clever for his own goo

His conclusion that the play' "desérves to be claslsed as a farce—or,

" at any rate, a mglodrama,"76 accords with that of T.S. Eliot.;

» )
. L |
levin admits that "To show the betrayer betrayed,. the engineer

hoist in his pétard, the ‘reaching thought' of Barabas overreached,
1s"’tf)e irony of ironie§."77 but, like the other critics mentioned
above, he fails to explofe the implications of the Christians' suc-

cess at the end of the play. According to’Levin,
‘ ¢

- 73 Levin, The Overreacher, p. 82.
7% 1w4d., p. 101, S Co
75 Ibido » ' P. 101)
‘76 Ib.id‘og pl 103n ‘ . " I . N 5‘:
77\ . ) : 4 )t . -’
~" Ibid., p. 97. L e DL
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Barabas stews in the juice of his tragic pride,

foiled and foiled again, like.4he wmelodramatic

villain he has become. Malta 1s preserved; mur-

der will out; the reward of sin is death; vengeance

belongs to the Lord. This is exemplary but common-

place doqtri9§ and we clambered through a labyrinth
‘ to reach 1it, .

but this conclusion contains no mention of the iromy of each part

.of this "exemplary but commonplace doctrine." Malta is pregerved

-only for its return to Ferneze who is an even better Machliavelliln
schemer than Barabas; purder does not necessarily "oug," for Ferneze
'murdeés Barabas (by cutting the cord and sending him into the caul-
dran) and turns the murder to hi; (Ferneze's) advantage with the
Turks_qnd the Maltese; the reward of Ferneze's sin in stealing’
Barabaé' money is‘no% his own death but Barabas'; and vengeance does
not belong to the Lord in this ;lay but to Ferneze, who says to the
dying Barabas "I1'll see thy t}eachery repaid" (V.v.78), and he does
witﬁéss Barabas' Ae;th:, It is unfortunate that Levin did not apply

his notion of Barabas' dilemma to the iromy of the'play's ending in

his otherwise enlightening and provocative discussion of the pléy.

Like Ellis-Femmor and, to‘a certain extent; Harry Levin, Ribner .

sees the play as a denunciation of Machiavellian principles.
"Marlowe," according to Ribmer, "mirrored in his plays his own chang-

ing vision of man's place in the untverse."79 He explains that there

v +

‘are
two polar positions in Marlowe's view of the world....
at one end an emphasis upon the limitless potentiali-
ties of mankind which we find in Dido and the first -y
78 .o
Levin, The Qverreacher, p. 98. -~
79 Ribner, "Marlowe's 'Tragicke glasse,'™ p. 91. d

l
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'

Qaii.of Tamburlaine.... At the other end ...-is that =
gsengse of human limitation and defeat, ‘what Una Ellis-
.Fermor called the "mood of spiritual despair," ... in

Edward I1 ind Doctor Faustus, ‘

and that he believes The Jew of Malta is "a play which stands midway

81
between the two extremes ‘of Marlowe's vision.” Ribner contends

that "the Machiavellian view of the world so proudly asserted 'in .

Tamburlaine, 1is in'The Jew of Malta subjectef to ridicule. To

Ribner, Tamburlaine is a "revelation” of ''the Machiavellian ideal of
the lawgiver, the superman who by his own virtd, his power of mind
and will, can arrest the process of decay «.. and cxéate new

nationé,"83 while The Jew of Malta 1s an exploration of 'the impli-

1

s

cations of policy in human affairs."84 Barabas, he says, "at the

beginning ... is like Tamburlaine a man of boundless power and

imagination" and "b& his name ... the antithesis of Chgigt."gs Like

e
Ellig-Fermor, Ribner sees Barabas as a "pagan superman who is wrong-
ed? and uses "policy to ?epay his wrongs."86 However, Ribner also
insists that the "exercise of policy vitiates the supetman and
destroys his heroia image, loweri;g him beneath even those who have
ginned against ﬁim," concluding that Barabas develops into a ﬁons;er,

“the incarnation of evil," and he cites approvingly Ellis-Fermor's

;?Pnibner, "Marlowe's JTfaéickeiglaase,’: p. 92. L.

1 1btd., p.92. q

82 Ibid., p.92. .,

83 1b4d., p. 94. T ' ¢

84 Ibid., p. 101. ‘ R

- 85 1pgd., p. 101,

86 1v1d., p. 102.°
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observatign that Barabas becomes a "satanist who rebels against uny

n87

clean and unjust things. . To Ribner, the piay "portrays the degen-

eration of a man through the manner in which he reacts to evil in the

world, “ and the play is, therefore, "hot the 'farce' which T.S. Eliot

has called 1t E:ut] Marlowe's first tragedy. "88 d

He contends that the play 1is one in which "the failure of policy

-

receives ... dramatic emphasis," and in which Marlowe has begun "to
. N ,

"question the faith in the power of human mind and will which he had

1 j) .
" Marlowe had given his assent in Tamburl: but rather "the

1

s0. proudly assértqd in Tamburlaine."89 Ribner¢cites approvingly
Levin's thesis that Barabas' failure was due to the need for love
and his consequent trust in Ferneze, and he points out that, "Cari- '

caturg of the 'Machiavel' as Barabas ‘is; he violates the'mbgt essen—

‘tial elements of'Machiavelli's creed, and his defeat is the faifurg

of the Machiavellian ethic."90 According to Ribner, the "Machiavel'

. ' w
of . the Prologue "is not the Machiavelli to whose view of the world

-t

" Machiavel of burlesque tradition" who speaks ﬁthe precepts ... of

Gentillet's Contre-Machiavel" which bore "little relation to anything
91

Machiavelli himself had‘wtitten. He.notes that Marlowe based his
Prologue on Gabriel Harvey's Epigranma in effigiem Machisvelll, o’

5

which was based, in turm, om Gentillet's w&rk; and Ribnq; ciéas

‘/ 87 ‘ | |

Ribner, "Marlowe's .'Tragicke glasse,'" p. 103.

N e
. \' 88 Ibid .y p . 103 . ‘ N

89 1p4d., p. 103.

% Ibd., p. 103.

7
91 Ib4d., p. 104.

&
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Levin to demonstrate that both men knew that Contre-Machiavel was a

distortion of Machiavelli's doctrines. Ribner says that Barabas'

conduct "thquhh supposedly chiavelli,an, is almost always in direct

-

contradiction to Machiavelli's principles," and he poses the sugges-

tive possibility that "Marlowe, in order tJ make clear the deficiency

+

of policy, was able to use a sterotyped caricature of what.in an %

d l'92

earlier. play he had seriously espo(ae Ribner thus sées Tambur-

laine as a true Ma.chiayellian. and Barabas as a caricature of a
Hachiavellian—designed to illustfate the "failure of Machiavellianism

as a view of the world. His conclusion that "In ‘me Jew of Malta we"
93

have the defeat of policy fails to take _into _consideration the'
final triumph of Ferneze, who, like Barabas, employ;s"'pd_licy" in the
play; Nevertheless, Ribner's stufiy demonstrates an advance in ap-
plication of the cﬁ'favellian'backdrop to tHe plﬁy. Like Friedman,
he' does realize that "we do not have the J.triumph of [ pol}.cy s' ] o s
antithesis I:at the play's end].... Fot .the triumph of virtue we B ‘

'|94

must fiove ... to The Massacre at Paris. He sees that, ‘. v

Ferneze the Christian - and Calymath the Turk are each (\
~ a8 guilty as Barabas.... [thay] all live by the same
code, the, success of one following upon the downfall
of ' the other, as each is 'able to seize the adggntaga
and practise his policy the more efficiently. oo -

Ribner does dot, however, pursue the implications of i\is statement. - \

)

He apparently fails to realize that Barabas downfall is Ferneze s

triumph, and 1f Ferneze lives "by the same code" (1 e., by "polihy"), ) »

s ’ 3

92

T *7 Ribner, "Marlowe's "Tugicke glaue,"' P. 104. )
* i
93 1bi4., p. 103. - : ‘ ?
9’; Ibid., p. 104.
% 1b1d., p. 104. & -

»
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' Ribner's line of thought,: it would seem logical to conclude, not

that- the play exhibits the defeat of Machiavellian "policy," but < - ' ;
Y 3 ., f . N ’

‘ ' “ . 156" .

——— u.a.LMm#”

thigL"policy" is, th'rough Ferneze, ‘triumphant It 'is-.not logical to

L -}

B e

conclude that the Jlay e.xhibita the failure or defeat of "policy,".
N ’ . ’(
s "policy" for Eemeze was not a failure, but a success. It would.

appear that the true Machiavetllian—i‘emeze—has triumphed vhile ' -

.

the inperfect mchiavel'lian-—Barabas-haa perished. If one follows B v,

0 .
&

that it-demonstrates the failure of imperfect or "caricatured™ = - l\

Machiavellian "'pol:fcy," and demonstrates the inevitable triumph of . ’
. i . . / K
.true Machiavellian tactics. o

>

A.L. Rowse does not provide a détailed study of Machiavellian

ideaa or Barabas' character in the play, but /he does offer an ,opinion
of Matlowe s use of Machiavellianism in the play which jis markedly
different from that of Ellis-—Femor, Levin and Ribner Like Philip

Henderson, Rowse contends that Marlowe exploited Machiavellianism ' .

%

. '
because "it provided matter for drama" (sensibly enough), at;l also . o
. ) -’ 8
thet Marlowe was not interested in any "morali‘zing" ‘purpose. Rowse
‘ \ ‘ ) . .

L

[ * . :+ © ,
Having ‘brought off a.double triumph with Tamburlaine, ' ) .
[Harlovc was hardly 1ikefy to miss the chance of ) .
giving hls public something of the same recipe for . P R

_aucceu—-gyc uot:l.c, the Oriental flavour, the aen— v

sational. A o C .
g A i

According to Rowu, Ywe have the feeling that his attitude to Machia-

veluanin 1a an ambiv lent one" and that Marlowe's purpose was the
v -
"expoaur_e ... of Machiavellianisa on the stage” as much due to bis

“n}m..p.ss.. T :

. 9 Ibido’ pP. 823 ! ) st T ' L, Ve '
« 5 ' ¢

writes:

L[S
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‘achieve

of lgachiagel lianism in the character of Barabas or in the play it-

/

7 " -

T

and for himsblf alone n98 )

‘:‘)

Vap Fossen reathes no definittve conclusion about Marlowe 8 use ‘

-

4

self. He points out that '"the conceptions, or misconceptfons, of

-

Jewish character and of Machiavellian doctrine ... might almost be

said to underlie everything else,” and, like Ellis-Femmor, Hendersonm,

Ribner and iLevin, he notes that "the unscrupulousneas in personal

%nd commergial relations" which characr:rizes‘Barabas,, is common to

"almogt everyone in the play ... ¢ all (save ... Abigail and a few

i

of the minor characters) operate 1in terms of ‘policy in its pejo-

rative Elizabethan sense. "99 Van Fossén concludes that the play .
N

"is a "serious farce" and that it : T .

is concerned largely with persons motivated by the . /
basést cauges and acting on the basest principles: ) :
this world is full of hypocrisy, expedience, greed,

and vengeance. It does show a world of ewil values ‘

and culpable behavioMs.yslues and behavior which we : ,

are not asked to apglaud though .whose power we must, ] '

perforce, taspect:g;

'l‘huus Crailr.'a perception of ‘The Jew, of Malta is' simﬁllar to that

£

of Henderson and~Rovse in that he sees Marlwe 8 use of Machiavel-
To

lianism as serving prina:ily -a draatic purpose in the play.
" ’
Craik, Fe pl “is esaentia.lly ne}gher propagaad;l.st pot,j mpralis't&,'v

. ,

0
< '

. 98 Rowse, pp\. 85-86. 4'9 c : Z o . "

v & 9 Van Fossen, pp. xv, xxi and xxii, -

) 100“ Ibi-d.’ lp-.niiin . ) . ., . ) -(“- @: ' ' . K
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. but dr:amatic,"101 and o ..
n 4 R ! . < . u. * - \‘
' 'Marlowe's prologues ... are reliable statements of .
. what the plays contain: this one |in The Jew of Malta \
. 8 - cestablishes that "Machiavellism™ is widespread, even .

among those who openly repudiate it, and that the Jew
& _+.. 18 in general terms a Machiavellian (whose "money-
§ was not got without my means").

s

Craik ldisagrees &ith Hendersou, Ell{g-Fgrmor and others/that

"the Jew has been tiyned into a monster by the Christians' injustice,"
N . oo
’ pointing to Barabas' adgount of his wicked. career in the passage be-
‘ginning "As for myself, I walk abroad a-nights" (IE.111,179-203), -a

- , N
Marlowe's attempt "to correct (as the Prologue should forestall) the

A , .
wrong inference" because Barabas 'was selfish 4nd deceitful before

. ' " his wealth was ... confiscated. 1103 Like Van Fossen, Ellis-Fefmbr,'
' {

Henderson, R:l.bner and Levin, Craik notes that Marlowe is not content

N

to "make the villain the only schemer" and he describes how the

¢ v ' ,
. Governor, the. Friars and Ithamore are all "schemers" as well, but he
s ' .does not pursue the implicatioms of the fact, concluding that "moral
Vi I3 . ) k .
’ questiouns are unot seriocusly discussed: they are ironically touched
upon and left," and that “The Jew of Malta is essentially a play for
N \ : . )
. the théatre."lo4 Lt
i R ' M.M. Mahood believes that Barabas is a poor hero, oneé whose \
character shows "impoverishment” in comparison with that of Tambur-"
<, . : SR . o .
. ' ‘ laine and Faustus, and that, .
" f . 1ol Craik, pl.‘ xiv. ' , L o f
- ! . ‘ . - \
— 102 Ibid., p. xi. ' | D |
4 . . . ‘ ' ' . ) . ) . .
s 103 fpia., p. xt. . A s
T © 104 rpa., nd xvitl ' - A
o~ «» PP. xi, xiv, and xviii. . ' g o
. 4 ) . - . o ,‘ . . . .o
» " 4 . , ‘ﬂ]
- . PR . Lo . 28 ) :
,'I".‘J\ . ‘ ) " . . ' ' .
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Such pronouncements as: 'in extremitie/We 6ught to . ~ -
wmake barre of no policie .,." and "And, since by

wrong thou gott'st authority,/Maintain it bravely

by firme policy ..." identify Barabas as a Machia-

vellian since a "politician” on the Elizabethan

stage was always an_admirer of Machiavelli's oppor- {
tunist doctrines.103 bt '

Like most of the other critics above, she contends that Barabas '"is
not ... the odly villain in the pilece" as "no character is fund&mﬁr—
®

tally better than the frankly opportunist Barabas,” and she points

out that "The Christians among whom he liwes have long since divert-

ed their worship from God to Mammon."106 Nevertheless,” her:conclu-
+81ion that,
\
while [Harlowe] felt the Machiavellian realist to be .
supeg}or to hgg hypocritic idealistic victims, he '

understood the impoverishment entailed by Barabas'
materialistic outlook ... and18¥ the end of the play
the Jew has become a monster, ’g AN

T

reveals that she has not. considered the p?ssibilitp tﬁat the other
characters in the play (whom she h;s previously labelled "villains")
also fepresent Machiavellian principles. , . ~

Cﬁarles G. Masinton notes that "one -of -the most difficult
prbbl?még‘in Marlowe's plays "is explaining the great disparity be-_

tween the transcendental (or at least grandiose) aims of the prota-

gonist on the one hand, and the unrestrained furi«and vengeance or

petty sflf-inhulgence by which he eagerly seeks to achieve his aims, e
L4 \‘- v '- o ¢
105 M.M. Mahood, "THe Jew 'of Malta: A Contracted World,".
Critics on Marlowe, ed. Judith 0'Neill (Florida:.. Univ. of Miami
Press, 1970), .pp. 44 and 45-46. ’

. B

'.106 Ibid., 'p. 46. ' H\
107" * R : S
. Ibid LI pp - 48"69 . B , o ) ) f
. ) o _ . ,
' ’ TN
. N, . - co :
i » ! . ‘ g g
. Y e ;
v ‘. . -
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on the other." Like Ribner, Masinton cites apptovingly Ellis-
Fermor's thesis that "the irreconcilabld split ... is the result ef

+ . A )
[ﬂarlowe's] knowledge of Machiavelli's cold- appraisal of human
S
nature, and ... Marlowe's plays show a growing sense of defeat and

pessimism as he continues to explore the ramifications of Machia-

velli's thinking."}®?

Marlowe realized, Masinton continues, that 'certain limits are

permanent, and when man aspires beyond them ... he in

wll0

tably becomes

base and destructive.
a,

Masinton contends that this "ig{ the tra%ic

human condition implied in MarTowe's plays" and that this Ntragic

humat condition" explains the disparity between the protagonist'

grandiose aima and the "unrestrained fury" with which he seeks to

achieve theln.]"11 According to Masinton, the "force that ignites in

. ‘¢)»
the protagonist an irresistible

tion [is] ironically, both the source of hij inspiration and the

nll2

caugse of his misery, He asserts that Marlowe "concern[s] him-

' L : .
self with the, horrifying practical results of man's single-minded

urge to fulfill the efciting visions of power and pleasure conjured

>

108 Charles G. Masintom, "Marlowe's Artists: The Failure of
Imagination," Ohio Univ. Review: Contributions to the Humanities
(Athens), 11 (1969), 22.

109 744, , p. 22.° %

0 1pia:, p. 23.

o4, pe 23,

12 1hid., pp. 23-24.
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wll3 .

up in his imaginatiom. Masinton's concl n that the failure )

, .
of the protagonist is "potent testimony that man's inventive and

creative capabilities are themselves irredeemably corrupt."114 is

>

\reminisceut of Rigneg's assertion that Marlowe, i preséntiné tﬁe
"failure of policy" iﬁ.the‘piay, demonstrates the deficiency of "the E
power of humaq mind and will." However, like Ribmner, Maaihton
neglects to take idto consideration ‘at least one siénificaht factor:
the Christians' triumph at fﬂe‘end of the play. He dbes not explain
why, ifothe protagonist fails because his "invéntivé’ghd creative

capabiiltieq are irredeemably corrupt,"

- -

the ngistians (wvho prove, "
ultimately, to pbssess even greéter inventive‘and creative capﬁbi%i- ~f
ties because they out-mgnoeuvre.B abas) shohld be successfui.

Masinton's argument is that Maflowe's purpgge.%s'to prové these

%

capaBilities corrupt. If so, itawould'be logical for Marlowe to .

- have caused the Christians to fail as well. Masinton's failure to
Al - .

notice this disparity in his own argument is particularly surprising ,

L)

Because, as the following paragraphs will testify, Masinton does

perceive certain ironic implications in the Christians' final succ%js. -

In spite of the above flaw in his argument, Masinton goes on'to

make 3 valuable contribution to the body of.Jew of Malta.criticism. V‘ K
. . b

“—~9f’EII’EEG;;_a;;1iﬁg with Machiavellianism ip Marlowe, Masinton alone

. . > . ' « -
appears to sense that Marlowe ugés the Italian'political theorist ‘ )

' for his dramat}c pbtential and not to advance social ideas. N h

He °
<

113 Masiﬁtoh, "Marloie'at&xtists: The Failure of Imagination,”

~q*,24.

114 1p44., p. 24,




'

S offers a ferceful’discussiqn of Barabas by stressing not so much

his ugse of political manipulation as his dramatic stance. Masinton

_sees that Barabas is "meant to be appreciated in theatrical terms."115

Admittedly, other critic3116 have noted the essential theatricality

)

of the play, but Masinton's obwervation that Barabas‘*ij"a kind of

dramatic artist and scene-arranger" is a refreshingly novel interpre-
L) -~

[
tation. Because Masinton emphasizesbthe essentially dramatic nature

! y

of Barabas as an arranger of the scenes, he is able to explain quite
easily the liherties Marlo e takes with Machiavelll's ideals.
«~ According to Masint N, since the Prologue tells us that he

[Barabas has the qualities of a Machiavel, we expect him to be an:

‘\

evil manipulator. And 1n a somewhat comical way he satisfies our

expectations: Barabas manipulates all of the action of the pLgy.“117

t

He terms Barabas a "perverse impressario”" because, to Barabas, "the

world's a stage and ‘all its people merely players to be moved like

pawns" to satisfy ﬁ!h vengeance o£ bring him power.118 \yasinton
cites approvingly‘Ribner's suggestion that Barabas is a "pseudo-
Machiavel lian" who does not repfeseut Machiaveili's thought accurate-
iy, noting that "the 1roeic point about him is ... Barabas is mo
true Machiavel and the contfol of crucial events eventually slies

L]

from his hands," but Masinton's theory departs from any further

115
© .p. 31.

Masinton, "Marlowe's Artists: The Failure of Imaginationm,"

v

. ,f«¥§6 For example,“Hendersoni Rowse, Craik and Fleay.

A 17 Masinton, "Marlowe's Artists. The Failure of Imagination,"
p, 30. , ;
J 118 - ) ¢ Co
Ibid., p. 30. . _ _
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similarity to'Ribner's with his observation that Ferneze is 'the real

Machiavel of the play."119

Accqrding to Masintonm, Barabas is "at
best. only an amusing parody of the quiet, .systematic, even;yally
triumphant Ferneze."lzo He points out that "it is his [Barabas']

inability to arrange his most important sceme, in which the Turks

* are supposed to plunge thréugh the trap door of the scaffold into the

boild g/cauldron ... that precipitates his tragedy," adding that,.

The scaffold itself-—a raised platform or gallery
whose falge floor is operated by ropes, pulleys,
levers and hinges=—~should be seen as a kind of
dramatic stage on which the would-be diregctor,
Barabas, unwittingly plays the tragic pas®t he has
designed, for the Turks. This entire scene (V.v.)

then can be viewed as a sort of play-within-a-play,
im which Barabas receives poetfi justice through
the inept handling of his art.

Masinton sees the significance of the ending as:

in the failure of Barabas/Aart of manip:iation we

- find Marlowe's sadtiric meﬂsage. it is not the Jew

. but the Christian who deserves our scorn, because

he Has triumphed by a supreme management of the
-Machiavellian art for which, ostensibly, the flam-
boyant theatrical Barabas should have been hated....
any concept g justice 18 mocked by Ferneze's cyni- /
cal triumph. 2 .

