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Abstract

v

A REVIEW OF TAMBURLAINE CRITICISM
. > '

This thesls attempts to clasexfy all cr1tica1 uork on
Marlowe s two Tamburlaine plays. -

The criticism as (a whole is found to fall into three
major categi ies: that'hhméh sees the plays as some kind
of Marlovian confe531on. that which sees them as didactic,
often as composxtely formlng a Morality:; and that which is
willing to examine the plays "as dramatic creations Pnde-
pendent of their author: There is clear evidence that the.
_first two categories have been affected by a peculiqr cri-
tical lnabllity to distinguish between the playwright
his creatxon. The confusion 'is increased because of\per-
sistent but erroneous’ accounts of - varlowe as a blasphenous
revdlutionary. . '

There is a tentative conclusion ‘that an.epp;bach\go
the Marlovian protadbnist as a visiongﬁroducid ent mdqht

bé more profxtable thar any attempt to analyze him defini-.
tlvely.
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Chapter -1
“THE OPINIONS OF MARLOWE S CONTEMPORARIES

»

%Bames, Chapman, Cholmeley, Greene, .Harvey, Kyd; Nashe,
Peele, Raleigh, Shakespeare, and the Privy Council

Mo§t scholarship on ‘Marlowe and on 'ramburla;ne has
made considerable reference to.the attitudes of his con-
temporarxes to both the xpan and his work, and any study
of Marlovian criticism should first exanfine what is known
of these opmions. ’

. ’ ,Theaost celebrated is that contained in the Baines

~ document, "A Note Containing the Opinion of one Christopher

pP- 11.

Marlye Concerning his Damnable Judgedlent; of Religion and
Scorn of God's Word,"' handed in to the Star Chamber on 1-
June 1593. Baines alleged that Marlowe had declared Christ
a bastard and His mother dishonest and the purpose of -
religion to keep men in awe. Marlowe was also accused of . -
convertin_g -one ‘Richard gholmeley'to'athef,tsm ind of at~
temptind to persuade men "not to be afeard of bugheepes and
hobgobhns. : '
It is significant that.the document &b not Bubmitted
until two days after Marlowe's death?. when, the peuibll:}tx
of a refutation no longer existed. Baines'l credibiﬁty is
also in doubt.. Philip Hendefr@on claims him to hav& bee‘i‘i
paid infon*er vho had at o e point planned to: pouon m
entire seminary at Rheims _ : :

Irpt. ins Paul H. Koche ‘. "Marlowe 8 M:he:lqt Iactum)
JEGP, 24 (1940), 98-106.

?J. B. Syeane, ed., Chr'stogher Mariowez” The
Plays (I.ondon Penquin, 1 e Pl

3and uorning in his E xg (Lon&on;:j‘
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John Bakeless and A. H. Bullen both id tify him.as a manﬁ
later hanged at Tyburn.® Alexander Dyce points out” that

the document also refers to Marlowe '8 €laim "that he heh‘

as good a right to coin as-the Queen of England,*®-anq that, E
in the 1ight of this ludicroys lumping together of accu—
sations, the total document must be found . "utterly incre-
dible. o : -

The. Richard Cholmeley referred to - is dlsmxssed brlefly
by Bll:.s-Fermor as "a notorxous character and. an informers"®
An attack smular to that of Baines was made by Thomas
Kyd. Referrrng to papers found in hl$ room in May 1593 ' )
which were thought-atheistic by the off;czals, Kyd pro- g \ ‘
tested under- examinatlon ift June that they were Marque s( o
and had lain there since the two had shared rooms two years
earlier.’ 'Noth:gng seems more improbable when we read them," R
says Ellis-Fermor.® . - . " o ¢
' Kyd continued his condemnation in‘a lgtter_;to Sir John
Puckering in-which he describes Hariqv;e'as “intemperate and
of a cruel harte,"? but both his evidence ;‘md his letter
followed Marlowe's death and are therefore subject to the
' same doubts as the Baines document. M..E. Prior finds it
hard to ‘accept that Kyd would lie "in matters so easily . .

‘Bakeless, The 'rragical History of Christopher Marlowe
- (1942; rpt. Cam. Mass.: Harvard U.P., S 1%ed), 1,1132;
A. H. Bullen, ed., The Works of Christapher Marlowe (London:
Nimmo, 1885), I,lxix. .

“Dyce. ed., The®Works of Chrlstopher Marlowe (London:
Routledgs, 1850). P 3'55 \
v

‘Ona Ellis-Fermor, ed.,- 'ramburlame the Great, vol. III
o o! 'l'ha Works and Life of Christopher Marlowe, 6 vols., gen.
Methuen, 19

ﬁ Case (London: 30), p.158.

/ P. Wilson, Marlowe and the Larly Shakespeare (Oxford' ‘
c1aren n, 1953), p.4%_ ' ~ |

'Christopher Marlowe (London: Methuen, 1927), p.7. - S

t:. in C, F. Tucker-Brooke, The Life of Marlowe and
. .bido Queen of Car ha ,» Vol. I of Case's edn. of The Life
. a Ngrﬁa o'f"Ha London: ® Methuen, 1930), appx. px.xii, pp. -
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cheéked,"‘." but nothing seems likely than that a man
under capital threat would attgg; to divert attention onto
a dead man already under suspicion. Cholmeley's claim that
"he [Marlewe] hath read the atheist lecture to Sir Walter
Raleig others"“ may be seen in the same light..

One interpretatx.on of the Kyd-Baines attack is that of
Bakeless: .“Kyd ‘and ,Baines goth seem to have been persons o
likely to be easily shocked and one strongly suspects
Mariowe -.. of having deliberately set out to shock them."!?

it difficult to understand how some critics have _
been able fo base a whole Ha:lowe-is-’,l'anburlaine-i.s-atheist
critlclsm largely on the dubious Baings—l(yd testimony. RNot
all are as approving as John Ingram, with his rather hys-
terical description of Marlowe as "this youthful .ringleadet
of freethought » this champion of revolutionary upheaval
aga:.nst countless centuries of mental oppression,"!® but - ’
most of this school are as certain -as F. S. Boas that, "out :
of the statements of Baines and /fyd taken together, .o @
fairly consistent picture can be framed."'"‘:

The only major attack on Marlowe and his vork during

) his lifetime was that made by Greene. First he linked “"mad
and scpffing poets”® with "that athei.st 'ranhurlan daring God
out of ileaven,"ls and then, in his Grqats-worth'of. Witte .
(1592), published after his death by Chott{lb, attacked ‘

RN

4

KA

N pview of Battenhouse's Tamburlaine, Modern
Philologx 40 (1943), '289.

« Mquv. Ellis-Fermor; Christogher Marlm, p 159.-
2pragieall History, I, 113, Lo _

}3christopher Marlowe and ‘his Associates (mndon.. s
Gran; Richards, 03y, p.I2.

5 1%Marlowe and his Circle (1929; tpt. New gork: Ruaseil
. & Russell, 1968), p.76; Bee also, inter alia; Paul Kocher, -
. "Marlowe's Atheist Lecture,™ pp.98 ff.; Marlo Praz, . E
"Christopher Marlowe,” English Studies, 13 (1931). 209.

, 1Seperidemes the Blacksmith" (1588), rpt. ‘:ln fQ and'
Complete Wo ‘of ’Robert Greene, ed. A. B. Grosart 8!— b

' FE?EE New York:. ﬁisemulk, 196(), ?II, I¢
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A . *wragicall BHistory, I, 139. : '

/ o qulowe 8 pesbilential Mach:.avelhan ﬁolicy‘ n1é

. Bakeless poimss out that Greene was known to .be jedi-

ous of Marlowe,”\ and Ellis-Fermor labels the Machiavellian

thrust as merely calculated to "appeal to popular sev,;- .

ment. ;’“ For Marlowe 8 contegnporanes, "Inglese Ital4anato

* -+ . 2 un diabolo incarnato.’!® She further asserts that Greene
"knew’nothing of Mar,lowe s_ opinions beyond w1despread
i.um“r -w20

.

, [ 30N

A childish jealousy of Marlowe was certalnly evident
in the work of Gabriel Harvey from his reference 1n the
- e,
o "NeWw Letter of Notable Contents®™ (1593) to ° ~ o,

) He that nor feared God, nor dreaded .Diu' 11 " v
: Nor ought admired,\but his wondrous selfe . '

and from the last line of his sonnet "Gorgon, or the Won-— :
M derfull Yeare*® (1593), "Weepe, Powles, thy Tamburlaine oL
© voutsafes to dye."?! : T,

But we have Bakeless' assurance - that Harvey was con-
sidered by his contemporarxes, even by Greene, as a
*vainglorious ass."? - ' ' ;
B What is remarkable in his contemporaries® feelings

towards Marlowe is not that he should have been attacked

by the jealous,; by those in fear of their lives, or by .

informers, but that ‘so much coment on his work and on his .

‘character should be favoura.ble. .-As Bakeless says, "contem-

"poxaries @n the Elizabethan thealtre, who were 'ever wont 'to

Qi.be at one anothet, .ae usually képt a special note of ‘

o }SRpt. in Gx:osart 8 Greene. XII, 141-42. i
1pra gicall History, I, 185. \ ‘
+ 1Schmistopher Marlowe, p.162.

- 1%p. M. Pearce, "Marlowe and Castiglione," MLQ, A2
: (1951, 11.. (

"Christogher Marlowe, p-161.

. N i N
.

. g.v. 'P. G. Hubbard, "Possible Evidence for the Date
of Tamburlaine,® PMLA, 33 (1918), '436-437.