Masinton also gees that "the completely artificial nature of Barabas'

119 Masinton, "Marlowe's Artists: The Failure of Imagination,"”
p. 30. . ‘ _ \ ‘

120 144, p. 30, .

12
"A Credible Stage: The Aesthetics of Politics" in Marlowe's The Jew
of Malta: Grammar of Policy which appears in Midwest Monographs, -

Series 1, No. 2 Urbana, I11., 1967 edition, for the idea of "play
within a play." .

[y

122 y144., pp. 30-31. '

Ibid., p. 31. Masintop credits Neil Kleinman's work entitled

ST
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fall hints that only on stage is justice-ever done; in actual poli-

©
PUCTRNP U —{.:...u-..m.‘w

tical life the true Machiavellian°p611tician goes unpunished-~and

!‘J .
often unrecognized."123 i) . .

a

In spite of Masinton's failure to récéncile his theory that 1t -
is Marlowe 8 purpose to show that the 'creative and inventive capa-.
f 1" " T
biiities of man are irredeemably corrupt”" with his belief that

Ferneze is the triumphant‘true Machiavellian, his 1nterpretaticn of . <

Barabas as a pseudo-Machilavellian scene-arranger plbces a needed
’ “ P

emphasis on the play's essential theatricality.‘ Unlike those who

discuss Machilavellian elements in the play, Masinton provides a pro-

® . o
vocative explanation of Marlowe's apparent misrepresentation of

¢
Machiavelli and Barabag' def? at the end of the play. 4

‘In sumg:ry, then, the major assumptions of critics who perceive

Barabas as a Machiavellian include: (1) the Elizabethans' pergeption

of Machiavelll and his doctrines and principles was Ilnaccurate and-
- % N s
rested on Gentillet's prejudiced interpretation of Machiavelli's

writings, and Barabas was a true representativé of Machiavellian doc-

- trines and principles as the Elizabethans pe;ceived them (Meyer,

Boyer; Praz, Henderson, . Boas,  Levin, Ribner and Van Fossen);

(2)‘Barabas is the prototype for the Machiavellian villain-hero

- ’ '

(Boyer and Praz); (3) Marlowe was aware that he was maligning Machia- .

C .. Vv

. velli when he created Barabas (Praz, Levin, Masinton and Ribner);
- N

(4) Barabas is no hypocrite, unlike the Christians (Ellig~Fermor and

Henderson); (5) Barabas was driven to accept and employ Machiavel lian .
123
p. 31.

Masinton, "Marlowe's Artists: The Failure of Imaginatiom," .
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tactics by the unjust behaviour of theIChristians (Ellis-Fe?mqnnand
Ribner); (6) Marlowe.denounces Machiavellianism in the play (Ellis-
Fermor, Ribner); (7) Machiavellian tactic; prevail on all sides in the
play (Ellis-Fermor, Ribner, Levin, Van Fossen, and Henderson); (8)

* Barabas represents the Machiavellian who is uitimatgly too clever for

j‘ his own good (Levin); (9) Marlo&é exploited Machiavellianism in the ,
pla;?fgr commeicial re;sons‘GCraik, Henderson and Rowse); and (10)

Barabgs is a pseggo—Maghiavellian ;cene-arranger (Masipton)x ’ '. :

! . The value of the large body of cri.ti‘cism on Barabas as a Machig-

' .

vellian lies mainly in {ts contribution to an awareness of the complex .
issues involved in Barabas as a character and the play as a whole; its ° ' '

. . . conclusive evidence that the Elizabethan conception of thhiavelli was ‘ i

k]

distorted; its persuasive sﬁggestion that Machiavellian principles are ‘ 11/
' an impo;tantccomponent of Barabas' character and the play as a whole;

| and iés indication that moral issues may be of considerable importance

in the play—a'notion which other critics were to ;xpand. In addi-' ‘ ~
tion( as noted above, Masinton’s view of Barabas is a pseudo~-Machiav

vellian scene-arranger is valuable because it 'directs attention to*

'thelplay 8 oft-overlooked theatricality.

~

The major shortcomings of the criticism include its attempt tq\

label Barabas, which delimits him as a character and reduces the play,
t

~ and—-with the possible exception of Masinton 8 work—its fatlure to
explore and satisfactorily explain the significance of (1) Mnrlowe 8
misrepresentation of Machiavelli, (2) the prevalence of Hachiavellian

. elements on all sides in the play, and (3) the Christiana triumph and
. 2 .
_ . _ Barabap' defeat at the end of the play. -

e . . . N
- .
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A\ (3) a theological morality; and (4) both a political and a theologi-

.

4

K

'SECTION IV

ELEMENTS OF POLITICAL AND THEOLOGICAL MORALITY

-~

-

INTRODUCTION

.
'

To many critics, The Jew of Malta is a pl
LI .

ay which inculcatesva
A :

moral lesson abo,ut‘ politicgl or theological maatte.rs. The work of
¢ } ¥ .

these critics is séen to comprise four main groups: those who view -

the play as (1) a political‘ morali‘ty; (2) an‘ambiguous morality;

cal morality.

)
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CHAPTER TWELVE

THE PLAY AS POLITICAL MORALITY

Battenhouge, Ellis-Fermor, Henderson, Mahood, Ribner

As can be seen in Chapter Eleven, many critics have dealt with |

the Machiavellian elements in the play, particularly in the chatacter
e

of Barabas. Of these critics, some believe that the play is a poli-
—i

tical morality whose purpose is to denounce Machiavel liau doctrine

and principles. According to these critics, because Barabas—as a

repregentative of Machiavellianism-commits immoral, evil acts' and is

ultimately defeated; the moral of Mérlowe's story, is that Machiavel-
lianism is: . (1) deplorable, {mmoral and evil, and (2) ultimately

- . {
1neffective and unsuccessful. Proponents of this theory<_ include

"H.M.," the author of "On The Jew of-Malta;"l Una E:'lli.s-i'ermor:;2

Philip ilem:ler:sc.m;3 M. M. Mahood;f' Irving R:Lbner5 and Harry Lew},n,6
-4

As clémonst::ated,7 such an hypothesis is inadequate because it

1 See above, Chapter 11, p. 134. ) ;
.. 2 See above,’ Ch’;{ner 11, pp. 142-45. A '"
.3 i ' ' Sl '

See above, Chapter 11, pp. 145-48.
. 4 ¥ o ‘
. See abovs, Qhapter 11, pp. 158=59. '
- > See above, Chapter 11, pp. 152-56.,

6 See above, Chapter 11, pp. 149-52.

7 See above, Chapter 11, . S =
¢ ' : N ' ' . . . * N
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overlooks the success of the bhristians-—who also emplbyed.Machia-

- velllan tactics——at the end of the play.

" o

L g Roy Bﬁ}tenhouse, who also believes that Marlov; denounces
Macgiavellianism.in the play, éonteuds that "qarlowe-4liké other g
moralists of his'day-—takeélimagihative pleasure in advertising the : ("
odious character of *his Italiag-born 'atheism' [i.e., Machiavellf .

liigism] ," insisting that "Marlowe belongs almost certainly in the \
. . .-, ? .

camp with Gentillet" because "The Jew sets forth the Florentine's 4
doctrines with typical Huguenot irony. 8 aBattenhouse, hoquér, makes i |

no mention of the implications of the Christians' final success, nor U I

, , ,
does he support his theory with references to the text of the play. - 1

Instead, he refers to the character of the Guise in The Massacre at

v

P&ris. who, he says, is identified by M;rlowe as a Maéhiavellian and
' ] c . A
who 1is also a murderer, hypocrite, traitor and papist. Battenhod!e

asks rhetorically "Can we suppose thlq\é rebel enough to have
thought such acfion virtpoua?"g-—implying of course, that if Marlowe \
A
depicts Machiavellianism in such an unfavourable light in one play, ° .

he is hardly likelx’to depict it favourably in another, Batten~ "

"\

house's argument for the play as a politidal morality appears senéij

. ‘“Blé and may be correct. It seems logical to abstract attitudes from

. one play, and to maintain that the author's ideas in another of his

s

fyi&have been conaistent However, supporting a théory about one
\‘“1

T ",
it p{hy% iving q:amples from another instead of supplying corrobora=

i ) . ‘

o

. . . . r
.3 Roy Battenhouse, Marlowe's "Tamburlaine”: a Study in ° '
Renaissance Moral Philosophy (1941; rpt. with cdrrections, »
Nashville: Vanderbilt Univ. Press, 1964), p. 206. ‘ Py
g ,

Ib 07.
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o tive evidence from the text of .the play in question, is not the most
T N persuasive method of argumentation. It calls to ming the approach
emﬁloyed by many early“criticﬁ,lo who offered general com‘entarf opn*
Marlowe's main playla as ‘}1 group, instead of analyzing ea‘ch one gep-
A . arately, As shown, the above approzch to the plays helped to gener-
. ate an intensified focus ogfeach play as an individual work. How-
ever, Battg;xhouse)'s study offers little insight into The Jew of
= "‘flta itself: his assumption, deriving as it does from a.source
. -_ : . P
e external to the ﬁ{ay, does not «contribute to an understanding of
. -
the factors at work within the play. " — -
$ ‘ R .“ \
. ' ’ ,
F3 g N
\\ v , © -
’ l ':: s ) ‘ “
~ ' \
. ! \‘ R
< ) ‘e
S : . } ' * - ’
. . i . . .
\- © = » - [
) )
¢ . ! . & ) N
r“u : ' * . e : , ! '*' '\ ) ) - B . " ' .
.77 See sbove, Chapter .l and Chapter 2. - S .
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‘ oppoued %o Barabas' "evil," and ha\%e oticed the %consequeut 1rony o . ‘
. - of the éhriatian;/ success at the end.of the play. As noted, ' ¢ \ ]
.' Masinton's explan:ttiot; of the Christians' success 15 that:Barabgs | .
. ‘:‘ ‘ 1; but a puu:io-mchiavel and th-t Marlowe 1is ahowing that altm o

dl : cognized as ouch they ultiutely triumph 1 Seve:al other criﬂcs. i

o athq; the irony of the Chriotians' success indicates that the play s o -

.
‘
~
-
ry
3
.
W
)
A

. . v . Y \ M
- < > - . : ' ) ' r v
. K . N - R

- 9 'l . . - (Y ‘;ﬂ ) . ...‘.

I . . ' 'CHAPTER THIRTEEN . . \ : S )
Ty MORAL AMBIGUITY IN THE PLAY . . S T
-+, Bevingten, Fanta, Steane, Waith i i ) .
. SRR ;

[

Some writer;,s, such as Charle's G. Hasinton, have recognized' that .

v
- o - . f«;
* ) , | . ) - .- . LI ‘
. ' . - . ) 3 . |

the Christians in the play do not represent the .forces of 'gbod" ag

] 4

-

. .

¢ true. )hchuvellibn ‘(the Wti&m in this case) are not always re- .

* . however, conceive of the-playuas a moralitq, and have c'oncluded ) o

J ‘ . ) »
nature as -a -orality is one gf para&ox, doubleness- or ambi.guity. P

L PR Dqﬁd M. Bcvington, 'for example; sees bha play s ‘conclusion as
ENE . problem of moral dbisuity."z ;rhia ambiguity, Bevinston pontgnds,

is he reoult bt "the transferei\ce of a sgcular story into/thg <

L)

, -tructure of loul dr-h.“3 and hre. believes.tlat-thg‘ ":txjgctu:e 5 .

' "4(".; r rF-

) RPN e

1 ch(lbcvt., pp. 161-66
2 Bevington. p. 157,

3 rm.. » 157. .
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Z\ . ‘ _of homiletic intrigue in arranging the scene in which Barabas wealth

- vice 'tragedy' is clearly present in The Jew."a As Bevington sees }

it, the“beginning of Marlowe's play. follows the rules as well ~as'

v

A Indialins

i

the structure of the "vice 'tragedy,'" as "The prologue, spoken by - .

L Machiavel, 1s a conventional ‘morality device heralding the appear-

a

ance of the unregener'a_.te .pro’tagonist," and

. The fifst dramatic vision of Barabas confirms the . .

T ge of evil. He 18 clever, miserly, .devoid of - ’

- cfuscience. His love for his daughter Abigail . ' B
» ‘ proves to be merely ah extension of his self-’

S : absorbed greed. - His ngrtow charity lexcludes even L

the three brethren of his race.... {this is a .

e tradit§ona.l exposition of the unredeqnable, : -

~ . worldling. ‘ I ’

N . N —

¢ * . .
. According to Bevingtdn. Marlowe temporarily breaks out of the mbde

' is confiscategf so that the "broadly hyman plight off Barabas" is made
» L4 N ﬁ N . - N . - . ',
" obvious; and despite the fact that "the‘;Jew vas actually a villain ...
o : - ‘

in the first scene [and].his later career of vi_piousnes‘s is simply

. . s \
S a return to his,,original né/ ure\ nevertheless "The dramatist in=-,
p : tended his audience to view his villain' for the moment at least,,

‘ A}
vith ge-nuizae sympdthy. nb ' ot .
) ‘ ‘ b , . o ¢ ' i
Beving'ton 'points out that, 8 ‘

- [
1 .- > Y - R

‘ A <o The structure of the final act fol lows - the inevi- : [N
4 * table conclusion-of all homiletic "tragedy," dés- = ° - '
. ' ', cendlng lover and lower into an insané depravity .
, " . that can only end in punigment for the protage- @ - -’
R nist and restoration of ordér for those wlho rmin, S
T " [and | Barabas' farewell is that of the evil ' . e
e ) <f . o ' )
’ .. .‘ , . , | [ 6 J » . “. l‘

Bevngtou. P- 147., S
Ibi&., P 148. ‘

. !un, 'A
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o

W
-
.
~
4
-
~
[
=
A" 4

g 7 e

A4 ' ’
o, : ¢ : genius in the moral ‘1;~1ay who aims at the annihi]’a— . »
1 tion of everything decent "underneath the syn." )F
& ' * t ‘ ‘
‘ e, - Bevington notes that, according to’the "formula" of moral drama,
S . . '
the play ° , C ) . : \\

B e v . |

- mst end in retfibution.... [and] The f£inal group-
‘ ing of the governors and princgs in Act V c§}:res—-’ ’ . . - °
- . ponds structurally not only to the avepgers-in

morality drama but to the processiondQf "reward" ) ﬂ
, personalities vwhose triumphs offseg fhe defeat . : N |
o and punishment of the protagonist.” - . ‘ s - ‘

3

However, he continues, "amb{guity commences, for according to the
- N - N [

g4 . .
.+ ' n‘mral pattern, Barabas' enemies and future victims should represent

‘ 9

B e i e

¢ .
. the cause of virtue,"

but "Ferneze lacks.the personal virtue to i ’
_". . .act as agent of God's righteous anger; and yeﬁ the moral framework ‘
~N ! ' . y 4 " 10
of the play puts him in & position of. doing just this." "~ Bevington

£ ouc}TdEE that,, \g | ' S

] ' * The play ends where it':-began, without the establish- .
. ) ‘ ment of a moral order on Malta, but merely with the . \ L \
: \ restoration of the.expediency that has always been s
. Ferneze's method of.governing... His appeal to divine A
. justice is a wockery.
--‘ . - v ' ' .'

e .'Acc‘ording to Bevington) "Marlmr's gdnivs ,.. [g_ould not]‘ be

» , ‘
, forced into the restrictive mould of the homiletic drama.’flz

~

He B

sees thaf; )m’rlowe‘ was unwil’ling}p'give" in to the comphl'é}te denuncia- .

a4

tion of Barabas which the homiletic mode called for: . "Marlowe's
- N . N + ., , .l .r
N . H . . i . . 4 ) \ N

| SP -7 Bavington, pp. 155-56. \ :

.uﬂ\» . S 8 -,

L - T T Ibdds, p. 146. - .
. ) . . . ‘,9 D e ﬂ
é‘ : “’ ) A toge ",‘Ibid-’ p. 1490 .. .. ‘

* - 3

. . Ll v
g - . R U I . . .
i L L " vt « 10

.

.'. e AN R ' Ibid&,\‘.p'lssn

L “u Ibid,, p. 156, & om0
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. interest in his protagonist is too Jeep_for simple denunciation,"!3 I o |
\ . P s : y , &
‘\ ' p He goes on to say that Marlowe ''reaches beyond the type to a_parti-
(\’

) I ~ o

Qv/_cular person [in B'ar'abas} and is seemingly less :Ln;ergsted in moral : )

- example than in the intricate causality of human behaviour,"14 |

Bevington, however, fails to explain why Marlowe bothered tg uge the ¢
structure and many of the devices of the homiletic drama if he was’

more interested in the "causality of human behaviour" than in moral

= i
example. He does not explain why Harlowe would not have employed a

structure more suited to his primary intérest., Furthermore, one may :
s -
speculate that by the term "causality of juman behaviour" Bevington

& .
means that people, not another force, make things happen. Thus .

: Marlowe is showing that his characters and-their antagonists provokf

R ———y T

the consequences of the play. However, Bevington ectually does not
- h R Q .
, state what he means by the term, nor does he explain.uar{oue's use

- ]

of Lhie }liusive "caugality of human.behaviour™ in the play.

. .Whhle Bevington's observations on the thematic difficulty of ’

: ' ' Yhe Chrigtiane' tr{umph ince they do not represent the‘oppOeité'of . :

Barabgp' wickednes%,‘and his conclusion that the'play is morally

A | , biguous, are enlgghteﬁing, his srgument trhat the ambiguity ;é due th ?’ .

o ‘ hhrloée’s interest in "the causaiiry“of~humau behaviour" remains ‘ ﬁo, ,

’ * vague and unconvineing. Whiie'Bevington maintains'that "Uirimarely,
Marlowe's world of chronicle is morally neuttal" and that the pla&

E poseesaen a "characteridtic lmbiguity,"ls he stops shatt of showing

. AS - . N . . o . .
L} 4 . B | ,
N R ) - . - .
v LAY o * .‘
- AN » ) : .
L] N -
.
R

13 Bevington, p. 149:
v 18 gpig., p 147

. - B .
fLo T =15 1haa,, pp. 157-58, -
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. Waith draws a»tt'eﬁtion to the .puazleinent this handliﬁg of Barabas .

R Ibid., o 236.

174
' ¢
the consequences of ambiguity in tlle play. He demonstrates thé o ]

workings of certain dramatic forces in the play, or of an overall

\

attitude of the pl‘sywright and does not offer a comprehensive in< - V

r
12

tex‘%retation{ of the play’based on his obsbrvations.'

Eugene Waith's view is simila¥ to that of Bevington, in that he &

LN )
N «

v, . \) - L]
percelves certain puzzllEg, conflictinielements in the play. He
proposes that these eleménts are evidente of Marlowe's "muItiplicity
o@ vision" ang that Marlowe tries to /balance 'one view against another"

. . ' on o
in the play }6 ' S . , -

Waith‘s ma:l@ interest is in Marlowe's multiplic]*ty of vision as

‘it appears in Marlowe &handlj.ng of "Barabas' chdracter in the play.’

He points out that Mari.‘gwe offers diffevent 'views of Barabas, first

in the Prologue and then in the first act:.

3 The Machlavel’, by proclaiming a highly. unpopular point . [

- of view, damns ¥iffdvance the hero to-whom he 1is sym- '

¥ pathetic. The av cious Jew should in any case be ) S "
anathema to a right-minded audience of the {ime, but : . :
easpecially/so 1if he is also Machiavellian. It would

‘" geem that e know.from the start how we must respond ’X/ .
to Barabas, However, in.the first scemes of-the play, .. ‘ .
the representatives of Christian orthodoxy are so pre- . ¥ |
gented that the Machiavrf], 's cynical view of thes/world 1
seems almost justified, ~ o L )

creates: 'Is Barabas“... preferable to his enenfes? The ironies of

the presenter combine with the irot_aiés of the pla‘y to form a‘t-is"}}i‘le_ﬁ ’” B

of contradictory attitu&es".'fl-'a Waith sees a fu'rther contradiction
- \ . . . ' . e

I - ‘- x ,

16 Eugene M. Waith, "Marlowe and the Jades of Asia." Studiu v

n Engﬂ.nh &i.terat:ur:el 1500-‘190 s 5 (1965) ,., 229.
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in Marlowe's handling of Barabas in thaé the reader or the audience’
is léd to expect a stereotype {s a result of the P?\ologue’e dfscus~
el s\ion of Barabes, but the first speech;in Act I "stamps the portrait . '7

nl9

of an individual on the stereotype. He °seed Marlowe. as "manipula-

ting" the character of Barabas so that' at {i;es Barabas appear)\as a
stock-figure—"me;odramatic villain or Dcomic butt"—and a‘tﬂ other times
as an individual--"an aspiring and suffering man."2% " waith insists,
however, that a.s‘t4he play.progresses "the individual begins -to-g:lis-
. appear into the stereotype," concluding that "In fthe latter part of
,the play, Barabas is almost completely the stereotypg...."zl
) ' Waith aeaez"ta.that tl?e pl‘ay‘ is not'completely successful in pfe-
genting a multiplicity of vision because at tin;es ""the contradictory
attitudes ... seem ... to cancel each ‘other out.... Tt}_e ob}iqueness
- of presentation .., éouiea\gteérlptil. déf'egt;ng {ts own ends."?? As an
example, Waith pe:lnts ouf that “at the end ‘of the play where ‘VBarabas
drops into the cauldron, Marlowe fails because "Only Barabas indo-
. mitable vitality remains to draw us’ to h:l.m, "and that is’ not enough to

[ Y
balk applause and a heartless 1augh " and that "Marlowe's shifting

‘at;,titudea towards his. protAgoniat oes feem a'E last to varp rather

. ~ thafj. add depth t the chamcterization.",23 While Waith's argument
14

< »

‘ T -M,_Lasauma .that character:lz t:l.on of ‘Barabas was Marlowe 8-consuming .’ S

‘ ;,‘ [ ] v ) ! .‘, - ¢ . . .,'o ) /\ .

Ly Megagen, P38, L e S %g‘ ‘

! ‘ N0 e s ) : o s
s T (0 o, b, EEY R U W
T 2 thigl, pp. 23839, oo e By

[ L 122 ‘f\ L. . . e L ds r. et

~Ibi.d., P 233.\

52 Ibid ' po 239' '

.ﬂm
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RIS | u
. ' interest in the play, he does not offer proof to support this ‘/ |
" D coritention., ) ' , f:'j
. A , Waith's description of multiplicity of vistos in the'play.i/s‘ ' ] |

¢

suggestive, but, like Bevington, he{stops short of applying his ob-— .

servationg towards a convincing interpretation of the play's meaning;

x . .

J.B. Steane points out that, ) NI,

' Few plays have been given more names: . tragedy, comedy, - - R |
melodrama, farce, tragical-comical, farcical-satirical, ) ‘ ] .
\ "terribly serious," "tedidusly trivial"; "terrifying," )

“

- it seems, gannot be too heavy a t&sy, nor "absurd" W_ L

7

too light. ’\<. .
Steane .believes that it is not : zessary‘ to aas‘ign' the play a gentre— 1 1,: {
. "There 15 no real need ;.o tidy ic away into any partfcular‘ Qramatic : l
‘:;{atego?y; some Of these descriptions are more l,;elpful than others, but |

EREN
"2 pe dbes believe tt{atgt)h,e play should

P e

- ‘probaﬂly none, is definitive.

! -~ ] e

' be seen p\imarily as a parjigx because "Barabas is the most )successful
i B ¢ * .repregentative of. a materialistic society. which also victimizes and

e

. ‘condeins him,” and "The Establishment does eventually triumph over‘_ A

the Outsider [i.e., Barabas] in this play; but only i:ecaius‘e they' can

e e -

« - outdo the ’unscrupulous‘ness‘ for which they condemn him,"26

. Steane gees the'play as concerned with the moral issues of the +

" "Devil as hero,"27 and he -proposes: that "Machiavel's Prologue itself
. ) : : .

ly dev'?ed‘ ' .

n]:y fot ‘.‘-\-l

U sets the pattern of dpématic .doublethink, -It is a .cumn

e ‘ "28

speech, the effect of which "{g wrtt} considering nqt\o

A - \

f . ! | ) R 4 i d . 2
- DA 24 Steane, p. 166. ' _ T -,
‘ ‘a 25 Ibid' ’ P““ 166 . R ‘. \ ’/ \ < . ' . <
. " " 26 Ibid., pp. 168-69. CoL ‘ ' ;
e 27 bid., po 172, . T T
\ - 2 ' b : . v
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" have won 1in’ the end but their methods are just as despicable as

L

itself but because it prese"nts in ldttle the basic paradox of the

n29

whole play. Steane sees this paradox as a"'paradox of the 'good

devil',... he 138 the man you))ove to hate and hate to love."30 ' . I B

- .

To Steane, the triumph of the Chrisgians at the end of the play - .
t

Pl

p\‘rovides further testimony to the play's paradoxiial nature, as, in

/
.

the final scene, , ) . ’

the play's characteristic doubleness 1is clearly g
focuged.... If one at firgt sees a crude moral
,exemplum, good defeating evil, a second look finds. i ‘
the "good" nowhere to be seen; and if "crude thea- ' .
trical knockabout" was 4 first diagnosis, elements .
of genuine tragedy mixed with some farce and much31 . _ :
irony soon press foward to modify it drastjically.

As Steane would have 1it, Marlowe's purpose in creating paradox in

the play is a moral one: he sees that,"In The Jéw of Malta dne has ‘to

o ; {
search hard to find any ... virtues in the world dramatised,"32 and — “ §

"

that "Marlowe is parading a debased l-u.mun'utt:y"33 in the play. He con- LA

e .
tends that by using paradox- :Ln his drama, Marlowe points up the moral o
frailty and shortcomings of humanity in general; ‘the Christians may \ 4

»

Barabas ' . , - B

‘Chi‘istopher G. Fanta also notes cdﬁf}.idﬁing elements in The Jew. . '

- . o —— b

of Malta. Like Bevi‘gfon, Waith and Steane, he maintains that’

"Marlowe's, tr;gic vision ... includes neither unambighous condemna-

— - . ¢ N
. v '\

- .29 Steane, p. 176. B o I . - ‘
| . 30 Ib‘ido, P 1750 , R4 ,'“' ) ‘: . ) o “ B s ‘.

Ibid., p. 192.
32 Ipid., p.-167."

k]

33 Ibtd. , P 2
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tion of the protagonist nor the reintegration of the social structure

EAY S

&

1
g after his fall."% According to Fanta, the play "conjures a kind of

t

1imbo of moral-claims," and, 1like Steane, he believes that it also

reveals "a vague sense of dissatisfaction with the fate of man."35 ' :

Fanta refers to Doctor Faustus, Tamburlaine and The Jew of Malta

R

when he insists that "the moral content of Marlowe's plays remains

] ’ T perplex}ngly amhiguous."36 Fanta goes beyond Bevington, Waith and ‘
' - Steane by s'howing how ambiguity relat;es meaningfully to (1) thej deaths .
! ¢ . of the protagonists: "0;1e reacts uncertainly, wavering between regz;rd
; for the justice of their downfalls and a‘greatbr adniration for the o
f 'grandeu‘r of '}:heigkascents";:;? and (2) the "virtuous characters" in B
§ \ the 151;7 wvith vhom, ta ;;oints ou;:, "the reader ... is inv‘ited to ¢
- % identify" but who "have no prominence in [Marlovie"s] K‘la‘ys."38 Fanta
* implies that the c"opclu'sions remain ambiguous, but ‘the doubts relaote
;f ' specifically to unsavory deeds. There must be an'a,ltgrﬁati\ge, / ’
:‘ \ ;Marlowe ‘would seem to say; even 1f none- is offé.red. -~ :
, ) Y Fantria mocntions’ Bevington's argv.qient that Mar_lov're'_s uge of tradi~ - .
tional homiletic,‘ str\‘x'ct'ure to tellbaLe‘cﬁlar story "imposes an 111« -
: ," . 'fittiné mc;ral lesson" and Fanta inh'ists:"tbgt although ievington's ‘
! : ’ .
. argument_,i:s "coml':’élling," nev,erthelefs.‘ .- ‘ , E p\(
' % . ' “,ﬁl‘:gg,uity i:x the creation may ‘g"" .g result from an- " '
) , ., rbivalence in the creator, @i oje must inquire .
. ) o ,:}‘. \ ) ABI‘.Fa‘aﬁta. pe 4. _ \ . ’ _“
- . | . _‘35v1b?.d.,, p.-.:l;..'- - ] ', N S A . ‘. c
| e 2 mvid., p. 1., S R ; )
LT ke AT T _
: N
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- He sees that "Iwo

- function in the play: '
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< - .
whether rather than acting as a structural "trap,"

‘the forms of the plays give expression to a duality

of ~outlook393nd equally to a gradually developed
pessimism, . .

Fania thus agserts that, contrary to Bevinéton's suggestion that
. \ \ t
L 4

the play's ambiguity results from Marlowe's use of an inappropriate
structure for the élay, Mar}owe intended to express his duality of

outlook; the ambiguity is the result of Marlowe's own amhivalence.'

0
.

' Fanta seeks an understanding of Marlowe's duality of thought and

pess:lmism 1n the minor ‘characters. Altho they Are monotone stick-
figures, ..5 the key to exp];,o\ring the less fiery side of his mi,nd
liés with a particular set of these minor charac¢ters: the‘handﬁ{l

" of weak but viptuous persons who coumafid his respect."l'q

.

out that while Marlowe "repeatedly ..+ makes weakness oo the object

- 1

9

‘of his caustic irony" and

, dthough'théy have no power or gulle,  Zenocrate gnd ‘
Olympia . in Tamburlaine, Abigail in The Jew of Malta,
Jprince Edward in Edward II and the Old Man in Doctor

Faustus are portrayed with a d nitxlwhich convinces ;
us of Marlowe's attraction to them.

‘%amen: a y‘oung'girL, a boy, and an old mn—these..

?

‘/are the exponents of Marlowe's gentler spirituality, the. calm lake in

S

the stormy tumult of his vision,". éonclu@ing that, "Above all elge,
ki H

‘these five cimracvters s.how 'sBplic fhe etact oppasite of

Machiavell‘ian puli«:y."l’2 Fania 1135191: that’ they have an important i

.
. TR )
- [ *

39 Panta, pp. 6-7.

3

e s

e




-

Tt

_ that,

. —

¢

They qualify our vision of the overreacher aﬁd sug~
gest scmethingggﬁ Marlowé's own mmbivale?i attitude,
for moré and more radically in the sequence of the
plays they challenge the meansagnd the ends of the
hegoes' gigantic graspings.... .

N : ’ .
. To Fanta, "They are 'agonists' in Marlowe's gallery of giant prota=
. - R :

) . i
gonists, innocent sufferers 'Doomed for a certain tem to walk the

night' of this earth's ruthlessness, "4

¢

Fanta goes on to say that in The Jew of Malta, "Marlowe is demon-

1 o
strating ... exactly what is the 'worst' that ungpecked policy can do"

+ ~when he allows Barabas' pursuit of revenge to siip into villainy and

his "Machiavellian policy [to run] wild except\ﬁhen challenged by
b5 | |

»

more policy. According to Fanta, Marlowe "probes the role, if any,

of virtuous simplicity in such a world, as Abigail comes to perceive

16

it to be, of loveless, .pitiless and impious savages. . Fanta contends

n
’

AN ) : ’
Within each 'play the ‘effect of the contrast between
. the overreacher and the countercurrent minor figure
" wmay indicate a more or lessldeliberate\effort by~ .
Marlowe to temper our .concéption of his, protagonist, /

creating qybiguity as the expression of his own re-

gervations, or perhaps, feg;s about the effort to ot
v"" exceed one's own huganity. s e
Fanta ;uggests that Marlowé's growing pessimism 1s evident in
" the ending of The Jew of Malta:ﬁ . - _ S
+ } ] ()/
*3-panta, p. 9. | T //
“ 1b1d., po9. = ‘ S ,
45 S . : :
Ibido" P- 24. . A: .' .. o . ,' - ] \\ .
46 Ib"id.., p.,. 26. v . ‘: \\‘ - s A » L ) :g B ‘J"

.7 1p1d:, pp., 9-10.
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After all the machinations of policy and twists of . )
fate, the same corrupt, hypoecritical governor re-
mains securely in command of Malta, now with all s ) ’
its apparent enemies subdued. With Marlowe, as with X
most satirists, one of the gredtest villains is the :
status quo, yet ) ‘Marlowe gives the victory to the re- ~
presentative of the established order.... behind the
ironically peageful cggcluding lines lies the gloom
\ of frustrated change.
1] )

°

Fantg concludes that, S
Along with\Marldtg:'S'dréam of the ability of a man ‘

.to overreach the limitations of his society and to ’
become, if only temporarily, more, than a man, there

resides ‘... an equally characteristic lack of faith : g ) "
‘that that overreacher can meaningfully bring change
and new life to his society. And the hope embodied

in Abigail's innocenge was snuffed out, |[because er 49 L .
life was snuffed ou:}before the beginning of Act ‘o L - ‘

\.

while Fanta's argument 1is itself compeiling, and his'conclusign.
that the piay evinces dual‘:.ity of outlook and moral qmbiguity has it;
convincing mmeﬁts.\ theré remains a softness in his argumerit. First, ‘
hjs discussion of the .overreacher who wants to bri\ng "change" and. |
"':Téi( lrfe" to society suggests that these are positive goals; but, in
this discussion, he makes no mention of the viliainy, greed and
self~interest which characterize Barabas the/averreach} and he

- -
-

.offers no explan'at‘ion as to ‘how these characteristics affect the K
. . ‘ | ]
goals. - | L e

. Second, Fanta's assumption that the duality 6[/ outlook in th‘g

‘

lay reflecta Marlowe's own duality of thought, his pwn struggle

v

with the opposipg natures repreaented by his rotagonists and bis«

/"agonists" is, in fact, presumptuous. If Marlowe chose to expose

dramatiNlly a concept of duality of outlook, PE ‘moral ambiguity ‘

)
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The persuasive effect of Kocher's essay 1s similarly tempered

by the fact that Kocher's comments on the play are generally limited . |

/
to the first act: he has not attempted to offer an explanation of

Barabas' actions in the rest 'of__ the play, nor has he commented on
LN '
the play's ending.

T Kocher believes that the Baines.document contains the truth

»

. about Marlowe's religious beliefsz? and he writes thHat "religion was

. . ! L l .-
the one thing in the world that Marlowe took most ser::Lously."28 *He -,
{ . . u LR

i

.,;,f ésée_rté that Marlowe 'was bound to Christianity by the surest of ‘ -

.

ch}ins—hatred ming\led with reluctant longing, and fascination much’

akin to fear."29 ‘He also assumes that "His struggle with Christian-
! N ’

ity was, indeed,one of the purest fountains of his literary inspir-

ation" and that "his plays show both a more extensive and a more

‘_‘f" proft-:und knowledge of Christian doctrine than those of ény other

Elizabethan playwright, including Chapman" .as "There are whole
scenes in which scarcely a line does not contain some allusion to the

Bible or to didactié and controversial literature."30 Kocher con-

cludes that Marlowe's gifts as a scholar and a satirist of religion

are "of the highest ordex:."31 : :
- -

)
While much of Kocher's perspective is enli%hrteuing, and well-

7

27 See Paul H. Kocher, "Marlowe's .Atheist Lecture,h Journal of
English and Germanic Philology, 39 (1940), 98-106.

28 Kocher, Chrigtopher Marlowe:
Learning, and Character, p. 137.

A Study of his Thought,

v
N

29 1bd., p. 119. -
30 Ibid.,j;‘l36. : . o |

Ibid., p. 137. o
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part of the play.

190

supported:by illustrations from the text, as for example, his claims

7
1

about numerous Biblical allusions in the play, his argument is ulti-

mately inadequaie because 1t is based on an assumptio:n-ab,out Marlowe's’
. . . "a -~ i

. personal phiiosophylwhich"is' not necessarily true. Even if the Baines
'document'were a true indicatioo of Mé’rlowe's’ theological beliefs (and
there 1is considerable reason to shspes:t it is not ), Kocher has -

attempted to explain the play om the’ "basis of what he perceives to be

r

Marlowe's beliefs. ~Instead of ,adhering to the accepted method of

o

. literary analysis, 1.e., drawing conclusions based on a close analysis

of the text, Kocher has tried to make The Jew of Malta correspond

vith his own preconceived pattern, ignoring or glossing over elements
‘within the play that do not fit the prescribed pattern; such as the
irony of Marlowe s "siding" with a character who is obviously alie- /

nated from the audience's affections, the overreaching aspirations of.

/
/.<ff\"Ba/t'abas, his yearning for revenge and his wicked deeds in the greater

3‘ "G.K. Hunter's work displays a more disciplined{apptoach to, lit-

3

+ , erary analysis than that of Kocher in that he offers an ext'ensive,'

well-researched and Carefully documented analysis of the‘text of

The Jew of Malta, while Kocher's hypotheses are derived mainly from

| ungubstantiated analogues or tenuous coanections. | y
3 L3 '

Hunter gsees the play as a theological morality worked out within *

a structure of theological ideas and conventionms. To Hunter, the play

3
v

32 See Adams, pp. 1-18, for a discussion regarding the
unreliability of the Baines document.

>
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8

1s, "apart from Faustus, the greatest ironic.structure in Marlowe's
. . ;y‘ ! \ < ' .
'\'rork.":i.3 Like Paul KocheTr, he belig..ves‘ that Marlowe was a "skilled

theologian"aa'but, instead of basing this conclusion as Kdcher has

\

. . ?
done, on the comtroversial Baines document, Hunter relies on evidence®

from the text and on testi;nony by John E. Bakeless who observed that

.

o

Cambridge scholarships were

tenable for three years, but if the candidates were
dispbsed to enter holy orders they might be held
for six ... [and] as Marlowe held his scholarship
for six years, he must have beegsat least osten-
sibly preparing for the Church. ) ' .

Hunter sees tirat Marlowe reveals "a richly compl‘ﬁx and ambivalent

w

attitude to Christianity"36 in the jplay.

According to Hunter, Barabas is a parody of the Biblical Jab,

3

and, beca;;se Job 1s very similar to Christ, Barabas is an Antichrist.
Hunter assumes, moreover, that the Elizabethaﬁs would éaaily have
made this connection and recognized Barabas as an Antichrist as well.
Huntér conte;nds that the First Jew's words in I.11.184: '"Yet,
brother Barabas, remember Job" are, in fact, "cited in order to pre-

sent Barabas as the opposite, as an Anti-Job, characterized by his

:

impatience [author's emphasis], ... and choosing: the road..not of

Christian patience, but .of its opposite, revenge."37

s

33. G.K. Hunter, "The Theology of Marlowe's The Jew. of Malta,"
Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Iastitute, 27 (1964),.182.

3,“ Ibid., p. 182.

N . »
35 Ibid., p. 182
36 1p14., p. 218.

37 Ibid., p. 190:

R ‘7‘._“;}& 8.




t.hir'lki‘ng,"ag and a Jew was a person who chose not to a'ccept Christ-

ianity as a creed and therefore was an outsider: not, a racial out-

-

o

Bafabps' Jewisghness, Hunter goes on to ds‘ay.. would have been per-

ceived by the-Elizabethans as a moral and religious issue, not as a
. ) . ‘ - ‘ . o L : N -
racial one as many moderm-day writerg have supposed.38 He points out

that "The’ whole E}.izabethaix frame of - réference disc“ouraged racial

}9

- .
-

Bi&er, but a relig’ioué outsider, ‘ane who- cHose his fate. Hunter pr;a—

sume/ further significance in Barabas' Jewishness: ' he ‘insists that,

S -
\
.

. L o ‘ -
to the Elizabethan way of thinking, the Jew was always "wicked" be- .

4

cause he was a Jew in the theological' gense; that is, he did not -

‘embrace Christianity. Barabas was thus condemnes leqm the beginming

of the play, regardless of whetheri he ;omhdtted immoral acts in the
last part of ‘the play, simply because he was a Jew. ,\"[lf]'or the
theological status of the Jew, typified by the name Barabas, was
fixed and immtab“\Le' until he ceased to be‘a‘Jew."40 'Consequéntly.'
Hunter contends éhat in the play "there is no reversal of general - t
attitude: the Jew‘ v;hé ‘descends to the ca;uldron in Act V has the same

gtatus as the Jew who counts his money in Act I, ‘though ... there are

o

plenty of counter-currents t'.hrougho“ut."41 To Hunter, this disproves
"the usual critical attitude" that Marlowe "has sympathetically iden-

tified himself with the powerful and magnetic akgden figure" in the
v N c ,

o

' 38 5e¢ Hunter, pp. 184-86.

s

9 Hunter, pp. 185-86.

40 Ibid., p. 186.

™ 1bia., b 186
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first part of the Ialay and "1ater loses interest."*?

Hunter sees another theological parody in Barabas' treasu'r'e.

" Barabas' material treasure of jevels, gold, and so forth, he says, is

N

, meant :to‘ reflect the .spiritual treagure of Christ. He builds an

-

elaborate case for the theological motif of Christ as tréasure, and '

‘for the Virgin's womb as a "little room" which contained "{nfinite

" riches" (i.e., Christ), and Hupter claims,r't‘hat Barabas' famous line

"Infinit’e riches in a little room" 'should be interpreted in part as a

parody of ‘this theological motif.“ " He pointé out that the Jews were
perceived as representing desire for treasure in material objects,

not in spfrit,"as Judas sold Chr'ist for silver and the Jews valued
- . N i -
i . ) .

“ﬁhe life of Barabas the criminal, more than that of Jesus the
\

&

preacher.
e i °

'The cauldron, Huntgr notes, was generally understood by El\iza-
. ‘
bethans to represent Hell—"A cauldron was, in fact, a traditional

| : ,
image of he11"**—and Barabas as Antichrist therefore met an appro-

Iz

. {

priate end. o |

i

B

Moreover, according to Hunter, Marlowe's cho_i:ce of Malta as the

»

" setting for his play is a fact that s;'ipp‘orts the theory of the play

as a theological morality, Bepause:

In placing his Jew in Malta, at the time when Malta
was.menaced by Turkish attacks, -Marlowe is not choos-.
ing place’'and time at random. For here was one'of *

a ' *

.42 Hunter, p. 186.
43 ‘
See Hunter pp. 194-98, See also pp. 191-93 for Hunter's
theory that the line may also indicate that Barabas' wealth
represents "spiritual hunger for the infinite.,"

b Bunter, p. 210, - o

.
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. , : .
as "In the actual 1life of the play, the heroic ‘conflict of the Cres- -

194

the decisive struggles of Marlowe's age, a struggle
not simply between nations (operating by "policy") N

but between faiths, between virtue and iniquity, God ot

and the devil, Such at least was the common European -
attitude....%? ) -

3 :
He also notes that "Marlowe seems to hgve chosen his world of men, as

he choge hig place, to raise highest expectations of ‘rectitude"” be-

14

cause the Knights of Malta were historically "monastic soldiers
vowed 'to poverty, chastity and obedience‘.‘346 “He sees that Marlowe
"deliberately chose this particular world of men, "only to reveal the

more gffectively his view of man's ... essentially fallen conditiom,"

&

‘cent and the Cross, with {ts idealistic rhetoric of honour and piety,
is t;nly a window dressing} behind which, omn both s.ides./’ lies the
reaiity of greed ... 'Desire of gb’ld.""'7 _

Hunter concludes that Marlowe, in dram;tizipg theolbgical, ideas, '

LS

does not necessarily condemn €Christianity as a doctrine (which, he . ’ !

says, iany critics have suggested), but rather, Marlowe condemns the o7 ;

behaviour of mahy Christians. As Hunter would hsve'i‘t, Marlowe ‘is

v

{
demonstrating that:'the motive “desire of gold" (avarice) is ignoble E
and cﬁmpletely inconsistent with Christian theological doctrines, bu i
that ‘Christians/ and, in fact, "most.men," Christi‘an' or not, are moti- :
vated by "desire of ”golt‘l."l‘8 As evidence that‘.it is Christian

-behaviour rather than Christian doctrine that Marlowe attacks in the\

45

Hunter, pp'. 202—b3.
Y ‘

Ibid., p. 203.
, 47 Ibid., p. 203.