2 ‘Ibido ? I' 1850
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admiration and tenderness for Maxlowe after hxs death and
even before it."?? - g v o

.Although_Thomas Nashe had\Yidiculed Mdrlbwe's-bragginé
blank verse a;3>“drumm1ng decasxllabons" in the preface
attached to Menaghon,z“ he nevertheless repudiated Greene's
Groatp-worth of Witte as a. “"scald triual lying pamphlet,af‘zs
and 'feferred to "poor deceased Kit Marlowe" in the Pre-
fapory Epistle (1594)'to Christs Teares ouer .erusalem.?®

> Noithhstandlng Ennis Rees® view of'Chapman s Blind

Beggar of Alexandria (1596) as a ‘satire on Tamburlaine *by
an'orthodox Christian humanist,"z’ the reapect.Chapman

.felt for Marlowe is obvious in that Chapman. coppleted the

unfinished ."Hero and Leander after Marlowe's death,
apparently at!Marlowe* s sugge tion.2® Bullen wonders how
the Baines document could be true 'if Chapman, “distin-
guished for strictness of his life ’ cheristd Marlowe's
memory.?’ . S ‘ ) |
Peele hailed Marlowe as “Marley’the muses'’ darling for
thy verse,"??
shepherd*® (As You 'Like It III.v.82) is generally accepted

as an,express;os of personal y§ss," while Pifjji;f"hollov

231pid., I, 185. S R
_ #*Grosart! s,Greene,'VI, 10. - . . o
. 25np Private Epistle of the Author to the Printer," .,
rpt. in The Works of Thomas ‘Nashe, ed,. R. B. McKerrow -

&\:1904 -1057 rpt. Oxford: Blackwell, .1958), II, 180. .

2

“Nashe, ed. McKerrow, I, 154,

27 "Chapman's Blind Beggar and the Marlovian hero:'
.JEGP, .57 (1958), 60. . -

28pragicall History,. I, 185, see also A. H,: Bullen,

ed., VWorks gg_uarlowe, 1i; Ellis Fermor. hriatogher Marlowe, -

pp.127,366.7 " . e d .

. 2?Bullen, ed., Works, p.lxix. ' neel o

i ’°Prologue to, "The.Eonour .of the- anourable»Order of o
the Garter® (1593), rpt. in The Minor Works of ) 2 e,veele. BN
ed. D. H. Horne  (Newhaven: erﬁhﬁ Po7 198 !T} P : A

'Bikeless, "”" agigall sistory, I, 187, L ;

8
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’ p&ﬁper'a jades' of Asia" (2 Henry 1V I iv+16l) echoes no- '

®

_‘thing but Tamburlaine’ 8 popularlty.
S TR 1) worthwhile examining‘btiefly the ‘evidence for
- the date of the writing of both parts of Tamburlaine for
- L there 18 more evidence here against the - view of Mariowe
‘ -a8 atheist or 1conoc1ast, at least at the time" of com-
position of. the play. o s . -
_ "Greene's reference (to, the "atheist Tamburlan“] .
‘ L. qppears to refer to the flfth act of Part Two. The whole°
SO "play then seems to have ‘been written by 1587, the year in.
, o which. Marlowe left ‘Cambridge,"®? says Harper.  There is .
« - support for both .the writing aqd the production of both
. . } " parts by the end of the same year. E. K. Chambers quotes
=" " .| ‘from a letter of 16 November 1587 from Philip- Gawdy to
-%» .\ his father im which reference is made to the accldental
SRR ;'\ L shooting ofothree members of the}r audxence by the. Lord s
ﬁ? T ' .. Admiral's Men. The scene*bezng played had in¥olved one
%3, : “of the players belng ‘tied. to a post and shot to death.
< o~ ’Chambers -can £ind no other scene than ‘the Killing of the

°

-

", . Governor ‘of Babylon” to fit'this. descrlptxon and thus =~ -

f; ] ) concludes that "hoth parts of Tamburlaine must have been

b y performed before the end of 1587."** . - ' - .
e ; The major evidence for ‘a later date is that the .

o .’ "fortification "passage (2 Tam. iII ii. 53 +92) is taken -

.. from Paul Ive's Practise of Eortificatlon (1589)," but

A Bllis-Fermor concedes that Marlowe coulq?probably have

C ”J. W. Harper, ed., ‘Tamburlaine’ (London'{ New |
Memid' 1971)' p Vj-ii. » ¢ ’

. “3%pamburlaine, Part Two, ed-%Irving Ribner, ‘in The .
lete Plays ‘Of Christopher Marlowe (New York: Odyssey,
Igggi V. I"I*U% ."111 Subsequent references will be to
;his edition. - trrw ¢

v " 3%wpheiDate of Marlowe' 8 Tamburlaine," TLS, 28 August
1930, p.684. g =

N
A}

”Bakeléﬁs, Tragicall History, I. 210; Ellis-Fermorﬁ
‘ad.,’ Tamburlaidh. p.g Faul ocher,, “Marlowe s Art of . -
War, " Studies In<9hilologz 39 (19‘2),*207 225 :
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had early access to the Iye manuscript. "0
If one accepts the date of’ production then one must
accept that Tamburlaine was written by a candidate fo:
Holy Orders, for‘"the fact that payments for his [Marlowe's]
scholarshlp contlnue after he had taken his B.A. shows that
he must have intended to take Holy Ofders, for the '(Arch- -
™, blshop) -Parker scholarships were only renewable on- that ' ¥

L,
PR A R A T

condition."?? Y , |

Swinburne links Marlowe with the "mystic”.Francis | " ;f
Rett, a fellow of, Corgus Christi and a contempotary of ’ k
Marlowe's,, bu th§ hgpbtheSLS of . friendship is tentatAVe
and, anyéy, as-Swinburne admits, Ketd® was burned in 1589 -
for "a geflection from conventional orthodoxy” and not for
_atheism.®® Paul Kocher attempts similarly to assign quilt .
by association by suggesting a connection betweeén Harlowe
and Raleigh's "school of night,"®? .but Raleigh's oply -
reference to Tamburlaine was to use the fall of Ba zeth .

as an evidence of God!s providence in The nistory of the

Wor Eﬁ (1614).%° Theéé is no record of any direct comment
by

S

L . .
D g e
RN 08 2 S SN

¥
1

eigh on Marlowe -himself, or of any conversation the

P
FIT Ay 1 PR WS X

. two may have-had together.*! Kocher 1istehed too eagerly,

perhaps, to Cholmeley. : .

. In 15§7 the dovernment apparently entertained no doubts
about Marlowe's loyalty and orthodoxy. 'Philip Henderbon s
cites the words of ‘the Privy Council to Coxpus Christi that
Marlowe 's M.A. should he awa ed: "it ﬁes not ‘Her Majesty's

MICTUPRA

"Ellls—Fermor, ed., Tamburlaine, p 10.

¢ ’731115-Fermors'Christtgher Marlowe, p 3 see also Roy %.

Battenhouse, "Tamburialne. 'Scourge of God' " PMIA, 56 "~ - :

(1941), 342. v | £ SR A
"*Harlowe," *gxclopaédia ‘Britannica,. 19&1. v
$8"Marlowe's Atheist.Lécture," pp.100 £ff.

- “%Roy Battenhouse, Marlowe's Tamburlaine (1941: rpt.
Nashville: ° Vanderbilt. UTF.; 196%)" O P /

*'Ellis-Fermor, Christopher Hg{lowe, P.162; soo-alco L

Steane,.ed., COmplate'Flays. p.14 | T
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pleasure thﬁt anyone emplbyéd as he had been in matters :

touching the benefit of his country should be defamedtby

Ts " . those. that are ignorant of the affairs he went about.""?

}‘ a . It was a warning aQainst defamation that later critics

£ ' ‘ were not to heed. - T oL
The success of both parts of Tamburlaine, "according '

‘ to Henslowe's Diary ... among the most popular plays per-

S . formed at the Rose by the Admiral‘'s Men,"‘? is i%self a

g ' witness to Marlowe's relative conformity. ."If they

(ﬁarlowe&s plays) really are as unqualifiedly atheistic as

some historians appear to believe, they could" never have

B ‘received acclaim at a time when the Elizabethan theatre

2*” o ~ was a genuinely popular institution,"** asserts Willard

3 . Thorp. ‘ . .

I — . We.know that Marlowe was involved in at least two

U violent street incidents, in 1589 and 1592, but there is

o . no evidence of Marlowe's \‘ing the aggressor.*® It is

impossible to accept F. R, |Boas' assebtion that there was

"consistent contemporary ... testimony to Marlowe's

" ~ revolutionary iconoclasm which was bluntly summed up by

[-J

B f . . the Elizabethans as Atheieﬁtfﬂ‘ The testimény is not con-
Q;L R sistent. Fxom the ﬂragmentary and often contradictory —
;”“ — evidence it is as easy to make a case for Marlowe as being
%U ‘ _;. . pro-establish?ent, both spiritual and temporal as it is
i ) . to find prooﬂ'éf revolutionary iconoclasm. ’
' ) The next chapter will attempt to explain whgw lowe
e \ has been so- frequently identiffed with Tamburlaine 3nd as
{ﬁgna. an atheist by the centuries that followgd him. If critics
S ',:3 . .*2christopher Marlowe (London: Longmans, Green, 1956),
. - pe8. - .
T “ipeeas, “Chapman* s Blind Beggar,® p.63.
e - S%qhe Triumph of Realism in Elizabethan\Drama
L 4 . Aerincetom: Frisgeton DFo 10%0T, po40s -;
e / - ¥35teane, ed., Plays, p.12.~ ; | _ |
e .‘“Z ‘¢Review of Brooke's Life of Mawe, MLR, 26 (1931), -:

, .