8 Ibid., pp.  203-04.
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play, Hunter draws the reader's atteation to Ferneze's words in

B
h 4

-1,11.102-103: "And better one want for a common good;/Than many
s ,

y/ perish for\a:private wan,” and the First Knight's words in the same

scene, line 113: "'Tis not our fault." Whereas to Paul Kocher the-,

scene's purpose is merely to identify Barabas as an Antichrist, Huptér

‘believes that its purpose is'to associate Ferneze and the Chrigtians
. ‘ . : .

o .

with Pontius Pjlate and the Chief Pfiest Cataphas whg conaemned Christ

4

and, in condemning him, betrayed him. Hunter notes:

though Barabas is the opposite of Christ, his triar”
is conducted by figures who approximate to Pilate
. and the Chief Priest.... and throughout the scene
the gap between Christiaz doctrine and Christian
behaviour is emphasized. 9 .

.

Hunter continues: . -

Marlowe's purpose 1s not to justify the Jew' [who is
an Antichrist|, but to belabour the Christiaa:. The,
~ belabouring is, however, ... concentrated on Chris-
tendom's betrayal of Christ, rather than on doctrine
itself. Christianity's pretensions camnot be justi-. 3,
fied by. the behaviour of its adherents, but thisg is
ot to say that {1t cannot be justified at a11,30

In conclusion, Hunter s;ys,.the play

Is strongly built upon a stratum of orthodox theolo-

gical attitudes; its heterodoxes and perversities

take a savage delight to show how inapplicable these

attitudes are to the political or commercial ambi- .

tions of most men; but the satire is as stroog

against "mogt men" as against Christianity".’s1

If there is distortion in Hunter's overview, it lies:in the as-

. pects of the play whiéh he has not fully éxploﬂgd: for. example,

the overreaching ambitions of Barabas (although'it could be arguéd

-
- -

’ Hunter, p. 212. » .
3% Ibia., p. 217, s \
51 :

Ibid., p. 218.
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' ) ' . . ) L
_ that Hudter has considered this aspect in reaching the 'conclusion that

‘the connections between political events of the day and certain poli-

. Hunter's conclusions about the use of Biblical .allusiqn in the play,

_play, than (as Hunter is) in interpreting the“play s meaning based on

1

4

, Do
"Marlowe's interest.seems to be rather in the-contrast between 4 ' -

. ' ) o . } Kl
fabulous degree of wealth and a spiritual sterility, which, throﬂgh- g .

t .
out the play, cries out for Jsatisfaction and is notvanswereqziz);\or

tica@ allusions in the play; or the significance of tneatiical éle- ' \
ments (which Bunter does recognize in the cauldronrscene)'ih the play - - | o
as a\whole. e . v — ' S

\

zThe'efforﬁs of James H. Sims constitute more a footnote to

Hunter's work than an independent study. Sims 1s indebted to

and he particularly credita Hunter for discoveries of similarities

.

between The Jew of Malta and Doctor Faustus. ﬁo&ever, Sims 1s more

interested in simply exploring how Biblical allusion is used in the '
’ R 3

theee disco:;ries.‘ Sims expands on Fénier's diécove}ies éoncerning
Biblical allusion, and reaches the conclusion‘that Biblical allusion ‘ *
in the play involves a Feversal of roles, a “looking-glass view“ 33
Biblical events and pe;ple. nHF'inéists“that "Biblical jilusions‘..f\"

f [ E ]

form a consistent patterén"54 in both Doctor Faustus and The Jew of . I
= L —

Malta. According to Sims Marlowe proVides a 'fear—view nirror
. e .

glance at conventional ideas and beliefs N by tbe nié\nnd abuse of

f ’ . . ® » X \
a .

-2 Bunter, p. 193, - ‘ ‘

r93 James H., Sims, Dramatic Uses of Biblical Allusions in Marlowe
and Shakegpeare, Univ. of Florida Monographs, Humanities No. 24 .
(Gainésgville, Florida: Univ. of Florids Press, 1966), p. 19. »

’ o ) Faa . j.
_54 Ibid., p. LS. ~ Lo 7
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‘Barabas and Job, ‘and ... betwegn Barabas and Christ.

.duce a sharp sense of aomeghing badly OM frame."

197

¢ s

Scr‘:iptv.u'e,'dS and through this method "a reversal of conventional

conceptions is accomp_lished."56 He goes on to say that Marlowe ac-

complishes this "rear-view mirror effect" by using three ‘types of

. reversals: . "the reversal of roles, the reversal of Yalues and the

reversal of meaning."57 S

Sims explains that the "reversal of roles occurs when words

P

époken Ry or of. a righteous person «(usually Christ) in the Bible are

"associated in the play with a wicked person (Mephistopheles. Faustus
and Barabas especially). n38 He points out that even if the full

“significance of the words would be grasped only by those in the au-

.

dience able to recognize the context of the allusion, most of .the '

audience would have known the; references and "The reversal of roles,

¢

: d : . .
‘therefore, though the -audience in many instances? may not havg con=-

?
sciously andlyzed what was wrong, could hardly have failed to pto-

59

Like Hunter, he sees N comnectlon betwfen Barabas and Job, and ‘

‘

Barabas aric‘l‘ Chiist. He writes that "Marlowe reverses roles between ‘

n60 Sims ex-

.plains how rplp-reveréql makes Barabas an Antichrist: "A Biblical

33 Sins, p. 15.

.5§31bid., p. 28. - . s
. : o R )
7 Ibid., p. 16. SR .

v 98 e, p. 16.

- |
L 2 .
59 Ibid-.' po 16-- - ’ } . ¥ . *

60 Ibid., p. 18, ' . - .
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°

allusion casts Barabas in Christ's role eafly in the play,"61 and ‘

he refers to the words of Ferneze in I.1{.100-104., Like Hunter and
Kocher, he asserts that the speecﬁ‘is reminiscent of the meeting ,

involving .the High Priest Caiaphas in which the decision to condemn’

'Jesus was taken. BHunter sées that the passage is significant mainly ) :

becadsé it implieq that the play's Christians, as represented by

Ferneze and the First Knight who are no virtuous Christians but the

'3

equivaleﬁt_of'the betrayers of Christ—Caiaphas and Pilate, have-

kil

betrayed true Christianit§.62 Sims, on the othér hand, like Kocher,

believes the~significance‘off¥h¢ péssage f&es mainly in its implica-

*tion that Barabas is to be seen as a reversal of Christ: .

‘ Here is a looking-glass view indeed: the Jewish high

» ’ ‘ priest.becomes the .Christian governor of Malta,‘and

o the founder of Christianity, a Jew himself of course,
becomes the rich Jew Barabas, named 3r‘the criminal
released by Pilate instead of Jesus.

' Sims also contends that Barabas' words in the passage about
. Ry .
righteousness is a paraphrase of

A )
3

.a pdssage in Isaiah often regarded as a Megsianic \ ;
prophecy ... (Isa. 33:15-16a) ... [and ] the question ‘ )
_— which Barabas asks at the close of the speech ... . .-
- paraphrases Christ's words to the Pharisees "Whiche ‘
of you can rebuke me_of sinnme?". (John 8:46).°

'While Hunter believes nﬁgk the passage's priﬁary purpose is to point .

> 4 o

“ 0 out the diffgrénce betqeed"fiéhtebusness earned and righteousness

~

gi@ep ﬁy Grace (in bglief and trust in Christ), Kochef sees that it

¢

] . .
61,Sims, p. 19.
62 . o
See above, pp. 194-95.
83 Sims, p. 19. L ' BN .
o- ; N 64 ° ' « ~ [
L . ibid., pp. 20-21, ‘ L o ' °
I3 LY !
. ' . -
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{

is to criticize the doctrine of originai sin. Sims, however, per-

ceives that its main purpose is to emphasize the reversal of roles

\

between Barabas and Christ. "Bafabas-implips that the doctrine of

man's depravity does not apply to him as it did not apply to

CHrist.Tﬁs It is.a pity that Sims does not expand on this idea, as

~
-

. Barabas' claims about his Being "fram'd of finer mould than common

nen

(£.11.224) may have a similar significance.
According to Sims, L . .

A second type of Biblical allusion in Marlowe re-

verses values.... In The Jew of Malta Barabas under- .o
goes no spiritual struggles over the reversal of

values [as Sims says Faustus‘ggés]; he seems at ease

with values already reversed. ' ' -

’ T
As an example of the reversal of values and Barabas' ease with

the teversal, Sims cites the passage céﬁtaining Barabas' words, "Now
I

will I ghow myself to have more of the sérpeu; than the dove; that

is, more knave than fool.""(II.iii.36-37). He maintains that

. Christ, in Matthew 10:16, "intended theiserpent and the dove as

fijures of two qualities, different but both good;fto be balanced b}

Christians as they faced the hostility of‘the world,”" but that,

To Barabas, schooled in the Machiavellian art of
dissimulation, it seems better to be wickedly wise
than innocently (in the sense of "harmlessly")
foolish: to him the gdvice to be both wise and
harmless i3 nonsense. 7, :

Congequently,-as Sime would have it, "The words of Jesus are per-

gerted so that both the serpent and the dove figure become, in

65 Sims, p. 20. ‘ 4

® mid., p.n. T 7

67 Ib1d.,.p. 21.
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- Barabas' words, symbols of something bad."

' 53-54). To\Sims, this is another Biblical allusion, as; in this

‘Adam for his brother's death" (III.1iv.33). Sims points out that

68 o

" As another example of Matldive's reversal of ‘values in the play,
.t s -

-

Sims réfe;s to Barabas' words concerning Lodowick and Abigail: ‘ere

‘he shall have her,/I'll sacrifice her on a pile of wood" (IL.1ii.

t

passage, Marlowe

PR

alludes to the offering up of Isaac, Abraham's.only
son.... the important differences [between Barabas'
words and Abraham's deed ]conceru the motivations of
‘Abraham and Barabas. Abraham's was an act of faithx
ful obedience to God's command and of spiritual devo-
tion to God. For the moral value of love of God
superseding the love of child, Barabas substitutes
love o£ hate and revenge superseding the love of
child.%? !

[} ' ! [

Sims ‘concludes: ' . &

A villain who accompanies his villainy by allusion to
, Holy Writ in which he has reversed the values, substi-
_tuting natural scheming for supernatural providence,
knavery for wisdom, and blind obedience to impulses
of hate for obedience to God becomes, especially to
an audience acquainted with the Scriptutes, the child
of Hel1,70 '

According to Sims, a third use is made of. Biblical allusion in

the playg as Marlowe "reverses not only a value but the whole mean-  _

ing of the original passage."71 _As an exampie‘of the "reversal of

i)

_meaning,” he cites Barabas' comment that Abigail, because she turned

sincerely to Chrisflantty, should be cursed by him, "Like Cain by
\ . .

L
%8 Sims, p. 21. .
% mi4., p. 22, - . -

70 Ibid., p. 22. K

™ 1bid., p.23. ‘ o

R 4 i
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it was God, not Adam, who actuallydplaced a curse on Cain, and that {2;\
God provided for Cain's prbtection from death by violent means in
spite of the curse. He concludes that Barabas has perverted "the

story of God's mercy even in judgment to a story of a father's venge-

ful cqrse,"72 which, he says, ‘Barabas uses .td justify his eventual .

murder of Abigail and the other nuns. ' .
In addition to his observations about revérsals in The J%g:of
Malta, Sims, “in a footnofe to his own work, offers a tantglizing

theory of the origin of Abigail's name. He conteads th he

-t

has the name and character of the attractive wife of |

the churlish Nabal who was smitten dead by God. Un~ ' o

like Marlowe's Abigail, the Biblical heroine enjoye93
, a happy ending as the bride of David (I Samuel 25 ),

1

-

Sims unfortunately provides no elaboration. Had he pursued this

l idea he might have discovered a link between Abigail and Christ;has
Jesus was born of David's line.
' Much of Faustus' and Barabas', "complexity and power as dramatic ‘
characéers as weil as much of the success of tﬁé'plays in which they
appear," according to Sims, 1s due to "the Marlovian looking-glass

method of viewing Séripture, through whicﬁ a reversal of conventional

conceptions 1s accomplished and an additional force given to’ the

dramatic statements.‘"]4 Infortunately, he does not explain precisely
~ what the "dramatic statements' consist of, nor does he describe their

significance in the play as a whole: he does not tell us what

"gtatements'" Marlowe is makihg in The Jew of Malta. Similarly, while
. . . y ‘
72 Sims, p. 23.

.77/Ibid., p. 22, n. 10. _ ° - ’

7% 1b14., p. 28.
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Sims theory that ‘the play of fers 4 looking-glass view of tbe

x,‘

Scriptures 1is suggestive, he does not .explain the significaqﬁe of the
"looking-gla§s method of viewing Scripture" in the play as a whole,
*and he fails to iqdicéte how Marlowe's "reversal of conventional
donce;tion;" is to be interpr;ted.élkike Bevington ;nd Waith,75 Sims
is mbie interestéd in demonstrating 'the workings of dramatic elements
within.the pfay than in applying his observations to a‘conclusive .
iﬁterpretation of the play's meaning.

To summarize the major frénds and agsgumtions in‘qriticism con-

cerning theological elements in the plaﬁ. one should note that: -

(1) most gigteenth and seventeenth céntufy critics believe that’ ‘ .

AR e

2

Marlowe was an atheist and that the play reflects his atheistic point

of view; b@) eighteenth and nineteenth century criticism is charac-

terized by controversy concerning Marlowe's theological opinions, and
ol

some writers (such as Cibber, Baker,-Warton, Lamb and Hazlitt) ques-

oRle

tion the atheistic label applied to the dramatist; and (3) mdst

-~ -

twentieth century writers believe that Marlowe was critical of cer-
taih~theological matters in his_;ime, and spmé of these critics see
. the play as a theolbgical‘morﬁlity. The main assumptions of those
who view the play as aﬂtheological morality include: (1) Marlowe
dencunces Roman Cathélicisﬁ in the play (Van der Spek); (2) Marlowe
criticizes the life and principles of Christians—both Roman Catholic

and Protestant—in the play,(Kocher); (3) Marlbwe uses Barabas as a

tool to show the deficiencies of Christianity (Kocher), (4) Marlowe .

uses Biblical allusion in the play to (a) point up the deficiencies
I ! : ’

75 See above, pp. 170-76.

° . - ' 0
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N of Christianity (Kocher), (b) show the incongruities between '

. - Christian doctrine and Christian behaviour (Hunter), and (¢) provide
a ipoking-glass_view of Biblical events and,people throﬁgﬁ a reversal
of roles, values and'meuﬂings in the play (Sims); (5) the pléy is
worked out within an iroumic structure of theological ideas'and cou=

ventions (Hunter); (65 Marlowe is a gkilled theologian (Kocher,

Hunter, Sims); (7) "Barabas is a parody of Job and fhg§ an Antichrist

(Bunter, Sims); and (8) in The Jew of Malta, Marlowe is demonstrating

o that "desire of gold" is not counsistent with Christian theological

doctfines‘(ﬂunter}. -

\ .
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. . CHAPTER FIFTEEN .
: THE PLAY AS POLITICAL' AND THEOLOGICAL MOBALITY -
Charles G. Masintou /) i . "

” Charles,G. Masinton's fourth chapter "Desire of Gold: Barabas and

Y

the Politics of Greed" in his book Christopher Matlowe s Tragic Vision.

A Study in Damnation, constitutes a fairly convincing synthesis of

many of the theories discussed 1n Chapter Thirteen and Chapter Four=

;een.v Masinton sees the play as both a political and a theological

~ »

morality.
He argues that Batabas is not : ' .t

a genuine disciple of [Machiavelli] because, for T
one thing, Machiavelli's principles apply only to. ' '
* the running of a state or govermment (the area of .
endeavor in which Ferneze successfully employs
. them), but Barabas concentrates on Tatters that
relate to his own persondl. affairs.
' 4

" As previoﬁsly discussed,2 Masinton believes that” Barabas' character

-]

““combines elements of the Vice-figure from the morality traditiom, the

Senecan villain—héro, and thé misinformed popular conception of the

.

Mééhiévellian man, -but he remains oqu a pseudoruachiayeylian cul-

o
1

1 o
Masinton, "Desire of Gold: Barabas and the Politics of Greed,"
P. 62.

i/Sﬁi\aboYf, PP- 161-34.

had !
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prit."3 He believes that this

distinétion @é] worth noting, for if Barabas re-.
ceives’ poetic justice for the enormities he commi ts,
Ferneze's cynical triumph over the honorable Turks
and his return to absolute power at t?e end mock the
basic notion of, jystice in the drama.

A

Masinton concludes that Marlowe is thus making the‘"disturbing point

that in the world of the play, which reflects the actual world of men,
. ! \
the most efficient Machiavel survives the lounge'st and may enjoy the

high regard of his compatriots too."5 Like Ellis-Fermor, Henderson,-

. Battenhouse, Mahood and Ribner, Masinton belﬁeves that‘"The dominant .

moti¥ of The Jew of Malta [15] cee politicaaggwggéhery and the rewarda

it brings."6 . e

Masinton gsees the lines in the Prologue "I crave but this,—grace

him as he desefves, /And let him not be entertain'd the worse/Becaﬁse

L

he favours me" (lines 33—35), as Marlowe's way of alerti&g the reader

. or audience to "Harlowe 8 ironiec intention with regard to his protago-

)nist,"7 as Bevington, Steane and Waith have also pointed out.

According to Magintoum, the play was of historical lnterest to the

»

Elizabethan audience:
. b

The Jew's business empire would have been quite
appealing to many in the audiknce who were them—
selves engaged in commercial enterprises.connected

3 Masinton, "Desire of Gold: Barabas and the Politics of Greed;"
pl 62. . ) ‘ . . L

Ibid., p. 62.

Ibid., p. 62. . . 0

6 Ibid., p. 63.

Ibid-’ pq 64. - .' ) o F

) s . v

.
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- .
with sea trade.... The acquisitive instinét that
characterizes Barabas 1is essentially no different
from the impulse that motivated loyal Englishmen *
to establish lucrative markets all over the globe,

and the pla& “was written only a year or two after the celebrated de-

N

feat of the Spauish Armada” in 1588, an event that marked ... the
beginning of England's most exciting era of explorilion. colonization
and trading." w Masinton goes on to say: .

the play, then, reflects the dynamic and aggressive
spirit underlying the economic expansion of Eliza~
bethan England, but it does so ironically. For
though the accumulation of wealth appears early

4 in Act I to have its heroic side, Marlowe quickly '
goes on to dramatize the cruelty and insinecerity
of people who fave‘themselves wholly to the’ pur-
suit of money.. -

3

Masinton concludes that it was Marlowe‘é purpose to point’ out the im=-

morality of the way of life puféﬁed by the Maltese.

1 d

Masinton, like Fanta, contends that Abigail is significanf in the

play. Bebelieves she "represents the moral virtues that [Barabas]
hates and wilfully perverts through his greed anh‘revenge" and that

MAbigail ... allows herself to be used by her father, whose malevo-

nll

+ lence thereby overwhelms the goodness she embodies. As Masinton

would have it, when Barabas chooses Ithamore-as "his 'second self'

. [III.iv.lS} and ‘only heir’ [III.iV.43] he totally nullifies the
p ;

-

8 Masinton,; "Desire of Gold: Barabas and the Politics of Greed," -

p. 66,
' 9

3

Ibid., p. 67. - - ’ ' L

10 114, p. 67. -

N

11 Ibidl, po 72- N
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-

?gracefui, humah qﬁaiities she'stands‘for (innocence, selflessness,
. l \ ang gentleness) and replaces them with the evi; characteristics of - ¢
. his di;bolical slave."'? Fanta speaks of the réougtercur;ent minor
o figure!' (who could, in Marlowe's playgf.bgie;gher male o; female) who ’
acts to "temper our conception of LMariowe's] protagonist, creating

wl3

ambiguity. Masintdn, however, speaks of "the woman (or girl) he

[the protagonist] either should 6r does love" whose "separation' from //
the protagonist is "closely,éésociated.with the loss of his soul to

. A the‘powers of evil."14

THus, to Fanta Abigail represents:-a minor

. figure who’hcts io cré#me ambiguity, but to Masinton she represents a

beloved fema}e whose loss inaicates damnation for the protagodist; ) i
. ' Like Hunter, Masinton maintains that Barabas was, in fact, damned *

{ o from the beginning of the play; .and, 1like Hunter ;nd Sims he belieﬁes“

| " that Barabas 1s an Antichnist.reprgpen;ing,the forces of‘ﬁell. To

Masinton, Barabas "possesses in abundance -thée mgst'cﬁa{acteristic . S ]

- traits found in Malta——vengefhlneésg\gvarIcevand perfidy. But he is

Y
\ different from the other citizens in being co;sciousiy and ppenly
Y . allied with the powers of hell,"15 and he goes on to éay that Barabas,
r . '.

in his words about the serpent and.the dove (II.111.36-37), "GIas-

~

¢ 12 Masinton, "Desire of Gold: Barabas and the Politics of Greed,"
p. 72. ’

3 Fanta, pp. 9-10.

R L4 Masinton, "Desire of Gold: .Barabas and the Politics of Greed,"

pp. 72-73. .

15 Ibid., p. 74.
.‘f
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phemously parodies Christ's advice to the Apostles in Matt, 10:1‘6."'16

Masinton also points out that .the "money [Barabas] has- hoarded in "his
/

house ... lies hidden beneath a board marked with the sign of t:t'le

crosb,'l%z.which, hg\;gays, 1s another indication that Barabas /is to
N '

- . o J - : N
be perceived as ar&@iehrist. Masinton refers td Barabas', speech .
in I1.1.50-57 (when Abigail has thrown him his treasure) as "a pro-

fane yet ridiculoug parody of -divine worship and’ religious ecstasy,"”
) &

\\ .
g,_and his contention that,

this speech proceeds from the Jew's inverted reli-

glous sense: 1instead of loving God, he worships

gold; and instead of seeking .to cultivate Abigail's

admirable traits, he exhibits an insane materialisa.