’ 3 )
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must confound the man .and the playwright, then Marlows the .’
_ man should have been canonized for the wkit ing of - o \’

pr. Faustus, of which Leo Kirschbaum says,. “there is no . . .

more obvious (fhrist;i\an\gocument in all El_iz\abethan drama-. "‘,":" ‘\,,;’f\"",’
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g: 0 A\ . ' ~ Chapter 2

3 , ATTITUDES TOWARD MARLOWE IN THE | S
s : § ENTH AND EIGHTEENTH CENTURIES

Beard, Dr&ytod, Dry , Jonson, Meres, Ritsén, Rudierde, ‘
4 .
Vaughan, Warton, and A Wood . I ' \

In 1597 Thomas Beard, Puritan author of The Theatre of
God's Judgement,’ used Marlowe's death as an example ofg
- God's punishment: of atheists. -He cited the alleged denial

>\ of‘God and Christ from the Baines note, and added the tit- -
- bit that Marlowe had "cur and blasphemed to his last
S gasp." ‘ :

In 1598 Francis Meres took up the Beard version in

Palladis‘Timia and added a further note that Marlowe was

Marlowe;\\ ey makes nonsense of the éearT§Meres details

s - of blaaphemy and homosexualiﬁy. Marlowe's death at the
' hands of Frizer was instantaneous. Also, Frizer retained o
the favour of his emplcyers, the Walsinqhams, after his .
pardon on the grounds of ‘self-defence.?

‘ The Lnference of Hotson.aﬂd Bakeless, that Marlowe was
killed by an. agent of Audtey Lady Walsinqham.whom Marlowe: .
X had suapeceed of intrigue with the Scots against the crown,
S w/llens raaaonable. Of the homosexual charge Hotson says,

‘3¢h. ¥xv, rpt. in Tucker Brooke, Life of Marlowe, ‘ ?
appx.xv‘ ppwllz-la. ‘ P

*q.vy. Bakeless,: 'r:aiican History, I, 148,
: 'Tht-ba h of C iatb her Marlowe (1925; rpt..New !ork, o

m-mxﬂ!‘:ﬁ‘ S

‘Bik@lvss, Tr gichll iatorz, I, 184.
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"Frizer was occupied :vith a sui.é in C]
) published ﬁ}s libel' or he might have
‘ ill-informed and imaginative author.
The v1%w of Marlowe as akhe;st,‘blasphemer, and)homo- ’ -
N sexual was repeated by William Vaughan. The .Golden Grove ‘
, )  (2600), and by Edmund Rudierde, The Thunderbolt o _; God's S
© - Wrath (1618),° but they.u11k§58eard“and Meres, were with- -

/ out -"any flrst-hamy knowledg of t':pe dtémati.ét's,private\

/ life or op:.m.ons. P . oy '

ndde. trouble for the .
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“ It is not dlffxcult to understand the reason for the .
'/ attack. Marlowe was dead and nn\able to defend himself - B
{ and the deta:.ls were attract:wely salacugus. The Puritans o
were ant:.-—stage -and quite u‘ntroubled hy any: ,scrupulousness
5 as to fact."?! . N '
- , What is remarkable is that ythe most extreme of the
g 1ibels should have pers:.sted for so long. As late as 1963,
' A. L. Rowse felt able to say that "Marlowe was a well- .
known homosexual." Although Rowse does not say so, ‘he .
" . may "have had in.mind some identifi.cation of Marlowe with
| Edward or Gaveston. After a_school o£< criticism has beerf‘ 3 -
built up on a Fancied identification.of uarlowe with Tam— ', .
. ~ burlaine the field seems open. It is aimost’ beyond beliet
o that he could have been thinking aeriously of the Meres
. ‘ ll.bel. or of Baines' allegation that Marlowe co sidered
.. Jesus and John: the Baptist to have beén bedfell s,. It
) one is going to confuse biograp;\& with criticism, then
" there is surely a duty to ensure at. 1east that thé. pio-

graphy is not *a tissue of rumcur and misinforution."" «

Ne [

v “. ‘.“
1y R [P

Speath of uaxlowe, p.67. e R ‘nfﬁkvtq. S

fq.v. Irving Ribner, "Marlowe and thn Cr.itics, P R

Tulane Drama Review, 8 (1964), 211. K N o

Trragicall Bistotx, X, 124, L . ' L

., . - h .Ibidop I' 1‘. N . \'" ’ ‘ )
- . SvHistorians Answer. Que&tions hbmtt Shnku :
. RLS, 18 Septembe;: 1963, p.lﬂz RN

< 1*Ribner,’ "uarlm ami thQ,.Cxitiﬂ.
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Comment by the competent continued to be complimentary
throughout the early seventeenth century. Drayton's lines,

e A
i, T

. his raptures weré \ “
All ayr and fire which made his verse cleere,!!?

- were echoed by Thomas Heywood's “Marlo, renown'd for his
T rare art and wit."}?
¥ [ _Marlowe's "mighty line” in the First Folio, but “appears
to have used the phrase habitually in conversation."!?
Jonson' s criticism of the "Pamerlanes and Tamer-Chams of
the late Age" and their scenlcall struttlng and furious
; vociferationm!* seems to be a dlétordant note, but Walter
| Begley points out that the plural titles may mean that

- . Jonson* had been thinking of earlier 'versions of the

Ben Jonson not only alluded to 3

Tamburlaine story and not|of Marlowe's work.'?
Tamburlaine was certainly still popular with the
multitude. Percy Simpson cites writings of the late 16€20's
y uhich mention that the infmates of London prisoas, made to

draw dungcarts through the st:eets, were taunted by the mob
nlé ¥

- ' with "Holla, ye pampered jades of Asia.
\ .Marlowe's plays went .the way of a11 tﬁeatne under the
B\ - Commonwealth and were apparently not revived after the .

i B Restoration, which was 'repelled by what it regarded as: ’
S the crudity of Elizabethan plays."" Bakeless says’ that

e Benry Reynolds" (1627), rpt. in The Works of .- .
, Michael Dragton, ed. J:tW. Hebel (Oxfora: Blackwell,
. Ny ‘ I!Sz,' b 4 ’ -29.
L g ”nierarchie of the Blessed Ange11sr (1635), q.v
- Bakeless, Tragicall History, I, 188.

coTn - Virragicall ﬂistorx, I,°188. | .
v ' . '“piscdveries, q.v. Harry Levin, ‘The Overreache
T (Cam. Ma@s.: “ﬁirvargl U.P., 1952), p.172.

: 18%The: Authorship of Tgﬂgurlaine and the.other /Marlcve
Plays," Baconidha, 5 (1907), . - 3
s "“'panpeabd JadesQ‘ TLS, 22° September 1945,
po451,

o “Tytdne Guthrie, " amburla:.ne and What It T ea,
* Thesitre l\tts nontm!,;co (February 1956), 23(™ | \ o

+
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\'until Thomas Warton's History,of Enqlish Poetry (1781) in
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if any version did reach the stage at that time it would '

"
o

certalnly have been an '1mprovement' e

e

?he only Restoration reference to Marlowe was .
that of Anthony a Wood who, in Athenae Oxo ienses (1691),
accepted completely the Meres libel : ‘even so far as to
quoting that Marlowe was stabbed to Qeath *by his Rival,
a bawdy servlng—man."”' Ribner points out that Marlowe
had so far fallen into obscurity that he "is never men- *
tioned by Dryden, the greatest dramatic critic of his
time."2°, Levin says,."as a Shakespearean primitive:
Marlowe held no position 1n English literature during the
classical .period. w2 . T, <!

Marlowe‘goes unnoticed for nearly a hundred“yeare

3
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which the plays receive faint‘praise.“:"nis [Marloﬁe's)
tragedies manifest traces of a just dramatic conception.
but they abound with tedicus and uninteresting scenes, or
with such extravagances as proceeded from a want of judge~--
ment." At least, Warton sees the atheist attack as the =~
work of "the peevish and prejudiced puritans.*?? 1In his
Observations. (1782) on Warton's work, however, Joseph
Ritgsqn returns to the view of Marlowe as one with ‘diqpo~ Cot
1lical\tenets and debauched morals," printing the Bainea
note 4n support.?? hj N
This confusion as to what was the ch&racter of Mar-
lowe the man will continue on 1nxo the next two centuries

and will colour’ almost all critic;sm of his plays.

3

Traqicall Hietory, I, 203. v ' N -

19q.v. Critic¢s of Marlowe, ed. J. 0'Neill (Corel Lo L s
Gables' Fla.e Uo NMI! “' l97°)' p 14. . L :\_'\e*,‘”“

2%1Marlowe and the Critics,”. 212. ' ‘ b’ﬂxif. e
21Ovei:r'eacher, p.11l. ' ”fé;g;ril :
2q. v. Critics on Merlowe, ed O'Neill. p 14. '
< z’Ibid., p.ls. : D
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- . Chapter 3 . — .
THE VIEW OF THE NINETEENTH CENTURY .

Bullen; Drake, Dyce, Havelock Ellis, Hallam, Hazlitt, Leigh
Hunt, Lamb, Swinburne, SymonQSJ and Taine

Lamb is ;;pérently the first nineteenth‘century criticg
to rediscover Marlqre,'but his praise is reserved for the
"poignancy of Edward II.” Fe discounts the libels of Beard
et al., and any identiflcatlon of Marlowe with Taqpurlalne

" because of the Koran bﬁrning (2 _Tam. V. i. 174)'. "The holi-

est minds have sometimes not thought it biameabléfto'
counterfeit impiety in the person of another.” ' Of Tambur-
laine itself his. only comment is, "I had ..-. difficulty 1?

. culling a few sane lines from this ... play."” .o

Lamb's praise of Edward II and dismissal of Tamburlaxne

were echoed almost exactly by Nathan Drake, but in Drake we .

- ' see the continued acceptance of the libels in his refereﬂée

to “the vice and infidelity" of Marlowe's life.! ,
- Hazlitt offers a most interesting paradox. On the one
‘hand, “there is a lust of power in his (Marlowe‘é‘writings,
a hunger and thirst after unrighteouaness, a glow of the

" imagination, unhallowed by anything but its own energies”; -

-on the othpr. 'I cannot find in Marlowe s plays any proofs-

dt the athelan or impiety attributed to him.*"? Hazlitt -° -

¥ 1: 1nans of English Dramatic Poets," (1808), rpt. in
!.“0

“Charles and Mar: , ed. E. V. Lucas (London:
u‘nf ‘ v 2T;—3 7 *

Lo tShakespeare ‘and his Times (1817; rpt. 2 vols. in 1,
- Rew UOtnz, in, 1 !3!3 “PP.862-63.

0

'Hfﬂ!iécthfcs on the Dramatic Literature of the Age of

LHZO). rpt. .in Tha ggllected works of W %lxam
lpko m l‘r 02).

L - R
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makes no Spelelc reference’ to Tamburlaine and, regrettably,
there is no attempt to resolve the paradox. . .

The opinions of Lamb and Drake as to the euccess of
Edward II -and-the failure of Tamburlaine are repeated by
Henry Hallam, but he pays-the first nineteenth—century .
tribute to the "blank verse which became in his hande the
finest instrument that ‘the tragic poet has ever emgloyed

Although Hazlitt had hinted at it, Leigh Hunt was the °
first to define Marlowe as a "Romantic.". -“He [Mgrlowé} per—~
ceived things in their spiritual as well as miterial re- u’ o
lations ... and struck them as with something sweet and™-

.glowing that rushes by.". gunt was not, though,ltotally :
approving'of Marlowe. “His plays abound in wilful and -
self-worshipping speeches. "’ ‘ \ .«

The first recorded praise of Tamburlaine, not only in.
the nineteenth century but actually since .its creatipn, was
that of .the Reverend Alexander Dyce in 1850, : ‘. '

"With very 1itt1e discrimination of ¢ actég, with .
much eitravagance of incident, with no pathos uhere pathat
vas.to be expected, and with, a profusion of inflated
language, Tamburlaine is nevertheless a very impressivn ‘
drama_ ... in the effectiveness with which the events are .
brought out, in the poetic feeling which animates the wholc
and in the verve "and variety of the versiﬁication."

There is no detailed examination of the play but ve.are
_spared any Tamburlaine-Marlowe identification. R

, Such identification was to come with‘ﬂippolyte Taing,
and hieaacceptance of “the Beard-Meres libel. ii obviaus..
Thy Marlovian’ protagonist, particularly runhuxIAine, he

» ~ “Introduction to the Literature ot
Fifteenth, . Sixteentﬁﬁ'andﬁ even '
T-volg. In 2, New Y"rk: :

«'-»"Ima xnation and Fancxrl
Poets 3 rpET'EEEHon:
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sees as "the primitive and genuine man, hot-headed, fiery,
* the slave of his passi\BE?‘txMarlowe himself "denies God
.o and Christ, blasphemes the Trinity}... and made love to a \\\
drab.*’ Taine' 8 concept of the protagonist is clearly
influenced by his acceptance of a distorted view of Mar-
. lowe the man.
. ‘ Taine's confusion of Tamburlaine and Marlowe will set
Ve oo the tone for the.  remainder of the. century. J. H: Syﬁonds
v S sees the plays as "day—dreaﬁs of thelr maker's deep de- (
#. sires,"* and Marlowe's principle as "1‘amour de 1'impossi- -
- ‘ | ble."® Such an opinion can only be‘based on a supposedly !
' detailed knowledge of Marlowe's private life. , '
-}C %, Symonds made two. additlonal and original p01nts, how- j
' | ever. which were to become commonplaces of certain twen- v
tieth-century crlticism. Marlowe, he said, was in technl- ‘
j/ e ’ que oﬁly a step away from the Moralities and was no more ' i
; thgn preparing the way for Shakespeare. Further, the .
S characteristic of Marlowe was the characteristic of his
- .. . age, the urge "to spontaneity and freedom."!'®
S ' It is Bullen who brings together the few strands of ‘
nineteenth-century criticism. 'He accepts the view of . |
Marlowe as the creator of English blank verse and the’ "
‘ definition of the playwright as a Romantic. Ye repeats. |
the atheist charge, "Marlowe ,.. abandoned Christianity," ‘
though he doubts the total truth ,0of the Baines dgrument
- in the liqht of Chapman's friendship. The same identifi-
\ ‘tation of Tamburlaine with Marlowe that Taifie saw is . _
-implicit in Bullen's agréeuent with Symonds on Marlowe's

.\.:;:.&.,',‘)
LN
¢

I “.34;-;‘§ T L,
L

: , L A ,
; History of Enilish Literature, trans. H. Van Laun
LR (Nﬁ' orKs - OK' s Ic '!’gp 2’1‘72-1 1’” sa

«

‘shakpspeaxe's Pxedecessors in the English Drama (1883; L
rpt. New York: ' Cooper Squdre, 1967), p.485.

”. ’Introduction to Christopler Marlowe: Five Plays, éd.
‘.;::- Havelock Ellis (1887: ESET“NEE York: HIIl & Wang, IKS

6):

. Pe xxvii. O i P

“Ibid;, pp.xv, xiii. X




?&

A

- 43
L"\A‘-»?‘;‘L‘,“’\"! oo 3

W?‘?’*‘%‘b \rm VINSTL
‘ o - - R F IR “%‘~ . W@fﬂv
¢ . ' : ] . i '(:11 o .-
N , \ i . A
¢ . . R ' ‘
) \ L} i . 1
. ' s \‘—"—_‘:—‘\'\\\:&“ 3
"amour de l'impossible, wluch Bullen elaborates'into “an o

-

intense aspiration for ideal Beauty and ideal power. w11

o Y of Marlowe the dramatic crqftsman Bullen saya, "he .
dxd not pause to‘polish his'lines ... but was ‘borne sw:!.ftly .
onward by the wings of his imagination," but adds, "that he . l;
- - was responsxble for vulgar touches of low comedy = 3 ‘Xm loth R
'to allow,"" bel:.ev:.ng no doubt that R:l.chard Jones-had mot
expurgated all the players' addltions{. :
. 'rhe final word of the nineteenth century, and a. reason—
- © *  able summary of its findings, is that of Havelock Ellis, who

' makes an aysolute xdentlfxcatxon of playwrxght gnd prota-
‘ gonist. "He (Marlowe] is his own hero 'and the sanguinary
, " Scythian utters the deepest secrets of his own heart.

of Tamburlalne s "and ride in triumph through Persepolis"
> . ‘ (1 Tam. II.v.50), Ellis says, "with’ thx‘s‘seng of radiant~
~ joy in the unattainable, young Kit Marlowe ... sailed to
‘discover countries yet unknown' »13 ' ‘

o o - Swinburne's entry on Marlowe in the eleventh Brita.n~ o
E—t nica adds nothing to the body of ctiticrism other than to Lo
0 ‘: pralse the mighty line while damning the play: “the -
F , o majesiic and exquisite excellence of various lines and
- passaqes in Marlowe's first play must be admitted to relim.
"if it cannot be allowed to redeem, the stormy monotcmy of
Titanic truculence which blusters like a simoom through v

VA . the noisy course Zyxs ten fierce acts."
R o With little dissenting opinion, -other than -that of

S Lamb, ‘the nineteenth century therefo:e accepted an

; 115, H. Bullen, ed., The Woxks o£ Chriatogher llar);nn
' ) I' ix' Xix, IXVij.iy uixn ' L {

i
| {
| 121pia,, X, lxxii; xix-xx. B.A.P. Van m 'Mnﬂm“'
o, ' Tamburlaine," English Studie ‘1'!' 16 (1934), 1-1.‘{. 4
| . ' makes an a that_ our Tamburlajne is. a’ m:up‘ mt
| ! . b%::use of the frequent depazfu:es' fron the dec ;
° 1ine without apparent ?eed &8 in the: ].i.lu&;5
.  be flattered/But this’ he wlth m I ‘llz
! (1 T&n. I j.i. "8). ;
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auj:obioqrf.iphica]; théory of Tanjﬁurlaine that is based -
‘ absolutely on a belief that Greene, Kyd, Baines, Beaird,

' L~
and Meres had told the truth. \
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Y : Chapter 4 . L .

THE CULT OF YOUTH '

!

. podds,'Ellis4Fermor, Ingram, and Seaton Lo R

It was John(H. Ingram' who first stressed Marlowe 8 youth
‘ , " as an important actfi to consider inrany appreciation of

Tamburlaine. lln fambyrlaine, written with the freshness

of youth, Marlowe not only gives untrammglled scope to his

ﬁmaglnatlon, but bares his very inmbat mihd to our gaze, >
! : ' dauhtlessly proclaiming by the. mouths of his dramatic pué— i L
' ) peés his own opinions."™! He .also guite clearly concurs v
g kah the Romantic’ autobloqraphical theory of the last ° ‘
X . céntury,.based as it was on falsehood. Ingram’'s view of .
‘ Marlowe as a free-thinking revolutionary has already been |
, ‘noted,? but it is difficult to reconcile such an opinion¢
‘ with the highly orthodox views _expressed elsevhere in \
£ , . Matrlowe's work. Hell is the absence of God (Faustus I. iit. .
2 ' 76), says the’ suxprisingly Christian’ rephistophales. ;
e _ creature of Marlowe's as much as was Tamburlaine. Leslie
. ' spence, however, is unfair to Ihgram to. see him as "largely
- . L re3ponsib1e for the Tamburlaine. 18 Harlowe myth w3 Ingram
N xbad the weight of at least a~ century of inaocu:ate crit‘i.cim' '
) to dxstort his approach. - - . - i S DR
PR Pos}ibly encouraged by, Ingram 5 ‘example, Bnia-i'eu\h: ‘
c , r/\\;\ggfs not heaitate to- dwell on Marlovh'! youth and- tu Na. o
- - of it the corners;one;pﬁ het crlticism. ganbutlginé)‘

i

o ©  says, "is the evarlastinq mbodimont of the mwlaked‘ ;

P ‘Chxia;opherwﬂarloua andlgégjhatooiatet‘:

" 2gee ahove, Ch. 1. o 'i-t
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aspiration of youth. She ‘goes further, "to understand .
Marlowe demands eternal youth, "% in a gambxt which nﬂgld
disqualify scholars past adolescence.