For him ... the lord that governs men and requires °

their ?grgiice comes not from heaven but the under-
N B

werld, . .
- -~ ;
1d reminiscent of Sims' @peory of reversfls in the play. o .
- ' ' K ¥ e

Masinton refers to Ithamore's words to Barabas in III.iv.59-60
"he that eats with the devil had need of a long spoon; I have brought

'you a ladle," claiming that these words reveal Ithamore's "diabolical

nature" and disclose his "true i.deﬂt:l.t),"'l9 as the Devil, Wwhile . '

.
‘ v

“ Masinton is correct in assuming that the passage serves as another
indication that Barabas is to be aséociqted with the powers of hell,
. Ithamore's words may mean sﬁnplj that Barabasbis in close communion

with the Devil; the words do not necessarily imply that Ithamore 1is

[

16 Hasint;n, "Desire of Gold: Barabas. ;nd the Politics of Greed,"
p. 74.

17 1bid., p. 74. ”

% 1b1d., p. 7s. | ° .

1_9 fbid,,'p'p. 78-179. | - Q
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N ‘ calling himself the Devil.
Masinton's argument reflects ﬁhose of Hunter and Sims iﬁ yet

another way. He maintains that, "Although the Christians do not

- ! -
acknowledge an evil deity, their actions are as’ important- as those
proce ' » N
of the Jew and his slave in showing that the normal heirarchy of moral

- . A [ | ‘
and r%ligious values is completely réversed in the play."zo According .

to Masinton, the exchange between Ferneze and Basso in }II.V.Z-&, in

-~

which Ferneze EEE\'”What wind drives you thus into Malta-road’" ind, '
s Basso answers "The wind that bloweth all the world besides, /Desire of . o

gold," does, in fact, "{lluminate much of the action of the play_[as]\

Q,.
pre—

X . . P ) i
. ’ * ... 'Desire of gold' motivates bo'th ngébaé and the Christians from

the beg‘inning."z1 Masincon insists that Ferneze anq.;he Christiang

.y

are to be equally as disdained as Barabas:

“ Although he publicly gives credit to God for his °
‘ success [yt.the end of the play] . Ferneze has \ -

won by means of his unscrupulous "policle," by -

his mastery of the difficult art of political ' C

s i sleight-of-hand.
. irony of the play:
: level,

And therein lies the greatest
The Jew of Malta is, on one

"The tragedy of a Jew" as Machiavel in-

forms us (Prol.Z3Q); but it is also ...

against the shameless cant, religious prejudice

and affected virtue of the Christians.

Harloge

a satire

e

~

. «.. shows that the religiosity of the Jew's
- antagonists onlg disguises thelr Machiavellian
style of life.?

, . 20 Masinton, "Desire of Gold: Barabas and the Politics of Greed,"
- pn 75 : ’ N . : -
. - q
o 21 Ibid., pPp. 79—80. | i R
Tl s, :
o ) >
s » ' 4 - N
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While most of Masinton's conclusions owe more to'the works pre- ' /

viously mentioned in this section than to his own independent insights

o

about the play; and while he does not offer such cerefully documented ,
" ‘

\ . !
analysis and provocative ipsights into the theological elements of the

N

- play as does G.K. Hunter, neverthelé¥3, Masinton's conclusions about

The Jew of Malta are more comprehensive than thdse.containeg in any

stage.

Lo

single work by the writers from whom he has borrowed. To Masinton, -

"The animosity and virulent religious }rejudice (to say nothing of '

the insatiable greed) that govern the livee of the Maltese feveal a .

nightmarish moral, disfiguration and social .disorder in the world -on

n23 Marlewe, Masinton says, jintends this disfiguration and

<

disorder to reflect the "large measure of gross, irreducible human

b4
-~

corruption - represeuted" in the "revolutionary developments" which

‘included "empirical thinking, the new ethlc of power, .and the growth -

of capitalistic enterprise,"z4 prevalent during Marlowe's time:

According to Hdsinton, it is Marlowe's intention to point out that

’

the "reorg nization of man's fundamental approach to politics, the

arts, com jcé‘and the gaxhering of knowledge held as many dangers . ¢
(| ‘q- .

as benefits| for society .and the indivdual." 25 ‘He coneende that 1in

The Jew of Malta, - '

) .
\traditional political arrangements ‘and established ; '
religious forms ng longer guide human B@havior, » .-

) 23 Masinton, "Desire of Gold: Barabas and the Politics of Greed,"
p. 77. . ‘ T
4 . : L 4
2 Ibid.; p. 77. S o
25 4x 7 L, ‘

Ibid., p. 77. , ) : .
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but have:been perverted and replaced by an unin- ‘
. hibited avarice, a monstrous hunger for power, and :
- - . an all but officially sanctioned & dicazion to .
: g . “policie" that spread tghe:l.r evil "e&ett with the

’ speed of an epidemic.

4

Masinton concludes that Mdrlowe uses The Jew of Malta to demonstrate
. s : ) - Y
the possil\:le consequences of the "reorganization of man's fundamental

.. 2 - . . . )
approach [ ] " based la'rgely on "desire of gold." Masintan thl’xfs,per- v

[ VS S

o ceives the plnay as a mrality on the level of personal motivati@ns and
s ‘ oL, =" ~

. A actions (1t is "the tragedy of a Jew"), politiés, and theology

Y Mnrlowe 8 pugpose,. as Maginton would have it, is to preseng a world

R ~+.+ .+ 1in which, the social and religious values are reversed in order to
@ - ot . o o . )

'point.out\the immorality of - these reversals. As sucti, Masinton's

"~

- s .. R . l M
R - - work synthesizes theories and suggestions of previous writers, to

» : 'ptodn;g:.e d mote or less cmprehenﬁvé interpref.atton of the play.

i ” »
. .

. . . . .
. . < . -~ Cy e . o . . N . . - .r
1 - . .- . . . - ,

¢ } . 26 @ﬁkn " ‘%l
T vy Ma ton, Desira of. Qold'. Bavabis nnd the Politica of Greed,
! o P 77. Lok . o




_ would be ihcouplete without reference to Clark's theory& since, due

. Elizabethan Fustian, Eleanor G. Clark claims that The Jew of Malta is

L3

S . LT
. . CEAPTER SIXTEEN
THE PLAY AS' POLITICAL SATIRE - - D
Eleanor G. Clatk ‘ ~ I

w
¥

. In a detailed-study entitled Ralegh and harlowe: A Study in
n . . . N . g

.Igabella, the Infanta.

4

. \ : .
a.gatire of King Philip II of Spain and'particularly of his attempts

G155 TN s e

to make a politically advantageous nuptial match for his daughter

. . ( .. ‘
A thorough investigation of the accuracy of Clark's clainm is - - _‘ ?

beyond the scope of this thesis. The topic would demand an inquiry

v 3

into the political pamphleteering phenomenon in Elizabethan England
(ta which Clark makes extensive réference), and also to Spanish hig-

H";u i E
tory as it affected England—all of whifch would conmstitute a thesis

in itself. Nevertheless, a review of The Jew of Malta criticiém

to her exhaustiye’research and the impressively large amountl'f
painstaking evidence she ‘has gathere& and recorded Fark's argument
provides-a different dim nsion for interpretation of the play.

Clark maintains that the play(was written in the "same Spirit"

-

of "rollicking satire"! as a French work-entitled Menipée de la., S

——

s
v N !

1 ‘Eleanor G. Clark,'Ralegh and Marlowe. A Study in
Elizabethan Fustian (1941; xpt. New York: Russell & Russell Inc.,

_1965), p. 448. . N . -

’ R ¢
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. . . Vertu au Catholicism d'Espagne et de la Term des Etats de Paris, pub-

1ished in Paris in 1593; which "was the joint production of a group

% ‘ of ex-Catholics, chiefly lawyers, and is a rowdy satire upon the

assembly of the States at Paris when they met for the purpose of

, electing 'a successor to the Cardinal—King."2 The Jew of Malta, ac-

Eording to Clark, is the same kind of

rollicking satire, combining fierceness with fun -
and, happily, in proportions that leave the fun
far in the lead.... This is not the Tragedy of the
Jew of Malta, but, in the most classic gense ‘of the ' .
words, a Satiric Comedy, and, so far as I know, the N .
best examp%e of it in the English language [author g

emphaais ) / “

She believes that most Jew of Malta critics have been too "heavy-

gaited" to see the "rich, comic vein in much of the ‘so~called roman-
. . voq .
_tic ecstasy of Marlowe's protagonists,' and that, "In calling 1t a

. ’ farce, ... T.S. 'Eliot came nearer the spirit of The Jew of Malta than

*\ i '
anyone hae, but it is more than a farce."” nt Clark agserts that "the

3 eat < ra tEam

: ; : i
\ . . real prototypes [of the play] were the Spanish King and his cruelly
exploited~daughter."5

» e "[N]o inference," Clark states, "is here made as to an actual

s
literary ‘relationship between [the Menipée and The Jew of Mnlta].

A The ... date makes this highly imprgbable. They merely représent

. APt e N A A 3B e

satirical treatments of the Spahiah King and his confréres of the
. . é
2 . ) . -
E.G. Clark, p. 439,

R ST ‘448 “ " | *

3 N .
B U DT AR
¢

4. Totd, P 443-49 ”
A ) 5 Ibid., p. aso. R "
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_oddly from the Hips of this Maltese Jew." sh

.

Holy League; ... but the parallels are often ... close."6

= . Clark explains the various elements within the play which in-’
- [ o

dicate the connection between The Jew of Malta and Philip II of

»

P
.Spain. She maintains that the choice of Malta as the setting for

the play is significant becausé of its association with Spain and

its parallels with Philip's exploits: *+ ° . . <-\

The choice of Malta for his [Maglowe's] fustian -
scene of/action is explicable on several grounds: . d
(1) Malta was a Spanish dependency, and, during
the years of the Holy League, especially identi-"
fied with ... Guisans ... (2) Malta had recently
1565 ] been through a famous siege ... \-_and]
_ (3) the adventures of David Passi [thought by many /)
to be a prototype of Barabas] in Malta were sugges-
tive of .Philip's shameless infidelities to his re=
- ligious position for the sake of a pol;tically
advantageous marriage for the Infanta.

Clark also points out that the names "Fernese," "Martin del

Bosco'' and "Matthias' which are used in the play, were names of

figures in Philip II's Spanish entourage.8 For further evidence that

Philip II was to be associated with the play, she cites the reference

to Spanish fleets in the(Play and Barabas' use of the Spanish language

-

- N -

when he is‘alone, agreeing with Tucker Brooke Ihat Spanish "falls

e asserts, moreover,

that the oaths Barabas uses "are not only Spanish ... but Spanish

Catholic: 'Corpo di Dio!'"lo

r.

6 E.G. Clark, p. 459.

Z Ibid., pp. 450-51.

8 tbid., pp. 451-52.
9

Ibid., p. 452. : N

10 1bid., p. 452, : 5

1
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QThe abave indicagio?slthaf-Philip II was to be associlated with N
thi.glay, Clark continues, "are mere identification tags, catch-names B
to give one the kéy to the gloss," because:

It is in the characterization of the Jew that the
parallel is worked out so completely as to be' in-
escapable to one familiar with.phe tenor of anti- \
Spanish pamphleteering of the last decade of_the
sixteenth cerdtury in France and in England.11

According to her hypothesis, "The character of Barabas is the
Protestant idea of the character of Philip."12 Clark refers to the

situation in the play whereby ' . . ' '

L The dishonourable citizens of Malta, who make °
: treaties with the Turks and break them "on prin-
ciple" because they are "heretics,'"- force Bara- -

bas to give them money, and Barabas consents /("*‘“‘
outwardly; but secretly he schemes to outwit

them all by sel%%ng Abigail now to one suitor,
now to anather.

—

"According to Clark, this situation parallels Philip's use of his

I

\ daughter, and she notes that "Isabelle ... was, by the way, 'A

fair young maid, scarce fourteen years of age' (as Mathias says of

Abigail) when she was first offered to [Queen] Mary's som, James."la'

While one could put forggkfg-argument against Clarxk's theory“based

on the premise that Barabas did not Tconsent outwardly" to the

theft of his wealth (he objected éirenuously and, as a‘resuit,
Ferneze confiscated what he thought was the whole of Barabas' fof- o

tune instead of half), and that Barabas' "selling" of Abigall was a
11 E.G. Clark, p. 452. : )

12 1bid., p. 452.

13 Ibid., p. 452.

2P . :
o 14 pad ) pras2.
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sham.(he did not integd to allow either gaitor tthave her),‘these

differences seem relatively minor. Ciafk herself caut fons "against

} press%ng too far for détailq" in the pa%arlel between Barabas and °

Philip;l5 She points out” that Barabas does not represent Philip‘with - -’

total accuracy as "Philip did not en; his da}s in adboilfng cauldron”
: Ca

the way Barabas didﬁ16 The cauldron scene 1is "fustian .and repre-

v

‘; sént[s] an attitude on the part of the author énd\thg/éﬁaience, not
*a fact of history," and it should be remeﬁbereg, Clg;k cautions,lthat
"The facts are,Eindeed, hopelessly jumbled in the f}ctiqnf"l7.

As further evidence thag Marlowe intends Barabas®to réprgsent
Philipu Clérk notes. that the play makii'Parabas a poisomer, and "as
English students know from the cgarges against Philip in fhe case of

L]

Don Antonio of Portugal as early as 1586, his [Philip’s] reputation

as a poisoner was well established."18 Clark insists'that "The whole

parallel is extremely.apt, especially when we note -that.Barabas forc— .

ol v - .
- es Abigall to pretend a false religion 'for policy,'"19 a reference
to I.11.283-387.

Clark adds that the political pamphlets "picture Philip as reek-
ing with wealth.... So Barabas regards his wealth with an appalling
greed."2 She attests to the insincerity of Philip "the Most Catholic

A Y _ S

15 E.G. Clark, p. 458. \ . !

16 1p14., p. 458. .

7 Ibid., p. 458. . L ' ‘

4 8 - B s '
* . Ibid., p. 453. T . T
19 1p44., p. 453,
20 _ ¥/

Ibid., p. 454.




. She concludes that "The parallel is complete,
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_ J
King" in ﬁroclaiming'that rulers must'"purge their domaihs of heresy,

yet vhile persecuting the Huguenots, they tolerate the Jews and the

Turks and the Moors, not only‘in Malta ... but in Spain, France and

the Low Countries as well."21 This inginceiity, Clark goes oe to

H

sa{;‘ie reflected in the play: -

the officers make and break treaties with the Turks,
- gell the Moors as slaves, mistreat theé Jews, but

tolerate their presence and their heresy for the

.sake of the gold they bring into whateveE realms

they inhabit. How modern it all sounds!
¢ v

) : .5 ]
Clark notes that, v o T

Like the Bhilip of the anti-Spanish pamphlets,

Barabas been the cause of é&ivil strife within

the city; he has set family against family, friend

against friend religious houses against each

‘other. ' ‘ ‘ \ R

"24

Clark's theory fails to mention what many critics eaqe per—
ceived to Be a difference in tone between the firet two ects end the
last three: 1s Matlowe implying, for example, that Philip was noble
at first and degenerated morally as his career progressed? or was

Philip damned from the beginning,'etcetere?

ix

Clark's theory also does not account for the ironic elements of

o

_the Christians' triumph at the end of'Fhe play, and t%f ironic ele~

ments in the Christians' behaviour—so painstakingly described-bi

critics such as Hunter and Sims=——throughout the play; nor does it

21 E.G. Clark, p. 454.

el

22 1hid., p. 454, -
"2 Ib1d., p. 458, . ..
2 Ib1d., p. 458, - .
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explain the frequent use of Biblical allusions and rev‘ersals in the’

. play.

Clark's hypothesis is provocative and it seems likely that

Marlpwe did intend to satirize Philip of Spain. Howyever, one caanot

— T

accept that the produétibn of a "Satiric Comedy" having Phillip as

its butt was Marlowe's sole intention in The Jew of Malta. Several

»-

important elements in the play would remain unaccounted for. Never-

theless, thevrwe appears to be no necessity for the ‘source to square
exactly with the play, or for the source to explain away all the
signif:icant_ crm.ces in the play. Distarding ,(1)' t enuous ailegatiori#i
regarding i)ntt;.ntion, and (2) departures (for artistic reasons) from
a real life source, the parallels between the life of Phiiip II of

Spain and the career of Barabas as presented in The Jew of Malta do

provide aﬁ illuminating frame of reference concerning the type of
play we have before us. Source‘studies can often point up’ the tone
and genre‘p.f an illusive and perplexing work. And even if Clark is

i

totally wrong atfd there is.no relationship between The Jew of Malta.

and King Philip II of Spain, the results of her .study remain a help- -

fully'suggestive gdide to an agpi:'ppriate stance for the reader,or

viewver of the play. i

-
o . .
o
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- .. " SECTION V

THEATR.I;CAL ELEMENTS .

L \ INTRODUCTION

% t

Whatever may be disputable about The Jew of Malta, the fact res

ng that it was a popular play. More theatrical productions of 'r_h_é'

Je

of ml:ta are recorded inlﬂenalowé's‘Diary than of’ \‘any other play
of the time.l while there is an unfortunate te,;xdvency in much‘:arly
criticism to limit analysis of the play to' remai:ks concerning 1tsu
theatrical success and the’'"evil" character of the Jew, there is an
equally regretable proclivity in la’dter Criticism to downplay, if not .
* to ignore completely, the play's popularvsuccees' in Elizabeth;n '
E’ngland. One may lament the tentative, o;erly general and {ncomplete
'r;att'xrg. .of, remarks about the play offeted‘ by earlier critics, but one
_may equally regret that many later writers neglectecfl‘ to consider the
‘ implication; of its immense popularity. The popularity of The Jew of
( } Malta indic;tes that, fo}\‘ at least one ageé; the performed play posses-

5 . ‘ sed considerable appeal. In spite of 't‘he Elizakethans' occasional .

&. derogatory remarks about its quality as literature, as theatre the

4 v,

play was well received by the same audience that cheered Hamlet and

Othello. The current studies, while concentrating on decoding the
"\

! See Lee, p. 146, and Fleay, pp. 94-116.
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ooy

the play's gxam'acter and on assigning it a suitable generic mode)

'largely ignore the vitality and theatricality of The Jew of Malta

At least it was favour-

20

S "ably judged by an audience readily acquainted with the recognized

‘ iniplicit in the play's immediate popularity.

‘
v
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CHAPTER SEVENTEEN : &

', THE PLAY AS,K THEATRE ' -

Bradbrook, Craik, Harbage, Hillier, Knoll,q,\ Thorndike ‘ R

Y . < e . ?
Twentieth century critics‘ho have assessed_/:he play’s theatrica~" '
lity include Robert E. Knoll, Thomas W. Craik, Ashley H. Thbrndike,

M. C. Bradbrook, Alfred Harbage, Richard L. Hillier, John Russell Brown |

®

and Harry Levin. .

o

Robert E. Knoll sees that the play's inconsistent tome is in.part | S

\

redeemed by its theatricality. He assigns a brilliant plot structure

as the primary cause of the play's theatrical success: "In tone ...

[

The Jew of Malta is -a jumble, but its overall plotting 1s ‘szilliantly

conceived for. theatrical effect."1 Knoll, like many earlier ;vriters,
believes that Marlowe was primarily interested in commercial success
‘and that he was in a hurry *'to exploit the fame he had recently won

~

with Tamburlaige.’"z As ﬁreviouély mentioned,3 Knoll, while noting

that some critics believe that the play breaks down "i:hematically and

¢ v

dramatically at the end of Act II,"4 insists that there is regaon to

1 Knoll, p. 93. o : v
2 Ibid., pp. 93-9%. :

? S;ee above, pp. 63-64. ’ .

%11, p. 98. | . o
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"believe the play does not break down after Act II. Knof{ mgintains

e

that "Although the tempo of the action increases in Act III Marloye 8"
careful attention to general structure and his carelessness in detail

are wvhat we have .seen before. Indeed, all the action of the later

v ~ . . * N , i
v parts ... ba% been carefully anticipated.... " Knoll stresses the j
essential theatricality of the play: . . . ' |
. . .
’ In the first scene Marléwe ‘Roes to some lengths to

establish the fact that Barabas is the cleverest, the
most unscrupulous, the richest and therefore the most
powerful merchant in Christendom. This having been: .
made clear, all the major plots ... can be introduced

" by the end of Scene 1i ... the-Turkish threat ... the ~ . :
Maltese determination to force the Jews to pay .. o . )
Barabas' daughter ... the lascivious friars ... ‘ ‘ g ‘
Lodowick and Mathias.... This first dact is a model of
exposition and preliminary suspehse, for no detail is
introduged that does not lead directly to subsequent
action,

¢ . @ >

s

Knoll contends that while there is no breakdown in the play, the play

is divided into two equal parts: \ . AV

The first section gjds with-Act II1I, scene 1iii, )

the climax of the play—up to this point , B
Barabas has held the initiative.. Thereafter

he goes on the defensive, responding ingeniously .

to challenge but starting nothing; only in Act V, ' U
scenes i1 and 1ii, does he again.manage the action.

.f“‘n’ﬂ\\»f———ﬁ whole play, for in it theﬁé, action and tone are most fully mate

Knoll insists that,

’

. . The incidents of the play are arranged so that
.. vhat happens in the first half prepares for what

/

> Knoll, p. 98. ' , o
| o 6 Ibid., p. 9. ,
. ) °, _ . . o

Ibid., p. 94. “ o >
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.Pointing to such theatrical techniques as the farcical tricks (Bara-

-

happens in the second; and as is common 18 well- -
made plays, the action comes full circle.

Accofdiné to'Knolla "afterlAct 1 of The Jew stage action is'intro-

duced for its own sake, for’ the delight of the moment ... because

"When Marlowe wrote The\Jew of Malta, he had not yet outgrown 4 rather

adolescent deaire to shock his audience with cynical views of

'Knoll goes on to say that

L I ;
"The motiveg and reagtions in The Jew are not thoroyghly consistéﬁt."ll

¢ , .