She says, "Marlowe appears to have~beeh on the verge

" of formulating the idea that the spirlt and desire of man

are ... God in man. The .concéption ... is’ startllngly
modern or at least startllngly independent of his contem-
ﬁbrariea. ’ The idea, tHen, {s that Tamburlaane is youth
driven to realize a potential it feels is God—lzke.; The

drive is apparently doomed to failure.. Tamburlaine is "a

character who can, by the very nature of his being, only

‘ have a first part ... there_ are certain instincts ana

desires at work ... thatiare so wholly things of the,
spirit that to pursue them to realization is riot w1thin‘

the power of human thouglit."’ Thus the boxmsh dream, pur-

sued so extrabagantly~in Part One, must 1nev1tab1y fail

-

"in Part Two as Marlowe begins "go.perqeive the discrepancy *

between his dream of the life of action and the world of
art Two becomes "an overst;ained repe-

\‘agination‘“' Initially, she feels,

' 'there is something,winning—-almost Chlldlshnessﬁrin his

{Tamburiaine 8) eag ness for the great battle.“’\but,
with the sweep of ' ctory, the hero becomes "unbala ced

A}

now rather than superhuman ... ‘(bécause of) thxs 1ncn$as1ng

inﬁhnity."" Tamburl ine has apparently dreamed the N
impossible dream. T N\
~Ellh-l-‘ermor. ed., TamBurlaine, p.39. -
. Schristopher Marlowe, R.24. ’ ! '
- 41pias, p.33. Coe : "
’Ibid., .32 - . B
'Blli.a-!‘ermoz, ed., Tamburlaine, p.53.
"'Chriatqpher Marlova, P.26,

"xbiu o5 Pad0, -

.
A}
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Ellxs:;;:;;:\EEels that that part of us which is
eternaiay a child dreaming of omnipotence. is clearly
meant to. identify with Tamburlaine. Bajazeth is pre—/’

sented "as a self 1ndu1gent, headstrong Orlental, thus
1eav1ng Tamhurlaln- secure in.our undxv;ded sympathy. ‘tx

We are meant to f£q

il ¢00 immature to know the '
‘meaning of civilization-..;,who tumbles down lightheart-
edly the towers of Babylon."!2? When the cruelty of the
pursuit ‘of the dream becomes impossible to ignore,‘Ellis-
Fermor has other explanations.: Such episodes as the
k1111ng of the Governor of Babylon or the s%gylng of the

is a‘'very young man”’

Vlrgzns, are meretr1c1ous devices or holding the atten- .

tlon,'f’ and are "irrelevant to the\ too simple original

theme. “’t The cruelty anyway "has
beauty of 1ts own."1$

‘ As a drama Tamburlaine is dismiss' 7 It must be “to

‘us what it primarily was to Marlowe, a poem-of escape."!?
ch0051ng to realize on’stage his own dream,'"Mariove
had commltted himself to.a theme that was in its essence
undramatic.”!” Marlowe, she alleges,  "is distinguished
for ... af essentially undramatic indiffe;ence to normal
/ﬁuman experience and variations ... which are the funda-

‘mental preoccupation of the born dramatist."' .
Ellis-Fermor's argugent~for the autobiographical

trange perverse

t .

ve the excesses of youth, ,"Marlpwe-
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quality of Tamburlaine is an intereating one. It is based,’

.

“Ellis—nermor, ed.;, Tamburlaine, p.40. .
121bid., pp.49-50. ., Z
"ChrzStopher Marlowe, p: 46. o - -
181bid., p.45. : N 3
r"Eilxs-Permor. ed., Tambutlaiﬁz)\p.AQ. n
li?‘rzhr.’t.stm:hex: Marlowe’, p.zs. .7

‘7Ibid.' po45 - 7 T ) ! ° *

48.

T8 peview of Battehfu se's "ramburlaine, umi.. 38 (1943). o

3
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not on the libels which so attracted the nineteenth centwy, -
but:on the belief-that the intensity of Tamburlaine' s‘/tuj
speeches suggests that they embody Marlove's own thought.!®
She sees Tamburlaine's sol1loquy on the aspiring mind and
the climbing soul (1 Tam. II.vii.l2-29) as "the noblest ’
lines he ever wrote™ and, Because of their intensity, |as
reflecting Marlowe's“own sentiment.?® But argument b
intensity is dangerofis. The same soliloquy that Iso
‘ attracted Ellis-Fermor was labelled "Scythian bathos" by
o Havelock Ellis.21 ‘Similarly, Calyphas' . argument égainsé ¥
- the cult qf arms (2 Tam Tam. IV.i) which amazed the Feaseys
%ﬁ-~ with its "unggvernable v:.tahty,"zz and which Kocher saw
as-"eighty incredible lines,"?? caused M. Hope Dodds,
" Ellis-Fermor 8 own reviewer, to see Calyphas as "little
o ' more than a repetition of the foolish-Mycetes."?™ ’
- . ' Intensity is quite .clearly in the eye of the beholder..
The urge ‘to identify' playwright and protagonist brings
an . oo Bllis-Fermor to even shakier ground. She describes
- IR Bajazeth's reference to &he "superstitious bells" of the
. Chpistians (1 Tam. II1.i1ii.237)' as Marlowe's own attack
Y on Christianity,” but, as Battenhouse points out, it
shows no more than a kno&ledge by Marlowe of the prohi-
B bitions of Islam.?!- If Marlowe is to be both Tamburlaine o
. . " and Bajazeth, theh one VWonders if he may ot also be found N
- f‘. o+ in vaes;on, aephiatopheles. and Zenocrate. ‘

L)
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S 197pid., pp.47-48. x ’ |
fon ) o, ''Christopher Marlowe, p,29. .. '. : ’ S

i . gavelock Ellis, ed., Five Plays, p.xxiii ‘ :

22y, -and E. Feasey, "Marlowe and the Homilies;," Notes
Md Q}leri.eﬂg 195 (1950), 7. . -

 2christopher Marlowe &ghapel Hill: U. of N. Carolina‘
~ Press, TY6A}, p.27

1'Raview of Ellis-Fermor s edn. of Tamburlaine, MLR, ,
26 (1931y, 189. - -

i'Ellis~Permor;4gd,, Tamburlaine, p.77
i%Marlowe's Tamburlaine, p.2.

Wy SRy

kS
™

13
e s T

-

4 ¢

Ve




'p01nting out the realism of its detail,” and it cannot be

The weaknesses.of Ellis-Fermor's approach are evident.
The Feaseys discass extensiveiy the savagery of the play,

dismissed as the stuff of a boyish dregi which will come
tmgmef . - .
- Only two other tuentxeth—century critics have agreed
with Ellis-Fermor ano Ingram on the central importance of A
Marléwe's youth. .
Ethel Seaton, in her most thorough examination of
Marlowe's use Of ava labfg cosmography, comments upon "the
delicate precision of the drauqhtsman,"" in itself a
deni%l of the unpoli hed Romantic spontaneity that the
nineteenth century had seen,?? but is yet so influenced
by ‘an image of Marlowe the youth that she can say, in .
contradiction, that his parade of geography could have )
been "a final effervescence of bo&ishness.&df satisfaction i \‘
in youthful cleverness\... perdonable,in a éeunq graduate L
of twenty-fouz."®! a : ) o
The final comment is that of M. Hope Doads. Ellis- 'u SN\
Fermor, she says, "is too cautious to go further and say .
that Tamburlaine is Marlowe setting out upon the literary = .
conquest of London, though this is an inference which the .
reader finds almost irresistible."®?
The youth cultists have reached absurdity and no
further comment seems needed.

N
\ ! v . ‘\\’
L
- 4 ) 3
4 . N

275,. and E. Peasey, "Marlowe and the Pxophotic Doom,
Notes and Queries. 195 (1950), 405.

23%see, inter alia, Bullen. ed., Works, p.xix. j][u
3%*Marlowe's Map,” p.34. U
“Review of Ellis-re:mot's edn., p‘leﬁ

‘ ot ',
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< /’} éhapter 5 ‘ . >
. mm.owz‘ ATHEIST AND ICONOCLAST ‘ .
N ‘. .
' ’.e“ S. Boas, Griersch/ Knoll, Kocher, Poirier, Steane, and ) .
‘l‘horp ’ : i . - ;

¢

L Just as Ellia-Fernor s school s Tamburlaine as
Mirlowe the youth, so therk is a school that stresses
N : '.l‘amburlaine as Marlowe the atheist. The least compro-

" “mising of these is Paul H..Kocher, "the ablest advocate
of the subjectivity of Marlowe's plays."-‘ He cites the
\testimony of B?iﬁes and I(;d as.‘providing tl\e foundation
.Of his theory.? BHe claims that Marlowe "talked with the ']
serious purpose ... of making converts,” but he accepts ‘
£limsy evidence, "numerous rumours that Marlowe regarded
himself as a prophet.*® - . ‘
Kocher argues that: Tamburlaine is a deliberately
anti-ctxr:lst:lan play, with the Scourge concept merely a
drmtic device, "an opportunistic afterthought," and
that Marlowe used the camouflage ofﬂm design to mask
- his'iconoclastic attacks." Tamburlaine and/Marlowe both ’
«xve a God of Force whose sérvice is (haractenzed by ° : :
| A ‘desire for power, unchecked by morality.” 2 b
° . . "rhere is in effect only one\character in the drama’ '
and’ that is ‘Tamburlaine who is fundamentally Marlowe. The
other characters awalm to temporary life only when they ’
bdcm like Ta:ﬁ!mrlaine +e« in brief, Marlowe is here not

'mson. g’larlowe and the Early Shakesgggre, p.47.

‘Christopher Marlowe, p.lld. . - ' o
- Yy owe's/ Atheist. Lectuxe, " p.105. - ’*

" ~‘t “Chtgtophcx ukrlm. ppJ9, 114,




3 creator of character. but a recorder of lus own inner
eacper1ence which he distrlbutes among his dramatis per-' v
sonae withdut transmuting and individualizing ‘it as a .
dram?ajtist should.” Calyphas therefore is a coward who
exists merely to emphasize Tamburlajne's bravery. Any
_ emotion the audience may ,feel at the treatment of the
], virgins or 'of Bajazeth is no more than "an undercurrent .
“which in § sense really accentuates by contrast the
dominant yeactions’of devotion and awe.” Kocher even’
applies his theory to )Faustu;;, concluding that “we know ' f
the Bad Angell in Dr. Faustus is speaking for Marlowe - . o
himself."® : v/ oo . ,
- But Kocher, in forcing the facts to fu: his theory, - - .
fdlsregards any evidence that-does not suit him. Orcanes “a
Jovingly affirms the existence of a transcendent god. ‘
(2 Tam. II.ii.49-64); Mephistopheles hell is very® ‘real; = Lo,
and there can be no doubt of the agony of Faustus, unable R
o finally to touch the God whose reality he has never -
. doubted. RN
~ J. B. Steane takes the God of Force idea and makes
, of it a more complex theology than Kocher attolpted \
- Steane considers both parts of Tamburlaine a “glorifi- '
cation" of ‘the prot\:agonist in a "‘pre‘doqinanuy and: pro- . '
. foundly anti-Christi\a‘xi" sense. . Tamburlaine transcends , . N
death, Steane argues, because, if death were 1ntondad DEERERRSEhA
as a defeat, T@\m}.aine wquld "succumb, broken audﬂ ot >
abject ... but ... Tamburlaine ende as he begln, in glory =7
/ The glorification is not merely. of the Scythiau but
' "of the ‘“god wlthin him,"* for, "in his suparahundam og
energy, he comes near to the essential being n! this goaq ‘:‘.

° Ibid., pp.83-84, 114, 184, 304.
’Steane' ed. v Pla!!, ppo21-22. - ‘j ..
*Ibid., p.22. SRS PR

SSteane, Marlowe: A Criﬁ:lcal
.Cambr idge U.I"., 15345, 97115 R




co L Steane continues, "God is the great unseen actor, felt
;increasingly as a force, ... and, throughout, Tamburlaine
e T is his scourge and-there is no sense tha 3 hik, purpose and -

o morality differ from those of his 1nstr nt. "0

o : Briefly, God is "the Fascist spirit."!!

C ‘ "0ddly, Steane accepts that Orcanes' prayer is ans- -

‘ff - wered, and that the purning of the Koran causes Tambur~

. .« 7 "laine's death, but attributes the theological confusion
Co to Marlowe's "divided and agonized mind," torn between

the God of his tradition and the God of his creation.!?

g; ‘ Praz will use‘the same technique to escape'from the diffi-

' h culties of his own interpretation." An imagined con- =

fusion on the part of th% writer is an ever present help

oy . + in time of. critical trouble. ’ ‘

2 d xbcher s opinion is strikingly similar to that o {

expresged in the later work of F. Sf Boas who also accepts

‘ ' thefBainesj§yd picture of Marlowe.!* The playwright, Boas

?*ﬁi} " says, was "a propagandist, provocative explosive force ... .

: ' a rationalist intelligence beating its destructive'ﬁgy 7

" through all that was held in reverential awe by its con- T

;; ‘ temporaries,"!% -of the protagon st Tamburlaine, he

: ‘“throbbed with a stupendous vi iIEy that made him the .

{ fitting mouthpiece of the dramatist s own tumultuous °

energies and aspirations."'® One of the proofs of atheism
offered by Boas is that “no avenginq'ghosts dog the

1%1bid., p.114. - ' R
*11bid., p.83 , _
“Ibido '] pp.115-16. K »’v . . -y
"See below, Ch. 8.

l'& . “Haxlowe and his Circle, p.76; anW Boas, Review of
: Tucker Erbdﬁb'd"EIfE‘Ef‘BarIowe. MLR, 26 (1931), 46l.

1%Marlowe and his Cifcle, pp.77-78.
1¢christopher Marlowe (1940; . London: Oxford
UP."’ 'po s : A

;-
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footsteps of the Scythian conqueror."'’ ( ‘ )
. .o It may indeed be true that Tamburlaine's death is not ~
a punishment for blasphemy,“ but it is equally true that
the death of Faustus is certainly a punishment for pf:lcle. .
When Tamburlaine mocks Mahomet (2 Tam. V.i.176-200), Boas -
- concludes that this is Marlowe himself, "in realistic )
derision of direct divine intervention in human affairs."!®
But it would be as reasonable to conclude that it is Marxlowe -
2 e himself who is making Orcanes' affirmation of avgod who has
the power to defeat Sigismund‘'s host (2 Tam. II.11.49-64)y |
. .« '~ or even that it is Marlowe who a,ssertf, with Tamburlaine,
. B of the Chr:.stxaf’ God that "He 1s God alone and none but "He"
(2 Tam..V.i.200). .
H. J. C. Grierson makes the same error as, Kocher and
Boas. He refers to "Marlowe 8 definitely anti-religi.ous
. t&mper and concl?des that "in the dramas of Marlowe there
is ... a passionate spirit of resistance g:o -accepted con- ‘
) ventions and beliefs."?® Such a ﬁncluaion is based solely . ° . %
. Y. ~ upon a distorted view of Tamburlgine and ignores the fall ‘
of proud Faustus ard of homosexual Edward.
Ct \QS reliance of Kocher,' Bpas, and Grzgerson Pn Kyd and
Baines is pointed up by Michel Poirier, another accepter of
L the atheist libel, who says, "“if he.(htlowe) took up the
" pen, it was above all to satisfy the need of expteqsing his
{ < = profoundest aspirations.l While le attempts 1';9 rehl}.ze his
_ ambition in real life he makes it at the same time the play--
thing of his imngi'x'mtion.' Poirier -does not:'at:ten;;t to
reconcile this ‘ith our sure knowledge of - eho roles of .

. ”shakes eare and hig Pri ecessor (1896: xpg,om 1
.. ¢ York: Greenwgﬁ, 1369, p.45. D

. .~ - 1%5ee also Harper., ed.;' Tambux;a;g_g, paxik, whexs an -
' argument that the hero's dJdeath is nou-rcttibntive ,i,s p&rt
' of ‘a totally different ﬂxeoxy {see bti CH, 15).

. ”Christog Marlowe, p.98. -
e Cross-Curren -dn &g; g%_ 'ay
\teénth Century T :pt:. ngy;; orke :

e »\’ v . »




e e B - -
’ 28
N v
LT -

Mar].owe as divinity studen <and as Privy Council protégé.
*"with egotism as his first and laék principle, " Poirier
claims, "Marlowe has no other interest but the worship and
expansion of his personality."?! Poirier cannot know what
f‘ ' Marlowe's first principle was; the only conclusion we can
_come to, from the evidence of the punishment of, Faustus, is
that it was not likely to have been egotism.‘r

-y Wiila;d Thorp provides an interesting variation on the
atheist theme. He accepts, with only minor reservations,
the—Baines-K§d story, but suggest that Marlowe was afraid :
S to let his atheism permeate his plays.??Marlowe's problem Lo
i apparently lay in "finding some means. by which he could

‘'speak out his Schmerz without alienating his audience."??

§ Poirier dismissed the appeal of Tamburlaine as being
based on "the more ignoble instincts of the audience,*?*
but Thorp believes that the audience would not have accepted
o anytl:hing short of drthodoxy.?® Faustus, he says, is "actu>

: . ally a morality,™ and he finds three specifically Christian
» references in the two parts of Tamburlaine: the punlshment

of the oath-breaker Sigismund (2 _Tam. IX.iii.1-3), Tam-
burlaine's promise to free the Christian slaves (1 Tam. III.

L i1i.46-47), and, Olympia‘'s spectacular chastity followed by
< - Theridamas® remorse (2_Tam. IV.iv.81-98).2° The only evi-
’j ‘ S dence of Marlowe's atheism that Thorp can find in either
i part of Tamburfaine ig the "outrageousness" of Tamburlaine's
S general behaviour. acceptable to the audience ‘because of

& <: their “belief that (the hish[iiqad) Tamburlaine was God'

LY

v

- ) "Christo her MarloWe (lLondon: Chatte and Windus,
) © 1951), pp.li'ig

- t2The Trigga h of Realism, PP 42-43. -

: "The Ethical Problem if Marlowe's Tamburlaine,‘ . 5
S JEGP, 29 (1930), 386. ~ :

- - = v

U . 2spoirier, Marlowe, p.99. o “ (' .
AN tS%pthical Problem," p.388.° =4 : o
o tSrriumph of Realism, pp,47-48. ‘ N %




‘despicable.

o 28Christopher Marlowe (New '!‘ork' TﬂbYlv. ‘f-,zi:

¢

instrument in punishing the heathen.®??
The argument is ingenious but it is obvious that, had
he not been aware > of the Baines-Kyd libel, Thorp would
have seen)!afl’owe as an orthodox Christian drama\;i% |
Robert E. Knoll considers the two parts of Tambur‘laine
as "two plays glorifying’ one aspect of the irrational
revolutionary- spirit ... the love of unrestrained power,"?®
a fair restatement of Kocher's theory of the worship of a
God of Force. He accepts Thorp' q theory that Marlowe
wished to "speak out his Schmerz," but feels, unlike Thorp,
that Marlowe found a wag to do so. :We accept -Tamburlaine's
power), Knoll arques, because Tamburlaine is preferable to
Bajazeth, who is "more violent, more blocdy, and more vin:-,
dictive," and because Tamburlaine shows none of the hypo-'

_crisy of Sigismund.?® Thus, because of the juxtaposition

of Tamburlaine thh even greater horroxrs, we are ‘seduced

. into acceptlng the unacceptabler. "The plays are immora}.,

fumes_Knoll, "for they persuade us to applaud what is
w30 -

Knoll's explanation is tempting, but it must fail
because ultimately it rests upon the false assmnption‘&
" that we know ‘Marlowe's personal philosophy.

(4 . !