Christianity and with staged violénce.iro

As 'an example, he nqtes that,

-»
1]

ot within fifty 1ines [Barabas] has [degenerated into] cee

Pynch and Judy puppet ... clasping in ludicrous
r4pture the bags of gold thrown to him bf his daughter....
" The tone is startlingly inconsistent.... 2
® o
To Knoll, thé play's "characters are not psychologically of a piece"

and "the ﬁmplications of individual passages are [nqt fully con-

Ingeed, Marlowe sustains no single unifying attitude - -
throughout the whole play. As a result, contrary to,

what T.S. Elilot says, the play is not everywhere (
"terribly serious" nor always very "savage,” but is : < a

rather, sensatjional comedy which sometimes tou;hes
deeper notes.

-y 0

sidered "13 He concludes that,

bas' killing of the friar); the farcical reversals (Barabas' triumphr-

/”' . ‘ L ]
8 Kooll, p. 94.

% Ibid., p. 97.
Fa
19 1b1a., po93. - :

Ibid., p.

93.

11, . ' S .

’\ 13

14

2 Ibid., p.

Ibid., p.

Ibid., p.

97.
97.

93.

it




_ a variety of "meanings” in Marlowe's play, Knoll belidves that "The .

) ‘potentially)tragic situations in [the palay] are ... treaﬁe‘d summarily T

overia new set of opponents: . Bellamira and Ithamore); the use of

e

.disguises and parody:(Ithamorxe's love speeches, which Knoll desc%ib‘es‘

as "parodies ‘of4conventional love addresses”) in Act' IV; Knoll insists : //

-

that "Act IV is dramaturgiﬁc:al ly among the most brilliant sections of -
the play,4but it is as uneven.in tone as the rest."!? 1o Knoll, the
play's artistic shortcomings do not impede: its dramatic success. Un- i

like the majority' of modern dptt-;éa who collectivel'x have discovered

i
H
é
i
}
H

——
.

or comically dnd what might have had dignificance is glossed over.

16

The ‘tone remains uncertain." As Knoll vo’l,d have it, "Throughout

[

the play Marlowe seems to have been satisfied to cqustruct a theatri- BN

cal entertaimment and to explore its meaning ounly erratically."”

Knoil's interpretation of the.play is best summarized by his own

words: the play, he says, "1§ not of a plece; 1t is calculated enter- . °  °

taioment and'we must not averread :I.t."l8 . \

T.W. Craik, Iike Knoll, believes that "The\iéw of Malta is
b N

LY \\,‘ '
esgentially a play for the theatre, and it is in the theatre that it

must",‘be jd&ééd.."w He too sees that "Plot.is more important than

anything else in The Jew of Malta,"” adding that "Barabas' own cBarac-

ter is itself important “)érgely because of his vitality, his energy,

ls’l(noli, p. 99. | " )

16 1hi4., p. 98.

7 Ipd.,p.98. - "

18 IBid.,’p.'lDZ{ " . B T o ‘

 craik, p. xvitl.. . : T W

v “ . . . .
, . . ‘i -
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N : , f
in contriving and superintending this forward-driving actic‘m."zo As

- . ' 1 ~

"ghé;m abéve, Knoll denies that Marlowe intendéd any significant mes-

sage be derived. from the play, and he conténds that the play was in- .

‘0 S * ; .
tended.as-very little more than pure entértairment. Craik also con-

\ . 4 ¢

8 ers it necessary to insist that Marlowe had no main interests in

writing the play other than those of a dramatic (in the ' sense of

Y

"entertaimment™)’ nature: "The play 1s essentially neither propagan-
2 M " v ¢

~dist nor )mraliétic, but d‘ramaltic."21 AAccot-'c;inglto Craik, "Moral

et
~

ﬁueptions [1n the p1a§1 are not seriously discussed: they are

+ ironfgally tou ed" upon and Teft. If moral qugétions were an

<

important elemént the play's interest mféht be expected to -\xe—

.  8ide as. in tiie ch;racters as,‘ in the plot but 1t does not. "22. T
‘ Thi: hypotl-gis invi tes, skepticism on’ geveral grounds Firft, it | -

assu::ésgthat%the_;use‘ of irony does }ot or canpot achieve t;llé géme -
. res‘ul‘g;s, as "serious gliscussionf" in a literary.work—an assu‘mth‘ion -‘

that, it is"\not necegsarily true. Second,. Craik does not indicate

precisely what he méans by. "interest in the characters.” Third, he

v

‘ . -
offers no proof that the play's interest ddes not "reside as much in

. . ‘ \
“the characters as in the plot." Indeed, he fails to explain why, if
N ( N v A 1

“the play's interest" does not "reside as much in the characters as
. . ot '

in the plot;”" the ‘character of Barabas is such a dominant and& 1ntri;"i

uing force in the play. Fburth Craik does not, give any explan tion
b 8

x

as to why "the - play's \interest might be expected to reside as much in °

‘

0 Craik, p. xiv.. . ) S ' Yo

) s ' : )
21 Ibid.,..p. xiv. . : o

22 ' . .F N . . ) ) .

Ibid., p. xiv.
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* critics who have presented substantial evidence to gupport their |

‘tenets.u s

play and l?(nﬂowe 's gkill in creating a stage-worthy and entertaining ° h

wo'rk, they believe tl';at the play has'few, 1f any,li}merits as litera-

ally (Marlowe is writing for commercial gain, not for artistic ful-

* N - \ . ' ) é% v
the charactérs" in order to show that "moral questions were an im~ -

portant element” in the play. He doés not explain why interest in -

the &hargcters is necessary before it can be concluded that moral

<

questions are 'important. ‘One might argue that situations can create

<
¥

and/or arouse moral questions just as easily as detatls of chagacter . .,
a -

qan, In addition, it must, be -noted that th@ case for' ‘the presence o

of moral questions in- the play has been convincingly argued by mahy

. L

Although Craik and Knoll laud the theatrical elements, of the l ‘

ture, Marlowe's purpose, according to Craik and Knoll, was not to

create. good liirature but rather to please audiences with good

‘euter‘taiment. Ashley H., Thorndike, onm the other hand _believes on

that the play serves both purposes wells, Thorndike maintains that Lo
Elizabethan dramatists, including Marlo'we, had a "double purpose" J
in their plays, which/’was "to please their audiences and to create

li.temt:ure."24 As previously ﬁxentionecg,zs a host of critic%ﬂassume

thit in The Jew of Malta Marlowe is primar:ﬁ)y interested in creating »

popular theatre at the expende of good literature—either intention-

.

3 See above, Section IV/Chapters 12‘-16 pp. 167-218. -~

24 Aghley H. T%?rndike Tragedx (Boaton. Houghton Mifflin Co.,

1908) ’ p 98.

e

3 For exampie‘, see abo;ze. pp. 49-50, for the views of Luce
and Woodberry, and pp. 58-59 for the views of Rowse,

)
) .
e . of
' % N 1]
)Y o .
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filimeﬁt or expression), or unintentionalf} (Marlowe igtendgd to com-
’bine commeiciél and artistic interﬁsts,'hdt, in actuality, féils in
R “. his artistic endeavours). Thorndike, however, does not see ihése

. ' purposes in Elizabethan drama generally and in Marlowe's plays parti- ‘

cularly,’ as antdibpistic or self-defeating;'But as complementary and,

at least in The Jew of Malta, as successfﬂlf& combined. According to

Thorndike, "The spectacle, bomPast and horrgrs,.fhe new and startling
stories of Marlowe's plays were certainly imtended to win his public"

o . but "they probably caused no twinges to his artistic consciénce.'"?6

»

I

Thorndike asserts that, , :
~ CoL ‘ ' ‘ :

, . o L
Q. . » the study of ch‘racter, the underlying conceptions, - g‘
- the maturing pqwer of structure, as well as the &
' beauty and wisdom of separate passages, reveal a

mind of intellectual and emotional profundity seeking \
: ‘ o to give noble expression to §he things in life that - : )

‘ impressed him most vividly. ) N i
Observing that stage effects and ég;ctacles are also important : ‘

28

"«

in‘Dbétor'Faustus and Tamburléine Thorndike s%atea that Mariowe's

primary theatrical aclilevement ind The Jew of Malta is the "display_/ﬁ/

, plots and atrocities which the plays of the next - thirty years strove

29

in vain to surpass. He contends that itgis important to recognize

. , / : ;
N Marlowe's "congfibutions to the purely theatrical side of the drama,"3o

as well as his significant contributions to poetry and &n understand-

oo . 5
ing of tragedy as "not the presentation of history, myth, or events

7
26 rhorndike, p. 98.-

R
>

EEEEE v 27 1py4., p. 99. .

28 Ibid., see pp. 97-98. .

, : . ' : "
P ‘ 2% 1pid., p.. 98.

el 3% thadl, pe97, 0 A ‘
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of any sort, but’the presentation of the passionate struggle and piti-
ful defeat of an extraordinary human being."31

Thorndike thus views The Jew of Malta as a successful blend of

A . 2 '
Marlowe's commercial, theatrical and artistic interests. ~___

M.C. Bradbrook argues for the presence of poétic and dramatic

interests in the play. It has been previously noted that Bradbrook

believes tﬁat, as a result of Kyd's influence, Marlowe's style of writ-

ing changed and he developed a "new technique,"32 which appears in its

émbryonic stages in The Jew of Malta. ' She maintains that Marlowe

makes a "substitution of a technique of action for a technique of

Ve

verse"33 in the second’part of the play. According to Bradbrook,

the first part of the play is ... congerned only

with the mind of the hero: Barabas' actions are

comparatively unimportant. In the last pdrt of

the play actions supply nearly all the interest:

there 1s an attempt to make the narrative

lexciting in itself, to connect the various

eplsodes casually and consecutively to produce .
something of a story, This 1is the tecbn&que -
of that very different play, Edward 11.3 .

Bradbrook concludes that "The last half of the play shows an erest

N w35

‘fp»stage situations and the manipulation of the.narrative. He

main point'is that Marlowe's technique and style were developing and
. v . : . / "‘
changing in this play towards the style of writing used in Edward II.

Weile she does not elaborate on this technique as it appears in The

" Jew of'gélta, it is clear that Bradbrook has recognized, at- least

(31 Thorndike, p. 96.

32 gee above, pp. 61-62. o,

63 Bradbrook, p. 122. ' ' .

3 Ibtd., p. 120, | j&

3 Ibid., p. 122..°
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. ‘v .
in the second part of the play, that Marlowe was aware of the theatri-
AN

cal aspect of the play and the play's poetic elements.

L} o

Although Alfred Harbage’s comments focus on philosophical and
moral elements in the play, his discussion ultimately illuminatés'the

dramatic nature of the play. Indeed, his argument is that in The Jew

.0f Malta Marlowe had no real interest other than theatrical enter-
tainment of his audience. I have included in, this chapter the main

points of Harbage's commentary in an attempt to show that while his

LY

prbposals concerning the essentially dramatic nature of the play are
perceptive, Harbage, like many other critics who discuss the play's
theatricality, is hasty in discounting the possibilify of other

interests in the play.

-

According to Harbage, T.S. Eliot’s description of The Jew of
Malta as a "'farce of the old English humour, the terribly serious,
even gavage comic humour, the humour which spent its last breath on

the decadent genius of Dickens' ... set the pitch for modern Marlovian

36

‘eriticism, but he believes that Eliot wés mistaken in his judgment.

He points out that, in Eliot's essay, o

\

No light is shed on what fh' farce is- terribly
serious about, or in what’ sense th®word
"decadent" is used, or if it applszfzo the

genius of Marlowe as well as to tha 37

of Dickens. °
Harbage offers a somewhat derisive ;umﬁary of how critics since

Eliot h;;ﬁfpgréeived Marlowe's play as "tefribiy serious” and "cut to

a standard pattern,"38 which he describes és one in which the critics

believe that,

. 36 Harbage, p. 47, ' o N

37 1b1a., p. 47.
" 38 1p1d., p. 48. S

o

i,

P
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there i3 more in Marlowe than meets the eye;
His plays form a sequence of interrelated

power probes in the cold war of the glorious
one against the inglorious many [author's
emphasis]. Their EMarlowe's plays'] prevailing
mode is 1ronéc. In seeming to castigate sin,
in the persons of titanic sinners, Marlowe is
really castigating naive popular notions of sin,
The true object of his "savage" huggr is the ,
conventional morality of the herd, ™ '

As Harbage would have {t, this view of the play is not accurate,.

although it "is in harmony with the modern temper, .and with the doc-

trine that good citizens mgke bad poets since all true art is revolu-
tionarx."ao He continues in the same scoffing tonme: "It is presumably
fortified by what the critics think\they know agout Marlowe's life."41

Harbage disagrees with the opinion that Marlowe ihtended to sgow N
that the world of M#Ita was wicked and that Fernmeze and the Christ-

ians were just as evil as Barabas, He claims that such a conclusion

-

is the result of seeing the pléy from a modern point. of view, and that, . .

from the perspective of an Elizabethan audience, Malta would not have

seemed wicked and Ferneze's actions would have seemed righteous:
Ferneze extracts large fineg from Barabas and

his co-religionists, but in a society like

London's, where men had recently been burned

for being the wrong kind of Christians, no ”

one would have been shocked by a society like

Malta's where men were fined for being Jews.

Ferneze provides a cholce: any Jew who becomes

a Christian will share the Christian immunity

from fine; otherwise hé will pay half his estate, ‘ \
. The offer4§ou1d haye seemed not only just but '
generous. . . ‘
Y o | ”
s .
39

Harbage, p. 48.

40 r1vid., p. 48.

T S ard s T

41 Ibido, ‘p. 48. s . b
. 42 Ibid., p. 52. , . .
- ‘ ' , i
. 3
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While Harbage's point ks sensible, it raises the'question of whether ‘ e

-

. . ‘ Y .
the multitude of Elizabethans were c%afble of- understanding the dif-

" ference between expédienéy and mprality. Ferneze's actions might
A i .
have been perceived as correct in terms of logic and expedience, but,

were they also pere?ived aé.moréfly right, or did the Elizabethans
recoénize the 'moral question in the situation? In modern times,
actions are taken which are often generally apprcved'on fhe grounds
of expedieﬁce, Sgi-which are also quespiongd on ethical or moral
grounds by some people. The point is tha£ the inc%dent of Ferneze's
fining the Jews raiges philosophical questioné, and philosophical
questions are timeless, age-less. ,?; is a mistake to patronize, as

, BN - Harbage does, the people of an age by assuming that none of them

would recognize a philosophical question when it is prssented‘to,then.

t The same ar umént could be put forth in responmse to Harbage's -
{ : g P po g

contentlon that, ’

All of the estate of Barabas is confiscated

.when he proves momentarily defiant, but this

does not mean that Ferneze is portrayed as

tyrannical. The penaltyywas named in the

original ‘stipulation, and although Barabas ' _ .
immediately recants, he must pay the penalty. ' '
The Elizabethans loved these illogical ‘
"legalisms"~—contracts so literally 43 -

interpreted that all parties are stymied. N

.

Certainly, the Elizabethans may have "loved" these "legalisms," and
Harbage may be correct in suggesting that they would have posed no

. ) +
N : moral crux forltge Elizabethans. However, 1t does not follow that

the Elizabethans would have detected no philosophical or moral impli-

cations in the situations One doeé not necegsarily have to be per-

\ ) 43.Earbage. P. 52, : T . ) -
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(L

‘sonally or sympathetically involved in a morally questionable situg-

tion in.order to recognize that such a situation exists. °

Harbage's reasoning leads him to the conclusion that "the world

-of Malta is not depicted as wicked at all. In fact, ... Ferneze

would have been‘gregted by an Elizabethan audience with warm moral

approval.. That we cannot endorse this approval 1is beside the

ﬁ."44 In addition to the question of whether the Elizabethans

‘wpuld'have been able to recognize philosophical issues, one must add, -

poin

to refute Harbage's argument, that it is difficult to imagine that
Elizabethan audiences would have been sufficiently naive to have -

failled to recognize the fact of the Christians' double-dealing and

treachery in the play. .Even if one does not'accept E.G. Clark's \\\

theory of the.play as a rollicking satire of Philip of Spain's endea-

vours, one must remember -the many examples she provided of the-numer-

°

ous saéirical political pamphlets produced by the Eli;dbethans. The
fact that such pamphlets were common -certainly indicat;s that the-e
Elizabethan; were interested in‘political events and aware of the
double-dealing and treachery which_charéctérized many of these act?vi-h
ties‘hfL A number of s£udies based on the a;sumption that the Eliza—
bethans would have gzgngnized Fhe ironic elements in the Christians'

- @

behaviogr45 would tend to.diéparage Harbage's notion that the Eliza-

A
bethans would have‘greeted Ferneze's actions with "warm moral !

e
+
- 3

;;4&:Harbageu p. 52.. L ) ot
4? See Section IV above, pp. 167-218.
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Harbage maintaing, furthermore, that:Marlowe ''was not (because . \
. : - . )
he was temperamentally disqualified) either a 'Satanist' or'an adept
N

i
.at portraying cort'ul:stion."l'6 Barabas is not a decadent character,

1

Harbage says, because,

Although an expert casuist and liar and a marvellousl
‘ ingenious contriver, the end-product of his [Barab'aa'i

- » villainy is more notable for quantity than quality.
* His competence extends only to means, not to ways of .
sinning [author's emphasis ]. He kills people in ' T R

: heaps, but is most remiss in administering mental o
and physical agony. ) i} ’\\ : "' ' ,

"n-oo..--g-vv-!-.oo--to-----.n---cc‘---'t'aooo-o‘oo.oooc

\ The whole book of sexual criminality is closed o ' {
to Barabas.... [in fact: ] There are in Marlowe's N o ! ‘
play some naughty quips, usually involving the , ' | 1
interest of the friars 1n the nuns, but they are .
few in number and faint in impact.... The heady ‘
combination of lust and bloodshed, eroticism cum : ) !

S the macabre does not appggr in The Jew of Malta ) .
or elsewhere in Marlowe. ‘ ) L, ‘ ’ .
\ C - About .‘Barabas, Harbage continues: "But observe the limitations of

this monster of wickedness. He stacks up heaps of wealth ... and he

, “kills p;ople. That about covers it."t’8 Harbage refers to the monstr- -
. ' ous ways of killing fxeople as exemplified in Mars;:on's Antonio's

Revenge; Tourneur's Revenger's Tx;agedy, Webster's White Devil'andy

' M score of similar plays,"“g' to emphasize that Barabas 1s not truly ‘
‘a deca‘dent: k:l,]\.ler, nor ﬁarlowe a possessbr o% decadent genius . To
Harbage, | \ | "

T 46 qu?ggsLJp. 50 ) k
e .47‘Ibid., ‘pp. 54-55. p
48 .“ o

Ibid., p. 54.

49 , \ | b

Ibid., p. 55. .
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The truth is that Ba¥abas (4nd that means Marlowe,
since the latter necessarily "identified" with
his central’ character and thought as "wickedly"
as he could) is essentially innocent-minded,

and he continues that "The actual language of the play, the poetry
A

[apthor's emphasis] . provides the §ést proof of the fa‘!§"50 He

cites Marlowe's opéning address in which Barabas speaks of his jewels -

P

- and wealth, and Volpone's, to point out that Barabas' speech expresses

beauty and aspiration, while Vplpone's expregses perversion, blasphemy

and corruption. Harbage goes on to say:

Considering the fact that Barabas had just
been -introduced to the audience by "Machevil”
(and we should not be.oblivious to the pun) as
the incarnation of evil, it would have been
appropriate if ‘his opening speech had something
of the flavour of Volpone's. Why does it not?
The reagon, I think, is that Marlowe's mind did
not run ndturally in evil channels, that he had
little imaginative affinity with corruption; and
whereas he could invent a limited repertory of
wicked things for a Barabas to do, he could not

imagine the appropriate things for such a doer to
think [author's emphasis].

H;rbage‘s argument about the innocence of Barabas and Marlowe must
be critielized for at least two reasons. First, the assumption that
Marlowe "necessarily identified” with Barabas calls to mind. the oft-

committed ﬁistéke of linking a character to the authér. Second, if

. one follows Harbage's line of reasoning, Webster, ﬁarston, Tourneutr

and even Shakespeare (whom Harbage does not mention but who should

be included because he wrote the horror-studded Titus Andronicus)

should have been evii-minded. corrupt individuals who likely commit-

a

'?0 Harbage, pp. 56-57.

1 1pi4., p. 57.

[PPSR,
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ted atrocitieshand then wrote about‘them. This notién, of course, is

absurd, a;d it is unlikely that Harbage actually proposes that ’ .
Mafiowe, gecause.he harboured the thoughts.of Barapas; was one with

the ‘direction these thoughts might take. However, it must be poinied

out that Harbage's conclusiéﬁ doés not .withstand close scru;iny as

the same reasoning Ehag leads Harbage to conclude that Bgrabés is

essentially innocent-minded because Marlowe himself is uncorruptea, .

leadé equally well to the clearly unlikely conclusion ‘that if Barabas ‘ ¢!

N

were truly decadent, Marlowe himself must have been corrupt and
. evil-minded tdo, B
Having, as he thinks, convinced his readers that Marlowe was
. )

¢ 7

not an iconoclast, .that both he and Barabas were essentially immocent

it ‘w'&u.mxv

anq'ghat Marlowe did POt 1ntend’to condemn all of Malta; Hdrbage

offers his, interpretation of the play's purpose:
By 4 .
Granted that Marlowe 1s more interested in the
morally black Barabas than in his morally neutral
or mixed milieu, what is the nature of the interest?
I should say that it is primarily that of a_popular
eintertainer; and that we shall get nearer ‘the truth
"about the play if we ourselves are less "terribly
serious" about it, and think a little less in terms
of moral philosophy and a little more in terms of
native sports. There was bear-baiting’ bull-baiting,
and, their theatrical equivalent,. devil-baiting.