27=Ethical Problem,” p.388. .

z’Ibido' p-‘go s R ‘:: ' .
~¥%1bid., p.68. A DRI N




Chapfer 6
MARILOWE IS TAMBURLAINE IS MACHIAVELLI

Bakeless, Brereton, Jump, Pearce, and Ribﬁer

;o Although a number of critics have made passing refer-
S " . ence to Marlowe's indebtedness to some of the teachings of
5 "y Machiavelli,! only five have seen Tamburlaine primarily as
a Machiavellian hero'voicing Marlowe's own convictions.
- - T. M. Pearce claims that Tamburlaine has all the
‘ ' qualities of the Italian model of the scholar-warrior-
courtier, the love of poetry and music, andSthe virtue
|, that derives, in the Machiavellian sense, from his own

.o -essence.? Further, the speech on the “aspiring minds"”

T . (1 _Tam. IT.vii,12-29) which Ellis-Fermor saw as the pobl-

S ' ~est lines Marlowe éver wrote® is/°in Pea¥ce's opinion,
e ubrldly and based on the Machiavellian doctrine of an

. Pearce sees “the didacticism of Tamburdaine so clearly as
» to argue that .Part Two ‘is special pleadipg for vadded

, disecipline ir the- education of English youth,” and that
: o Tmburlaine's, education of ‘his s must be accept
- -~ Jiterally ‘a3 Marlowe's owm . .propaganda for "training in

’ ms and physical skius along with intellectual and moral
T stodies. s . -
© .. . lgee, :hxtar alia, Mario Prax, "Christopher Marlowe,"

p.21: wm"mrmr p-56.
> love and Cutiqlione, p.1l1.

Y i

T : Ihophtr lutlowe. p.29.

Gl ED L "Cht&ltophewtlm-—?iguxe of the Renai,ss‘ance,
P U'.'. ot 5‘..‘.’. letin, No.'l (March 1934), p: 15,

“universe of continual warfare and survival of the fittest. .

A

j}D:l.lcipline to Bis Three SOnnes‘ " MLQ,
]
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Bakeless is equally categoric. “Tamburlaine ... Gs)-
an example of Machiavellian thirst for power at all costs,"*
explalm.ng the play s appeal in terms of audience sympathy
with "the longing grasp. for things unposs:.ble."’ ﬁakelesa
never doubts the Tamburlaine-Marlowe 1dent1fication. PMar-
lowe is the {east adept of dramatists in concealing himself -
All his characters are Marlowe as all Shaw's characters »are
Shaw.”® There is unfortunately no attempt to fit either
The Good Angel or Mephistopheles into this t_heory; Bakeless

- reaches his conclusion .not because of the Baines-l(jrd testi-
. Jony, which he rejerts,® but by seizing upon the personal |
possessive adjectives of such lines ias“

What daring God torments my bod¢ thus

And seeks to conquer mlghty Tamburlaine? .

(2_Tam Tam. V.iii.42-43).! o ' c
It is clearly an extremely ‘selective approach and one which
could conceivably provide any desired conclusion.

The dlfference between Pearce and Bakeless is the

~degree to whi¢h each considers that-Marlowe was in’ control

“ of his material. Impliéit in Pearce's criticism is a beliefa
1n Marlowve's carefu].ly planned didacticism, while Bakeless
feels that “"Marlowe never suspects that his magnificent '4
chieftain is at bottom a bloody and useless brute.®’'!  But
then, "Marlowe 34 gift was primarily lyrxic rather than
dramatic.”'? LN RS

Sexzing upon verta solely iséhe sw of gl.o:y" (1 . Tam. Tam. - . %

v.ii. 126), J. LeGay-Brereton says Tamburlaine "is a
colossal iment of his (Marlowe’s) idea of the .

° -

$Tragicall’ Histo tory, ‘I, 347.
7Ibid., I, 243. )

‘Ibid., I, 140.
’Ibid., I, pp.113 ££.°

}eChristopher Marlowe: . the Man in his rm mrm:xi
Morxr'ow, : PP:8, IB§-—110. R ‘ RN

‘llbido, poll. hd 4 : “ .
- "'l‘r&qicall Hictorz. I, 139. v
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" (Seville, 1543), and Perondinus' Vita Magni Tamerlanis
" (Florence, 1551) , according to Spence, though:Izard ‘would
" not «agree) s who, in killing not only his ropyal benefactor -

- suicide -is Perondinus, 'mgg%xg Part I and Its Audience," ~
~ ;,U. of Florida Monographs, Humanities, No. 8 (Gainesville- |

i ﬁ"'“mllburlainc and lla:lowe,

Machiavellian man of virtue,"!? and dwells at some length
on the central theme of the plays as being the rise from
rags to riches by one whose birth was no bl'emish. ’

No ‘one can doubt from the "vertu” reference‘t;hat‘
_Marlowe.was aware of Machiavellian thought, but £t make
it the focus of appreciation seems unjustified. Spence
makes a telling refutation of the Machlavellxan theory.
"It is evident' that Marlowe did not have The Prince in
mind,. for ‘his Tamburlaine is much farther from the Mach- .
.iavellian ideal of prlncely conduct than was _the Tambur- oo
~l,aine of Marlowe's sources (Mexia's Sylva de Varia Lecion

but the king's two sons as well, "exemplified the princi-

ples advocpted by Machiavelli."!S :
Tamburlaine would have saved himself much grief if he

had killed Callapine. Macbeth, of course; made the same a

er:.for, but no one has seriously claimed that Macbeth is a '

Hac.hiav‘ellian study.

o

. 13mparlowe's Dramatic Art Studied in his Tamburlaine, ™ in
Writings on Elizabethan Drama, coll. R. G. Fowarth (Melbourne:
Tothiae. T gohs D. Jump, ed., Tamburlaine the-

: Great: Parts and,II. pp.xv-xxii, has a View corrésponding

t eXackly w that of Brereton, though Jump declares
hiuaelf to be in general agreement: with the 'Fascist;" theory

- of Steane (see above, Ch. 5).

1%fhomas'C. Izard finds much of the scholarship on ' '

'rambmnl'_}_g%eﬁ sourxces unnecessary. He criticizes Ellis-Fexrmor
g Fortescue's version (1571) of Mexia as an

appendix in her editjon, pp.286-97, and Bakeless for seeking
out -espteric Scourge references, Tragicall Bistory, I, 125.
*All this information was to be had in the none too elegant
but perfectly clear Engligsh of The English Myrror (1586)
by Ha:lm 8 contemporary ahd fellow-Londoner George. Whet-
,stone,” -"The Principal Source for Marlowe's T xl
m, ‘§3: 41943), 411-17. Izaxd oversimplifies, hovever:
Frank B, Fieler points out that the only source of Ba:;azeth'

« o¢ -Plorida Press,'1961), p.9. . o 5

v
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‘lowe's concept of history. The two main elements of the. ..

Apéré from all this, the censure of Barabas as a %
"Machiavel” in the Prologue 'f:o The Jew of Malta makes it '
‘'obyious that Marlowe was aware of -his auvdience' '8 prejudices. -
He is not 11ke1y to have begun a career . in the Elizabethan
theatre w1th a Hero who was np more than an exempg.um of
Machlavelhan conduct. ¢ , p )

Rlbngr s’ theory 13 more ac:ceptab:!.e.~ While he believes
that Tay\burlalng is a Machiavellian superman,'‘.he feels
that the main purposesof the piays is to'illustrate Mar-

b2 A

o,

plays are Humanism and Substantialism. The H\m\mism is
contained, according to Ribner, in Maxlowe's belief that
"it is not God who makes kings ... .ih defiance of
entire body of Tudqr\ﬂolxtical doctrine, ‘it is, fortune and *
‘human-will."!? N :

/ Substantialism is the Greco-Roman .belief that "man as
a substance is fix and changeless. His actions can have
no influence upon :35 w18

nature. ‘ © - |
Ribner finds that everything that Tsmburlaine will k
ever be he already is ... <an nis speech

" But. Lady, this faire face and heavenly hue’ v P
Must grace his bed that conquers Asia 3 L
(1_Tam. I.ii.232-33).% ‘ ‘ :

Ribner continues: "nothing can move '.l‘ambu)rlaine from the
course fo’i.' which his nature calls ... not even his love tor
Zenocrate can deter him from the conquest of her father's
-army and the destructiOn of her native%ity. "% rhis i.s/ . .
far from the belief of Duthie and® Hunterx that ‘i‘aﬂbnrlaine T

changes as he\asaimilates the qualities of ¢ zat:o.“ - T "ff‘i )

“Ribner, ed., Ccmplete PlaL, pp.xxvi, xxxvi. -
17%The Idea of History in 'rambutlaine , m 20 (195'3)

1¢1pia., p.262. L
1Ibid., pp.263-64., . U SR



-

<

| death as an elevation to "a higher throne” (2 Tam. V.iii. "

° -

‘"hasically hostile to the very notion of drama."?! . prama

was apparently not Marlowe's intention, says Ribner:. Mar-

lowe first wished to show that "historical event i -the

produce of human ability and will in a world ruled_ by .

blind fortune." The hero may assert his will but must -
eventually "accept his end with stoical res:.gnatlon a3d .
' fortitude."?? "The only consolation he (Marlowe) could

‘ﬁ‘affordt to mankind was in the p&roic‘”stature of a stoic . :
. acceptance.

n23 "

i .Ribner is right in éayinq,that Tamﬁurl&iné"é desc;':ip-
. £ion of himself as he "that conquérs Asia" contains every-
.thing that he’ will ever be, but it is a narrow deflnxtlon
of theatre that would ‘precludé the possibility of any '
drama following the statement. Also, to see Tamburlaine
as stoic on his deathbed is to ignore his own view of .

'121), as well as his previons outbursts.

Nevertheless, Ribner does valuable service m refusing
'to accept the play merely as an eulogy to the nach:.avelh.an
model. . . , '

- . ' 4
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Chapter ’7
TAMBURLAINE AS SYMBOL OF MARLOWE S AGE.