BHarbage elaborates on his theory of The Jew of Malta as an exercise in
devil-baiting:

. Behind the latter [devil-baiting] lies a long .
tradition ... [fncludigg] the "Vice" figures . L
of the interludes,,.. The appeal was primarily . ’
comic.... In Marlowe's play the devil is baited "

’

52

Bhrbige,.p. 53, . N //,
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in the form of a Machiavellian Jew.... Marlowe
A ‘ o is not mocking the popular audience in The Jéw
’ .0of Malta, but conspiring hand and glove with it.
He supplied the best devil-figure thus far - (
conceived==in his agigg-minded arrogant,” ruth- j;r— .
i ‘less, lethal Barabas. .

As it is with the work of Cralk and Knoll, it is unfortunate

that Harbage considered it necessary to try to prove that Marlowe's

only inteﬁtion in The Jew of Malta was to entertain, for'ﬁarbage's»
/' point about the "native sports" and "devil-baiting" proves a helpful . &g

perspective and, as has béen demonstrated in this paper, 1t 1is more

- - fhan'likely that Marlowe intended his play to entertain; but it does
not. necessarily follow that this was his sole intention. Harbage ‘ - x‘
correctly points out that the play "is studded with plot devices and E
verbal routinest(dougle-talk, Cross=purpose dfilogue, patterne&linter- h §
' - ruption, satirical asides, etc.) which passed on as models to later .3

54

playwrights."” He concludes that the play's "theatrical mastery, its

showmanghip, is the most remarkable thing about this play [author's
emphasis}:"ss While one might question the validity of Harbage's
other observations about the play, and argue that theatrical mastery o i

or showmanship is perhaps not the "most" important aspect of the pla;i f

. one must agree that it 1s, at the very least, "remarkable."

The work)ﬂf/kichard L. Hillier, while concerned with Marloﬁe's o

poetry ratlier than his drama, coutributes to a study of the theatri-

33 Harbage, p. 53.
' N
S Ibid., p. 50. , .

o v e s s

’ ' , = } : : - ’ -
L 2 Ibid., pp. 49-50. . o ,
A - . . .

i . ! , R .
i . . o ' e
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~cality of. The-Jew of Malta because it calls attention to theatrical

-

'A.

R L2
elemeqﬁg/fg the poetry itself. Hillier discusses Marlowe's use of

imagery to create spectacular effects:

are juggested by -the numerous images representative
of futryy violence, wrath and the desire for

., vengeance, the aftermaths of tragic disappointment.
Most of these are couched in bloody and fiery
language. Wrath and courage are kindled in the
hearts of several characters, especially Barabas,
who is8 possessed of a zeal so savage1§6burning
that it is enough to consum& a house.

The\:::i‘violeﬁt aspects of the lust for powér

The reader of the above description notices that Marlowe's poetry,
with its vibrant, forceful iméges "couched in bloody and fiery lan-

guage," creates such spectacular effects as are inherent to theatré.

¢
-

The thqgggeftries-to make a small ‘space suggest the éorld and
beyond. In the theatre, the playwright's task.1s to explore the
sig;ificance and/or meaning of‘reality: the goaf'éf theatre is to
‘make the'stage (a small space) sugéest réality (the world) gnd ifﬁ

significance or meaning (beyond). A study of The Jew of Malta in

the 1light of this goal produces intriguing results which help to

. 11luminate the‘hatére of the play. The play's motif of "Infinite

57

riches in a little rgem'-—so frequeﬂtly discussed by critics”’—is,

@ .
in actuality, a tion of theatre, The notion suggested by this

motif, that is, of containing the uncontainable, is the task of -all

v

* 36 Richard L. Hillier, "The Imagery of Color, Light and
Darkfess in the Poetry of Christopher Marlowe," Elizabethan
Studies and Other Essays in Honour of George F. Reynolds,
University of Colorado Studies, Series B, Studies in the Humanities,
. Vol. 1I, No. & (Boulder: -Univ. of Colorado Press, 1945), 118.

57

See'above. for example: pp. 118-19, 128—30,‘qtcetera.

$ i)
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tl;neatre. That this particular motif should :be clearly visible in

3 S . 1
the play is a further indication of the play's' theatrical nature.

- B

"Hillier points out that, - ) ' . -

at

¢

the.mannerism 'that both restricted Marlowe's
- . scope and elevated his imagery to its zenith
is his tendency to create expansive figures, o
" amazing skyscapes seen thi'ough a pin-hole, .
tight buds that, opening slowly, as if R 2
R photographed by a slow-motion camera, , '
nevertheless burs' to flambent blossoms. \
Thus evolves Marlowe's glorious descriptiogs
of the heavens, mirrors of human passion.

In Vcousiderin‘g the above‘descriptiod of the power and suggestiveness

of ‘Marlowe's verse, one sees that the ability to "create expansive

figures, amazing skyscapes seen ihrough a pin-hole"--to create, in -

a 'word, "Inf}nite riches in a little room"—1is the essence of theatre
which tries ‘to make a small space suggest thgdmrld and beyond.
Mgrlowe s abllity to create theatre or spectacle 1s thus not

liuited7;o ‘his choice 6f form, plot and stage devices.—‘but utendar;

! N

and i{s in fact—inherent to the poetry itself. : hN

v
’
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. {1 Of those who have assessed the play's thea'trica_lit , mest, have

vcontended ‘that there ‘are mo realt irterests .in The'Jew f Malta other \

: than enterteining the audience' that :Ls, theatricelity, at least in
@ this play, is virtually synonymous with good, light entertaimnent ) . E
Lo While the helpful perteptivity of those who have identified the
esSentially drmtic nature jf the play has been rgognized in this\
essey, the frailtiee Mthin discussions which try 'to prove that the oo "

A
‘ - “, L-/ P g
a has no interests other than theatricality (in the gense of en-

N rteiment) have been duly noted Alt,ho‘\ggh some critics, heve feen

that thea‘tricel 4e1ements are mportent in the play, the significance

of these elements has not yet been q‘ptufactorily #xplored or ex-~ T o

Lpl-ein'ed. However, studies of the play's theetficality by John o .
Russell Brown and Harry Levin, vhen cousidered alongside certain .
. L . o - . i ‘ @

propdiale‘é%nceming the natur;e of theatre put forth by A'ntonin : \

v “Artaud, euggut“ that theetricelity in The Jevl& Melta is not simply

« ' "light enterteimnt" bt 18 mething sufficiently expeneive to \e )

ellow for the uietence oﬁother intereetu in the pley. Such an '

,} 1nterpwtion of thut'ﬁcelit.y is helpful to an underltendi\ng of

the pley u\h vhole.
S . — ;=239 =, . L e
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Yo while admitting that the temptation to view Marlowe's plays as ' ~

"gpectacles” is very grea®d Bréwn insists that .one should not yield
// L to the temptation but should? instead, perceiiE;Egﬁlplays as. "shows."
/‘,\ . N .

" The modern understanding of "spectacles," he sa # 1involves "éine£§;

b

o . mic exti'avagance"1 without controls or intellectual hn;/artistic ‘
Y -t ' , , N

‘restraint. In contrast, according to Brown, Marloée'q plays mst be N
O ‘ / :

o o " described as "'shows,' a then fashionable’ word implying a highly
’ - “" . s .

B developed Renaissance art in whish thematic significance was the

. i ' ‘ / .

“ organizing principle."2 Brown gives a well-gubstantiated argument

& .
‘ ' for intellectual control and restraint in the words and actions of

L e a Marlowe's plays. -He points out that although Marlowe wrote before ) E ‘
Shakespeare, w; read him aftefwards and in his light, and we make

LA

the mistake of staging Marlowe using théa;res, talents and techni—

P

ques designed for Shakespeare's kind of dramatic action and charac-
terization. Brown maintains that "a careful disgociation is neces-
sary.before reading and performing Marlowe for his o&g sake."3 He

“ . describes Edward Alleyn's style of acting, a style which came to ‘be

e . : associsted first with Tamburlaine and latdr with The Jew of Malta and

-—

‘ other of Mnrlowe 8 plays, as: "violent, stalking, Q;tounding act-
1ng," which "by 1600 was conaidered out of date."4 Brown notes that

: ~ this style uas. however, extravagantly praised at the time, and was .
}; . ’ *e .

. 1 John Russell Brown, "Marlowe and the Actors." Tulane Drama
« Review, 8, 4 (1964) 162—63 o

£

« ! . . N . ' 2 " * ) ' ’

'} C Ibid.,Hp. 163, . \ | — : .
12 3 L] . Y i I N ’
: Ibid., p. 155, t . o

L b Ibid., p. 156. . . .

. . . .
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\ . R , | .
ACtﬁally appropriate to Marlowe's plays and should have been

retained: '
Marlowe wrote his plays for acting that was "violent,
stalking, astounding," and also strong, clear, gal-
vanic. It was a style ... for plays that are visual

8 well as intellectual, physical and metaphysical,

gesponsible and. popular. It was a style for this kind
of theatre; and it was something of its own, for
Marlowe was an original [author's emphasis] . .

Al

Brown's \hypothesis that Marlowe's plays are "visual as well as’in-
tellectual, physical and.metaphysical, responsible and pogular,"
is explicit in his argument for artistic control in Marlowe's
plays. To Brown, MaFlowe's arguments'and comparisons are not "so

. j

nimbly" and "intricately" developed as Shakespeare's, but they are
" N l'

not without careful plannihg and control:

he [Marlowe] preferred to build, to progress by

marked degrees, retaining each element.within the

final large impression, Tamburlaine, Gavestonm,

Edward, Faustus, Barabas are all presented this ’ .
way. Barabas can tell his life-gtory phase by ’ v
phase, to give a definite, forceful impression \ ¢
(I1.414.179-197) [Batab&é' gpeech to Ithamore, i :
beginning "As for myself, I walk abroad a-nights"]

He argues by independent statements and. queations....

A
.Brown ¢ites Barabas' respounse to Abigail in I. ii 264~279," beginning

"

old my gold, and all my wealth is gone!" and ending "We ought
F | to//

make bar of no policy," as an exa le‘of how Marlowe "progress[esl

by marked degrees, retaining each element within the final large »
'Y
impreaaion" to reveal the "lively, self contained mind"7 of Barabas.

"In this pasaage the progreas of his [parabast] thought is clear,”
, \
J "

H

3 Brown, p. 157.

6 Ib1d., p. 159.

. 7
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~ minutely controlled as Kyd's or Shakespeare's."8
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Brown insists, and he continues: "This kind of elaboration, is as

L

Brown also maiAtains that. "The intellectual life of Marlowe’gﬂ
dialogue is cleariy shown in his use of single lines..;; [The]...
sharpnesg~dramatic corgers bold1§ turned in a line or two—gives
edge to the dialogue.and suggests a kinetic, a reserved.power."9

As an illustration, Brown cites the words of Tamburlaine: ™ot for

the world Zenocrate, if I have sworn:/Come bring in the Turk;" and

he notes that the technique "is well fitted to the asides of Barabas

in his dealings .with Christians and Jews...;"10'°Brown concludes that 7

Marlowe's "attempt to give an impression of ‘actual thought and feel-

ing"” in a speech "must ugsually be looked for in the design of his

speeches, in the contrasts between their various elements."11
| .
About the vigual effect of Marlowe's plays, Brown writes:

While words f£ill the mind on reading ome of
Marlowe's plays, in performance its visual effects
can dominate the verbal. There are opportunities
for spectacle ... parades and processions, ‘corona- ‘ .
tions and funerals, pursuits, battles and horrors, '
are found variously in every play. But again, here
is a trap for modern actors and directors: this o
not an open invitation to cineramic extravagance. v

. “ -

Brown admits that the temptation is attractive, but "ag with the

8 Browm, p. 159. - — -
? Ibid., p. 160.
10 1p14., p. 160.

s ‘ . X - < T e e
11 yp44., p. 162. . o .

12 114, pp. 162-63. | .
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words, indulgence is dangerdus."l3 Concerning interpretdtions which

. . NN
emphasize spectacle—a full, crowded stage, constant action, etc.—

\Browan remarks that “a[n] .», lmportant objection [to such interpre-

5

tations] 1s that Marlowe did not speak of 'spectacles' but of .

'shows'"la in both-Tamburlaine and Doctor Faustus, -Brown sees that \3

the frequent reference to "shows" in Marlowe's works implies that,

his plays wife intended to be "shows" themselves. fortuuately, Brown
pr;vides more persuasive evidence thaﬁ simply a word‘count: ﬁe points ;
out, for example, tﬂat "For Marlowe both‘words and actions were impor-
tant,ﬁ noiing (like Harry Levin) that Marlowe "was sometimes Eontent )
with action and no w;rds at cruclal moments‘of‘his drama: Helen,

who ravishes Faugtus and 'sucks forth' hi; soul, only'passes over the

stage in silenceL"15 Marlowe, according to Brown, "is an intellectqai

in vﬂose plays "some of the importance of show and ges- -
17
1"

dra@atist"l6

ture 1s symbolic, in the tradition of allegorical drama. Brown

gi%es as an example the figure of the 01d Man in Doctor Faustus, but

cites nothing from The Jew'of Malta,'although mention of Abigail Awho

iepresents "goodness'") or even the fiery cauldron (which represents

' Hell) would have been appropriaté to his argument. Brown adds that

Marlowe "used the reliance on visual impressions [not only] for dramd-

- tic purposes which are not alwiys‘allegorical," éut some times for

-

13“Brown, P. 163.

14 ibid., 5. 163. | T

15 1p14., p. 164. . R N

16 Ibid., p. 163.

17

Ibid., p. 164. =~ o,
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"defining the progress of the action" or "forming a congtant support

or foil to the words."l8 While Brown presents no illustrations from

Y

The Jew of Malta to clarify his meaning, one might assume. that when

1

he é}aims'that "visual impressions" are used to "define the progress
of the action,".he hight be Feferring, for example, to the incidents
in II.4ii. and III.i in whiéh Barabas gives ithamore the letter of
challenge and Lodowick .reads the letten——which ultimately result’/f
in the wordless fight and death of the two young erst-while friends,
whose deaths, in turn, cause Ahigail to retreat to the nunnery 9nd set
in motion the remaiﬁing action of the play. As for the notion that
the "visual impresé&on" forms a "constant support or foil to the,

*

words;" an example from The Jew of Malta may be discovered in the
4 ‘

fact that Bara§as was presented on stage with an enormously large
nose which would have been obvious to the audience from the beginning
of the pla§. This ridiculous nose acts as a foil to the impression
often given by the words in the first scenes of .the play, that is,

that Barabas has been unfairly tneated and/or does,not deserve the

treatment he receives. . .

Brown continues that: . - .
Reliance on visual effect is perhaps most impres-
sive in relation to individual characterization,
for, besides maintaining a typically Renaissance
complication of meaning and situation, a "show"
implied a kind of density in character portrayal.
The actor of Tamburlaine, Faustus and Barabas had
to be able to hold the center of a large stage~
picture 'and make a clear, physical’ statement{“ner—
vous subtleties or minute physical reai&sm were re-,
quired for neither words nor gestures.

7]

18
Brown, p. 165.
.‘

19 bid., p. 266,

) L :
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. In other words, the characters, including the hero, are interesting

,piay. To Brown, . Eh

245

. A
In.spite of the importance of the central character as indicated

above, Bfown believes that, to Marloﬁe:

Y
The play is always more s;gnificant than any of its
characters can realiiﬁ the hero is viewed iromi-
cally or relatively,

and,

The same conditions are true for minor characters. ' :
For all their individualization, they are most - A -
memorable as,-'literally, "parts"—parts of a full
design. They must be simply and strongly and
variously themselves, in silence and stillness as- .o AN

" well as in speech, and movement and so serve the
whole wide perspective of the drama.21

mainly beﬁause they are part of a larger whole: the play itself.

B T
T o

The reader/spectator 18 meant to view the whole and to understand

-
e

theAZLole through the hero and other characters. The characters are’

interesting and valuable oply because tQ’y are parts of the whole

Even the star parts depend for their proper perfor- .
mance on being less than the play itself. Barabas : ‘ .
declines in subtlety and resource from a near- . ) - A
potentate to a petty schemer disguised as a French

musician, and he finishes his part caught in_his

own joke, absurdly" yelling from a cauldron.22 '

IS AT lted I AR

One might argue’ that theqabove summary of Ba;abas career is sim-
plistic and superficial in the 1light of other possible interpreta-
t}ons of the play—for example, as a satire or a morality. However,
one mist concede that Brown's deserigtion of the visual effect;of
the play is suggestive. It mist also be noted that Braun'% "parts
20 Brown,’ p. 168,

N \ i
2 ypia., po 172, . -

22 1btd., p. 171.
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of a whole" theory, 1f carried to a' logical conclusion, provides an .- 5
< “ . K . .
N interesting parallel with the theory of Alan Warren Friedman,23 i
i
» i , . .
because Barabas was -a ''mear-potentate" when he was part of the whole !
¢ A
society and he deteriorated when he lost his "part" in this whole. ’
1
. |
Brown concludes: :
[Marlowe's] plays are richly physical "and grandly, °
even loudly, eloquent.... But I argue for their ‘
intellectual control because today we do not )
K usually  associate cineramic spectacle.or massed . .
trumpets a% bugles with an intellectually respon- '
sible art. : ' « ¥
' (\‘ ! ) ‘ These words, written in 1964, seem ‘somewhat dated in the 'eighties, §
: - ~ Lo
. as advances in film technology have often, as students of the - '
: . , T | >
f' cinema will insist, turned "cineramic spectacle" into "an intellec~
i
H -
; ) tually responsible art." Marlowe's plays, Brown continues, do in-
i\ . ° s/
% . vestigate regponsible and intellectual subjects—"human consciousness .
i ) ,and the nature of man and ,society“zs—in a re_!s;onsible way. He sees
' that,
| » ~ SR ‘ .
v S Marlowe was an intellectual dramatist who couceived ST -
' a great panorama of '""figures," each brightly and . ,
-anergetically itself, and created the dramatic andy '
poetic means of presenting not merely the individual “
f igures but his concepts and questigna about the
panorama, about the "world" of men; 6 B : '
e, ) ' ‘ . '
Harry Levin notes, in reference to Marlowe's work in general,
. +
that Marlowe's "primhry concern is the thea;re,"z-{' and he.b%].ieves

' (24 Brown, p. 158.

25'Ibid.. p. 168,

26 1pid.; p. 171 - o ,

v o ~ ~ °27 Levin, The Overreacher, p. 15.

.

i
| .
. 23
See above, Chapter 10.
| .
{
j
i
!
i
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that "Marlowe was a born playm::l.ght:."28 Richard Hillier's work pro-

g S vokes an awareness of theatrical elements in Marlowe's poen};, but :
. ) A '

. Levin is overtly interested in Marlowe's use of poetry to create ‘

&
theatre.ﬂ' "Marlowe not only catches the melod¥~of Spenser, as \

- T*S Eliot has remarked he orchestrates it for the 1‘.he:!1t.re."29 . ‘

It has been gmmm30 that, to Levin, Barabas is an overreacher . ‘ !

-~

&

whose fallure 1s caused by his tragic flaw: his need for love. I -

have argued that the text does not. completely support the'theogy

< a that Barabas has ax;' overriding need for love, and that Le\;in_'s Eheory
of Barabas' féiluré ié, co.nseéuen‘tl;, not entirely convixicin‘g. |
It seems to "me’, however, t;xat Levin's .perce;ptﬂion of Marlowe'é"" o , ‘
p}ays in g‘ef{eral"as.hyperbolic at‘x_d‘ as containing t}m notion of e
a ’ metaphiors taken literally and concepts acte’d :out. provides a help-
ful overview of the playwright's distinctiveness. - Levin's general

* observations in the following passages suggest a view. of The Jew of

Malta which is pei:haps more uéeful than Levin's own conclusion that s
‘ ‘ - ' - ) m‘ ‘-
the play "deserves to be classed as a farce,—or, at any rate, a -
f . -%
\ nelodrana">!: . _ . o A
’ ) Rl ) [Marlowe s] stage becomes a vehicle for hyperbole, Yoo -

not merely by accrediting the incredible, or gu pport-
ing rhetoric with a platform and sounding bodrd,

~but b! taking metaphora literally and acting concepts
out.

" . A
\ ‘ “ . . .

Y -

. ) B \,7‘ L i N -
. N 28 Levin, The Overreacher, p. 25. ’ n \ : : - :
J . - T - . R .
B e, . 0. Ca ' o
PR ‘ | |

See abmie. pp. 119-21,
| . ‘ 31 Levin, The Overreacher, p. 103.
‘ . ' 32 1py4., PP- 42-63?; . o '

RN
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Levin maintains that the stage,

Operating visually as well as vocal\ly, ... cOnverts
' symbols into ﬁropetties, triumph must ride across im -
v a chariot, hell must flare up in fireworks; students,
no longer satisfied to read abouésljelen of Troy, must
behold her in habit as she lived. \

Levin's perceptions about Marlowe's work seem to be applicable to

.The Jew of Malta: : avarice in this play is a grotesquely-nosed Jew
' fingering his weahlth, revenge 18 the now-monstrous Jew heaping up

atroc%ous murders, and hell is a fiery cauldrom into which ;ﬂe Jew

o ‘

ult'im;ately falls. Marlowe's stage in The Jew of Malta does indeed

"operate 4visuall); as well ag vocally." Brown has noted that the play
creates visual impreésions for several pur‘posee, and examples have
been given"above.34 In addition, Barabas' wealth, the {:ot of poi-
'soned.rice, and the platfomm Bata_bas builds and thn;ugh which he

finally falls to his death——to name only a few exampleg—are not’

merely referred to verbally in the characters' speeclies: they are

actually displayed to Yiew on stage, and all of them have metaphoric

gsignificance. The pot suggests witch-craft and diabolism; the
qwealth—-avarice; and the platform—the gtage 1tself.35
/Accotding to Levin, "Whereas\poetry is said to transport us to

an* imaginative level, poetic drama transports: that, level to us:

hyperbolically speaking, it brings the mountain to Mohammed."36

Jéertainly Marlowe's use of a variety of theatrical tecﬁniques as -

. "
.

33

Levin, The Overreacher, pp. 42-43.
! .

3 See above, pp. 24245,

3 See above, pp. 163-64. ' ok
. 36

Léyin, The Overreacher, plp.‘lltZ'-4'3.' i

¢
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pointed out ﬁy Craik, Knoll and Brown, and the theatrical nature of i
the verse itself "transports that [imaginative] level to us. ' .

Levin states that, '""The very element of _exaggeration that char~

acterizes Marlowe's technique and outlook leods his writing its ex-

emplary quality."37 Exaggeration is abundant in The Jew of Malta;

frém Barabas' extravagantly large nose, his excessive wealth and
: §

greed, his obsessive desire for revenge, the staggering number of
murders he commits; to the complexity of Marlowe's plot, the hyper-
bolic ﬁagure of the language and poeiry and the overreaching ideas it

L

expresses. I would suggest that(tyis element of exaggeration is a

theatrical quality and that exaggeration—the use and control of it— «
5 {‘ R - ‘

is an important element in any theatrical endeavour, as it is closely

tied to the goal of theatre, which is to make a small space (the °

3 ) |
stage) suggest the world (geality) and beyond| (the significance and/
F . . t

o

or meaning of reality). ‘ L
~ The notion of containing reality within the limits of a single
building is staggering to the imagination and a challenge to the
playwright. -For examgle, if the play includeo a battlo }nvolving
thousands of mounted warriors, the playwright is facgd‘with the prob- .
lem of presenting thia battle on stage. It is, of course, impossi-
ble to stage the actual ,battle and the practical objections to having
even\one mounted actor in a theatre are readily evident, The problem .
is capture, in some measure, and to present on stage, the essgence ﬁ

4

of the battle. The splendour of the armies, the passion, tension

and vitality exuded by the warriors must be caught and relayed to

o

37)Levin. The Overreacher, p. 15. ‘ ' -
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the audience. The enormousness of.this task is pronosnc‘ed. The play-,

\ wright's task is difficult indeed. His main tool in achieving the
desired effect is exaggetatiron: he mus‘t use exaggeration so that
a few ummounted act‘ors—-or perhéps simply a verbal description—will
suggest a blazing, full-scale battle among thousands of ﬂoréemen—-a -
’not in;:onsideranIe accomplishment. He must extract the essence of
the batfle ahnd exaggerate it while simultaneously compressing it in-
" to the form of a few actors or lines in such a‘w;ay that the full
force of the battle will impress the ‘audience. The final effect must
be onme of concentrated uaggei’ation: "apaziog skfscap?s see\n through

"38 °

a pin-hole"™ or "Infinite riches in a little Toom."

Whether Marlo;ve's purpose in The Jew of Malta is moralistic,
political, satirical, theolagical, comic, tragi:c, commerciai or; any.
_combination thereof, the fact r“emains ll':'het.itt was written in t;:mform
of a play, and thus—in spite 'of any other qualities it may have—it

was’ intended to be theatlre(; and, on the testimony of reports in
. a »

"The prob-

Henslowe's Diary, it Qas actually 'vergy successful theatre.!
lem remains té determine the nature of this theatre: is the play an
example of the type of theatre &esigned merely to entertain, to draw
in the crowds for an afternoon of light diversion, to gild the box
‘office cash x; or is the play an example of tl}leatre\“which tries to -

_do more than provide light diversion from daily affairs?

The observations of Brown and Levin are particularly helpful in

providing a key to the nature of the theatre of which The Jew of Malta

is an example. Levin alludes to the presence of\hyperboic and meta-:

38 pillter, p. 125.

a
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physical ideas; in the play, and it {s abundantly clear that these

¢lements are indeed present. Brown argues convincingly tha't the play

Ais not a "spectacle"' but a "show." A "spectacle" to Br&wn is an un-
controlled cinetamic ‘extravagance, but a "s!how"’is an aritistically
controlled and purposeful work of art. Antonin Artaud's theory of
the theatre includes an aﬁphas;s on the metaphysical and the con-

B} g )
. trolled and purposeful spectacle', Allusiong -made, by Browrd and Levin

to the play's inherent theatricality suggest that Artdud's notions of

what is real theatre might be applied to Marlowe, certginly to The

Jew of Malta. Artaud, while never referring to The Jew of Malta,

makes some observations on the nature of theatre which hold some .

pro&uct:lve suggestions for the play;

While Brown works at refining his interpretation of the terms
"gpectacle" and "show,” there 'is a danger in the indiscriminate use

of such terms, because agreement does not always exist among agitics

1

as to precisely what is meant by certain tems:;ijwnritic's defi~

nition of "show" "spectacle" might be quite dffferent from that
P ,

* .of another. A case in point is Antonin Artaud's use of the term .

."spectacle." In discussing the Balinese theatre, Artaud praises the

fact that "everything in this fhgatre is calculated with an enchaat-
ing mathematical meticulousness. Nothing is left to chance or ger’-

sonal in:ltyit:l.ve."39 He notes that "Everything is ... regulated and
[

W\ao As in the Balinese theatre Artaud admires, in his

\ . .
39 Antonin Artaud, The Theatre and Its Double, trans. Mary
Caroline Richarde (New York: Grove Press Inc., 1958), pp. 57-58.

40
* tb1d,, p. 58.

;
i
f
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!
i
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, own "Theatre “of Cruelty," the spectacle "will be calculated from

,-(o’/ne epd to the other, 1‘1ke a code (un langage). Thus there will be

no lost movementé. all movements will obey a rhythm.... nél Accoi‘d—

ingly, Arta\;d’s‘ "spectacle"” is, amotfg other things, a controlled

?

and purposeful work of art; that is, Artaud's "spectacle" {s similar

- o ,

. _to i;rpwn's "ghow."
- ‘A c109er‘ examinatipn of Artgud's /theory about the nature of thea~ *
" tre and about what the theatre should be and do, reveals that therg o .
‘are many ginﬁlar‘ities between Artaud's ideal theatre and The Jew of . o
- . ‘ . A—
B Malta.
- ‘ It is important to note that the type of theatre Artaud advocat<™ °
es—the "tYte'" .theatre as he perceives 1t—is not a theatre Mhich '
' . provides light entertaimment or an afternoon's diversion. to him a i
deplorable k:l.nd of theatre which offers a purely descrigtive and .
‘4 . narrative theatre--story_ }elling psychologyw 42 . -
,\
BRI )An idea of the theatre has been lost.. And as long ) ’ o,
Ne— * »““ag the theatre limits itself to shoving%us intimate . : v
scenes from the lives of a few puppets,: transform— )
ing the public into Peeping Toms, it is no wonder : ’ T
the elite abandon it and the great public looks to v . .
the movies, the music .hall or the circus for violent
aatisfnctionq,. .. 43 ) .
' He inaists ihat "Our long habit of seekiug /divarsion haa fmde us - d )
forget the idea of a serious theatre," and he describea this "aetioul
- - theatre'"—true theéatre to'his way "of thidking—as one which, 's',ov.t—‘ - .
turning all our preconceptions, inspires us with the fiery magnetisa
) . N
' 1 ) N ’ Lo ) * °
Artaud, p, 98. ' . . ‘
L 2 18%4., p. 76 : . ? )
v 43 ' : S Lo
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' - ' of its images and -acts upon us like a spiritual therapeutics whose
. . L4 - B v v P

. *touch can never be fgtgotten."“ l),.rtaud .asgerts that "it is. ::e:tain

¢
1

~ that we need above all a theatre that wakes us up: nerves and A
o g hean;."lfs - ' o . o ' §
i

» . §

S y ' Artaudls theatre will "attack the spectator s sensibility"“‘

L3 . - |

‘ ‘and 1t "nuat give us everything that is in crime,
i

\];ove, war. ‘or mad- - ’ ’ X
"ngas, if {t wants to recover its necessity. 47 Artaud describes/

-

. the effect of this theatre. , < ' ’ . - -

N o _ the Theatre of 'Cruelty proposes to resort to a mass e
P ’ spectacle; to seek the agitation of tremendous masses, .
‘ _convulsed and hurled against each other, a little of -

i ., that poetry of festivals .dnd crowds when, all too fare- -
1y nowadays, the people pour, out into the streets.

. .
O R R U R
o - N
&
.

Artaud- is speakihg of fhe necessity for_%treme'ndous‘ impact, for t;omr\a
. J ] y

L ’ .bar'dmen.t"of the audience with s'tunning', images, with horrors and with

, g .- violence. These requirmnts are met by The Jew of Mnlta. Its pot - ‘

-

is camplex, fut-mving and horror-studded A multitghe of atrocious 4
) nmrders (the poisoning of the nums, the stnngling of Friar Bamr- _ . B
; - - , 'dine, the mrdar of Ithnore and. hi! friends. etc.), \and numarous.
| - _ other vile deeds .such as the’ artangmnt of Lodovick’s and Hathias

’ deaths and the framing of Friar Jacm@’ qontinuously usault the
° . spectators senses. As Hil]f.u Hazlitt hu rmrkecl, the ph} "is a

y L - . «
/\ o tiuue of gratxﬁtous. «.. and incredible ntrocities, vhich are com- TN
. .\ ﬂ ‘ : : ) It v . ‘ . ) . v -~
(5 IS | o |

\ . ar o " Art.,‘l ppa 84"85-

u‘s r{b‘ido ’. po 8‘0

g %6 g, p. 86,
' A

/":I . N '. -‘f.’ ] Yo . 47 ibido' P0850
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mitted, .one upon the back.of the other, by the parties concern- ) '
. ) ;
‘ ed.... "4? It is :\onic that this intended putsdoyn by Hazlitt in ‘ P

fact points up play s essentiel merit as a piece of theatre.

f . ’ \ 1
In Artaud 8 theatre, ™re shall try “to concentrate around /f amous |

. . . ' - LN
personages, atrocious crimes, superhuman devotions ... "Sq-g-requisites ’
) v achieved by The Jew of Malta. Marlowe's play revolves around one main '
P i - i - . by
' oo . character who 1s famous in Malta as a result of his wealth (in
1.1.67-68 of the play, Barabas instructs a merchant to use\ his name | »
to obtain credit, saying "Go tell 'em the Jew of Malta sent thee, ¢ . i ‘
S « . man./Tu;'h vho amo»ngst 'em knows not Barabas"'z, the play is full of . ) ‘.
e ' v . '
' A P attocious crimes, and the presence of super~human devotions is evident ) J
‘ . . ” ¢ ) . b "»
’ ‘ \ in Barabas' overreaching greed -and .obsessive desire for tevenge. . ) g
‘{ % - Artaud continues that his drama will be ome
;‘ ’ a whicl;, without resorting to the defunct image‘s.of' , ) .
T . , the old myths, shows that it can extract the forces . : -
: which struggle within them. In a word, we believe . o
; : that there s§re living gorces in what is called T
. poetry.... ) . .. .
-~ ; " N * i . M
Levin and Hillier and, one wuld\upect, virtual’ly all critics of
. v " - P .
| most of Marlowe's verse '%m th@ play, would agree that there are liv-
- » -~ N [y . ‘ .
ing "forces" 1n Harlo'we's poetry. Artaud defines these forces .as’ - )
. “whatever bringa to birth images of energy in the unconscious and - g
. . . - 5
/ .gtatnitous crime on the surface. "52 Be goes on to say. thst "A vio- ‘
3 < e
) ‘ ) “ lent tnd cqncént\rqt ction 18 a kind of lyriciam: it summons up @
3 P ‘ 49 e : ; N
A B ! . Hazlitt in_Honlt s p. 133, . . ' N
I ) . S ) . ’ 3,
N ' ' ) 10 Artaud, p. 85. : ' s : o @
. . ) . ) ) . ) ' I ‘,, N , '
! . - “.'51' Iudeg p. 85. ! H . ‘ - N - )
1 - - . ' ‘ A M ' ‘\ . ,.. 1
b s P e Yy L
N N ) . P . S ’ ) . Lt :
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‘supernatural. images, a bloodstream of images, a bleeding spurt of

images_ih the poet's head and'in the speciétq;'s as well," conclud-

. ing with a description applicable to The Jew of Malta: "I propdse ...

authéatre in whi%h violent ‘physical images crush and hypnotize
A \ /

the sensibilitywof the spectator seized by the theatre as by a whirl-

wind of higher fOrCES."53u . ¢

Artaud says that the prﬁﬁary purpose of theatre shogld be tgﬂ
mak[e]°contact with that underlying power, call it
thought~energy, the life force, the determinism of
change, lunar menses or anything you like) Bemeath
the poetry of the texts, theregis the actual poletry,

.without form and without text, .

and he sees that "the theatre, far from copying life, puts itself

- ' . i
whenever ‘possible in communication with [these] pure forces."ss

‘Levin's ideas of the ovetreaéhing‘efforts°of Marlowe's heroes are

3 " closely allied to ihis,potion of underlying power, thought-energy, .

e . . the life force and the "agtual poetry." Agcording to Levin, "It is

¢

riot enough for his heroes and heroinmes . to be better than tﬁgir

- ¢

literary prototypes; they must be the best of their kind; and, more

——

- o than parégons,‘they must be non-pareils, beyond compare, resembling " ‘i

- " . _only the phoéﬁix."56 and "to the extent that they can disregard the .
57 '
"

canons of good and-evil, ihey are supermen, Marl&ﬁe's Heroeq

° . I

then, aspire beyond the normal limitations of mankind: they arej in

¢

N - | 33, Artaud, pp. 82-83. S "

v % mid., . 78, | ' S .

. 55

s e Sy e e

Ibid., p. 82. —_— | L
. T . oo . . C
. o7 s+ 7 Levin, The Overreacher, p. 22. e e T
R . T ., po3 : .
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- effect, at least partly "tuned in" to the life force, the underly-
ing power that runs through life. Barabas displayg this nature: he

.gsees himself as "fram'd of finer mould than cemmon men''—not for

SRR LI

him the obscurity of the masses, the passive acceptance of cruelties

life forces upon him. He geeks to transcend by virtue of his "tuning ' iy
. « g 4
in," so to speak, to the 1life force. His mental and physical energy

seems illimitable, indomitable: he contrives the most® ingenious,

inglorious schemes and physically carries them out.
~ )
Artaud's belief that, "In the manifested world, metaphysically

. speaking, evil 1is the permanent law, and good is an effort ahd already

one more cruelty aﬂaed to tHe other,"58 is reflected in The Jew of
L]

oMalta,r a play in which the "good" element as represented by Abigail,
=-d y
. ¢ l

1s eliminated early in the‘play, and the ultimate winner in the play—;
g (\‘}4' - ! A
Ferneze——is not a representative of the forces of 'good," but is .only

more adept at "policy," treachery, and hypocrisy, which are qualities
59

e misam s e v s

the play has, in Barabas, identified as evil, It does indeed seem
that in the restoration of Ferneze's power, "evil is the permanent
'y law" in Malta.

Perhaps more than any other single passage in Artaud’'s work, the

following excerpt from The Theatre and Its Double suggests an impres- .
, L
I -

<

sion generated by The Jew of Malta: ot
. * C
If the theatre, like dreams, is bloody and inhuman,
"it is, more than just that, to manifest and unfor- _
gettably root within us the idea of a perpetual ,
conflict, a spasm in which 1ife is continually ot o
e lacerated, in which everything in life rises up and \\

M .
N e rn s e B g~ e g

‘5 : . 38 Artaud, p. 103.
" \
|

L See above, Chapter Eleven. | ‘ ' '
) ' - S
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exerts itself againsgt.our appointed ranhi...so . .

The passage is particularly applicable to Barabas' experience as

revealed in the play. ,For Barébas, "for all his monstrous acti-

vism," an inhabitant.of "a small and static world"61 in which the

ruling motivation is the acquisition of wealth (""Desire of gold");

"everything in creation’, does indeed rise up and exerj itself

-

against his appointed rank as the wealthiest, the most nétorious and
the most successful Jewish merchant in Malta., The governing agents 2

rob him of ﬁ;s wealth, his daughter bétrays (he bélieves) and abgndons

him by converting to Christianity,'his glave betrays him, and ulti:

Jep .

T

mately the people he is trying to help (albeit for selfish reasous)

tyrn against him and precipitate his death. 1In spite of the fact that
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him, .

e en 3

To Artaud,

a theatre of cruelty ... on the level gf perfor-

mance, ... 18 ... the ... terrible and necessary

cruelty which things can exercise against us.

. We are not free.' And the sky can still fall on

: ) ’ \ts our heads. And the theatre has been created to
teach us that £irst of all.b -

This notion is clearly reflected in Marlpwe's Barabas: at the play's

; - > ‘ begiq?ing, in spite of hiq';rgnéhdoua wealth and aspirations, he is
( ‘ X .
. b not free; he is vulnerable and the sky does fall on his.gggd (the
S artaud, p. 92. ‘ 3
61 Levin, The Overreacher, p. §0. AN .

, .
.
o 0 . . -
.

. N ‘ 62 Artaud, »p. 9.
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Cove;nor takes away his wealth)! and, in spite of !is best efforts, '
-

" at the play's end he is still not free and the sky. collapses on him

¢

Rt et tr it el N

, for good. Yet in Barabas' final defeat and Ferneze's victory, there
f
>

is the suggestion that nobady is free: all are vulneraéle in a world .

. ‘ in which evil is the permanent law. .
An examination of Artaud's theory of:theatre vis-a-vis The Jew 'y
t

e N

of Malta reveals that Artaud might provide a key to decoding some
of the play's perplexities. One may conclude that Harlowi;f under-
standing of theatre and the purpose of theatre, as revealed in The

Jew of Malta, corresponds to that of Artaud. Such ) conclusion is

. - . ~* ' ' ;:
useful because it allows that the play has intrinsic artistic worth

) and merit in itgelf, as theatre (in yéud s senge of the word, as
opposed to a notion of light entertaiqgent) and it abea not preclude
" other interpretations of the play in terms of genre. .

eason many earlier ‘critics praised Marlowe's poetry while €

1 o g SR~ CAREI AT T T S S
o

dispt raging his drama is that their understanding of the requirements
1 of “good drama" included believable, true-to-life charagterization
' and events; and, because Barabas and many of the events of the pléy .
i —- -  are reither true-to;iife nor believable, the drama was assumed to‘ !
§ have ‘failed. B&Eégn underatandingﬁgf theatre along the lines of | ’ ]

~———
Levin and Artaud as that which is ablg to create spectac;e, grand

l ziviaions, paintinsa, in which cosmic’forces and metaphysféal 1déaa ate?

evident, on stage, u& whatever means are available to the dramatin:Jll
. <
‘ich would include The Jev of Malta

as ‘an example of such theaf;éi//

.'i8 certainly an in rpretation
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4 c The cumulative effect of the remarkably divergent Jew of Malta
criticism during the past four centuties shows "that_the play resiats

bei\ng tidied eway into any category Levin has "noted that | N
¥
"Tamburleine is an aesthetic gpéctache, framed by an equivo-:g\lJ

63 on the basis of the observations made concerning the

' )
play as theatre, I would~euggest that it is acceptable and more use-
X .

.morality."

unders tedding and unexpected “in-

spectacle (in Brewn' gense of "show" and Artaud's sense of
“spectacle"), which fan genetat/

aights, rather than to persist in an attempt to categorize the play.
’ . + ™~
. Such a conclusion is of course ‘open ended It suggests pursuing
. -
"”‘approaches to the play which are expansive .and which do not delimit

the experience. of the, vi'ewers or the readers by simply informing

y them of the possible types of drama that is before them.
1} ' “ |

aa

\\ j S L '
, - 63 . © - ' R
\ :  Lavin, Tha Overreacher, p. 76. S . e
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ful to consider the in’z‘plications of 'I:He Jew of Malta as 'an aesthetic

a,
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o

IS

‘I h/divided the bibliography into several categories. ‘Works ‘ "

actually cited in the thesis are listed in the first bibliography. , ' \ ’

Works applicable to The Jew of Malta which are not referred to in the -

thesis but which might be helpful to someone reseaaching the play, 1

Studies comparing The Jew of Malta with The Merchant of Venice ' . ‘

" are, arranged alphsbetically in a third bibliography. These works have

2R
not been referred to in the text of-the thesis fo\t.\ several reasons. ih-
F N . -

<

First, as might be expected,” the critias' couclusions concerning

> Marlowe's play can be summed up in a few words: Barabas was probabiy
. ‘ s

the prototype for Shylock, and the quality of The Jew of Malta does -

not approach that of The Merchant of Venice. Second, the concl@ionsﬁ

- concerning Barabas do not go beyond the categories identified in this

thesis, that is: Machiavellian, m"oﬁs;er, typical Jew as the Elizabe- - .

“.thans perceived Jews, passionate yearper, etcetera, Third, the

studies inevita%ly reflect more ﬂ?‘&S Shylosk than upon Barabasg, and
Shakespsar_e's play is the main obje t of concern in the critiques. ;I

have included the bibliographical listing of these reviews as part “of'

my eff.ort- to furnish a Adefinitive' bibliography of The Jew bf Malta. RO 8
have assigned the works a separate slphaheticsl listing in the hope

thst such a list night facilitate tssearch efforts of students of

. o M - i ‘e ' r
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‘ Shakespeare, and/or of students seeking comparative studies of the
. plays. 0 ' o

' . It was my wish to include in the body of the thesis references to .

- .w-&w.-‘}
o

all wogks vhich address themselves to The Jew of Malta. The length' of

the bibli‘ograpuhy surely indicates that to do so would sweéll-the—bulk ‘ . f

of thel study t.g exhaugstingly ludicrous proportions. Ew./en to annotate :
K briefly all of the entt:ies in thé last two bibliog:l";phies wolxld make

for an wnwieldy appendix to the thesis. With allowances for inevit- {

able omissions, the bibliographies a'rerintended 'to be an.exhaustive .

. . K , . .
listing of works written in English directly or {in the case of very

early criticism) indirectly referring to The Jew of Malta thrahigh 1974.

Perhaps a corollhry conclusion can be drawn from the abundance of

bibliographical material, a.conclusion which I hope will not be -

P e ik bk

A modést to make, which,points up the potentially Ihell.)ful nature of this

thesis. The amount of material qritten‘on The Jew of Malta is remark;

able. Even a casual sampling of the books, arti&@s, monographs and

other studies would require untold hours of hunting and reading. It

N\ is my hope that the thesis and the accompanying bibliographies might
Yo lead researchers directly to what they are looking for and free them

from the more tedious aspects of scholarship. In ah&:t, 1 would 1like

the thesia and the bibliographies to be a guide and a labour—saving

o

e e s

device.
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