F. S. Boas {(in-his early work); bDick, Wilson Kniéﬁt,' iePage.
Rowse, Hallett Sinlth,,and Waith’ o ' &

. The smplest of the theorles of th&s group ‘iw that of
A. L. Rowse, whose vision of Marlg)we the’ jingoist is attrac- -
tively uncomélicated., "The E}izabethan audience was ‘given
in full measuré what it.relished. There was the appeal to
the war--'atmosphere, when the timeh itself stood on tflptoe,
expecting and a[cc‘omplishing great deeds. There was the
coni:emporary'value'sét upon individual heroic achievements
... the belief in energy and’ :lnitiative, in ,a man carv.ing
out--his way for himgelf and expectinq to enjoy his remd.
Without any doubt, memblbrs of the Elizabethan audi.ence saw
‘themselves in the part of Tamburlaine, as its creator did.""
‘ - 'rambu:laine s life and death are, then, no more than
“those of an Elizabethan .advénturer.? Rowse coyld ?ve
claimed support by ciu}ng Shakespéafge's authorship of tha
chauvinistic’ H__?m-xry VI, Part II. An Elizabethan author:. _
certainly lost nothing by introducing appeals to populaz *.
sentnnent, but, over. the centuries, purely natioualisti.c '
"plays tend to die %he death o£ Shakespeu:e s almott. ior- ‘

. gotten fxrst efforts. Agmore plausiblq expl&nat’lon i,l : 3 '
- \‘Christopher Mar)zowe: a Q__mgﬁ‘g_x_ (Iandom, Hacuillan,
1964), p.67. % » ) .
2xbid., p.74.. . ! SN L

SMarlowe is certaigly g\ofn ahove . panderlng %~
_nationalism. Faustus TIY.ii.. gn,attkck on’ the,
H. H. Schudder, "An -Allusion o 1 XLE
2 March 1933, p,147, also pointsiou
1" fute thosé blind , geographears/
. "the world" (L Tam. IV gv.n-n %
- Treaty of: a.-omm. of 14995
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- needed for the continuing twentieth-century interest in S
b . . Tamburlaine.
\ ¢ A more complex argument is that of Eugene Waith who
believes that, by the end of the sixteenth century, the .

. histdricai'Tamburlning had ?ecome accepted as a symbolhék .- ?
Renaissance man, living out‘a\heroic potential and experi-
encing a glorions ‘death, and that it is as this symbol that
Tamburlaine fundtions in the plays.® Waith also accepts
a Harlowe-Tamburlaine identificatipn- “here (in the speech
on beauty (1 Tam. v.ii. 72—l28)] is the aspiring poet who :
longs like his hero to conquer more and more territory."S ‘

According to Waith, Renaissance man, including Marlowe,
wa not a simbie figure. "In the depiction of the Hercu-
lean hero there is no relaxation of the tensions between
. Jhis egotism and altruism, his cryelfies and benefactions,

his human,iimitations and divine potentialities. Marlowe g~
never lets his audience' forget these antitheses."®
What the Elizabeﬁhan audience is invited to gasp at
\axe "the very paradoxes of TambyR®laine's nature"’ and, by
extension, at their own, since Tamburlaine is Rengissance
man magnified. There is meant to be no fear of Tamburlaine,
since Waith suggests, alas without any explanation, (that .
he is to be “identified with uhiversal order."® cit)
the Proloﬁhg, ;
e ﬂefqulean Hero (London. Chatto & ﬁindus, 1962},

. 8 tially the same view is expressed by F./S.:
e Boas, Shake e and his Predecessors, p.4l; PFugh C. Dick,

- ces Once More,” Studies in Philology, 46
T and allett Smith, "Tamburlaine and the :
Rena ssance‘ in Elizabethan Studies ulder: U. of
. Coldrado Press, 19457, pp,126-31, Eholigh Boas later con-

. verted to a belief in Marlowe's atheistic iconoclasm (see
- . above, Ch.'S5).

S*Marlowe and the. Jades of Asia, " SEL, 5 (1965), 245. ,
iﬁ/rculcan Hero; p.85. A

71b1d., p.86C . ' 1
*Ibid., p.87. |
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< ' And then applaud his fortuneq as you please, -

criteria to Tamburlaine. Orcanes is clearly meant to be E
- preferred over Sigismund, as Tamburlaine himself is over

“'Harlowe - is the less. Elizabethan in- thgtvha :hown éhe

View but *his plctuge in this tragic glass

Waith feels that there is an absence 6f moral criteria in
the Tamburlaine plays.’ "To try to educt Marlowe's reli-
gious position from these speeches (Orcanes on "He that
sits on high"™ (2 Tam. II.ii.49), and Tamburlaine on "For
He is God alone and none but He" (2 Tam. V.i.200)) is a
. hopeless undertaking.!® / . j L
But there is a weakness in Waith's reasoning. - While ' 2;5'
it is true, as he indicates,!! that the Chorus in Faustus, Ty
and ~the appearance of the highly unpopular "Machiavel" in- oy
_the Prologue to The Jew of Malta, establish a basis for o o
andience judgement of those plays, it is qot'true~that thejy
audience is never at any time permitted to apply moral

Bajazeth 1f one accepts Knoll's view of the Turk's repul—
diveness.'? “ o

Wilson Enight makes a simllar case that Tambnrlaine
reflects Marlow@ S own complex view of himself and his
time. Marlowe..he says, is the mirror of his age and of
his own "magnificent confusicns“ in the “juxtaposition of -
idealism and sadism,” with poetry, vice ««« On the one R
side, and religion on:the other.” He makes two original - ..
points, however. Referring to the end of Edward II in a
dungeon, and to Tumburlaine'q,tteatment of the captive
kings, he finds'tﬁat *Marlowe, like Tamburiaine, is a S
king-degrader, an iconoclast.® The samé comment could surely & .
be made of Shakespeare because of the fates of Macbéth, ';:

., and Richarad II. His second point id mora‘insightfulx.. iﬂ

.’

. "uarlowe and the Jades of lsiu. P 235.
v, J%Herculean Hero, p.83. '
-11wgades of Asia,” p.235,




' forces at work in his own age. There is also in Knight's

_ already has fame, valour, and victory, but, to become "a

’Coileg_.znqlish. 26 (1965)

clash ra&hé} than the synthesis of Renaissance and Refor-
magion,f but in this, as in his assumption that Marlowe is
"tormented by things at once hideously suspect yet tor-
m§ntingly desirable,”’® there is an implied belief that
Marlowe's interest in the complexity of man's dgaz nature
must derive iargely from a conscious awareness of the -

exriticism more than a hint that he hanéccepted the old

. 1ibels about the totmented atheist.

In Peter V. LePage's discussion of Tamburlaine as,

Renaigsance man he places a new emphasis on Zenocrate.

The plays he defines as "a unified heroic drama"'®* of
Tamburlaine's search for god-like power. Tamburlaine

perfect example of Renaissance virtu ... and to be worthy
to strive for the immortal powers he seeks, Tamburlaine
must have the pexfect beaut& allegorized in Zenocrate."!®
LePage also thinks that Marlowe was aware both of the
potential and of the limitations of Renaissance aspi=-
ration: Tamburlaine's death‘is not seen by LePage as a
transcendence or a defeat but as "pointing backward to
Tamburlaine's power as a demi-god in comparison with other
men and forward to his necessary death tesulting from~the

.ultimate overreach. TR o

LePage's theory seems to throw an unjustified empha-
sis on Zenocgate,,who after all accepts Tamburlaine as
"my lora"® at their first meeting (1 Tam. I.iii.33). _She
obviously laments ‘the death of her countrymen in Damascus
(1_Tam. V.1.256<80), but she never attempts’ESTalssEAae

'Tamburlaine from an attack on her father and her people.

130he Golden Labyrinth (Londoﬁz; Phoenix, 1962) pp.55-65.

1snrhe Search for Godhehg in Marlowe's Tanburlaine," e
5. - ,

"”80&%ch for Godhead. "P.606.
“Ibid.. p.soa.
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* Chapter §

>

TAMBURLAINE: A REFLECTION OF MARLOWE'S MENTAL DISORDER

Guthrie, Henderson, and Praz

4
i
oo
3

i
2 q

o

{ 'The mbst daring of the Marlowe-Tamburlaine 1dent1f1-—
cation theories is offered by Mario Praz. Marlowe, he
says, had a "fond tout noir a contenter," and one is hardiy
© i{u:prieed tb\see cited once again the tire® evidence of Kyd ﬂ
. Baines. In Tamburlaine Praz finds the "relish for dee ‘
struction” of the "molochiste" playwright himself, and then)
n one great unexplained' Freudian sweep, decides that )
e's thirst for impossible things is a sublimation of S
his own- attitude to sex ... a Ganymede complex."’ .
Any evidel:e im the Play whxch does not accord with - ,‘
N Praz's thought, such as.Orcanes’ reference to a transcen-
dental God, is dismissed by Praz as further ‘proof of
Marlowe's "schizdid” persomn}.’u:y.z ‘Such a dismissal is an
ingenious device, calculated to produce critical -infalli- " :
bility. S : | '
ne Guthrie's agreemené:, in principle with the
' © findings of Praz must be taken more serioqsl'y,than.Praz
' " himself, if only because Guthrie's revival of Tamburlaine
at the 014 vic 'in 1951, a version which combined the
two parts, may have been its first professional performance’ ¢//»:/j
‘ since the days of Henslowe.® As Guthrie says, "hardly any .~ ),
‘ of the learned: people who' have written about this play — . ° o
rully seem to have tri.ed to visualize it." e sees i‘t‘as

* ?'chxiatopher Hatlowe, pp.213-18. - - | wL
i+ 21bid., p.220. ‘ ’ ~ |
. Y*Tamburlaine-and ¥What It Takes," p.2l.




" is that Tambutlaine was played by 'Sir Donald Wolfitt, an .

;an orgy of sadism ... the inflamed dream ‘of this young

genius destined to die by violent murder."* It need . ,

hardly be pointed out that Marlowe cannot really be held ;

responsible for the nature of his death and that it is S

rather unfair to attribute the murdet¥ to a fault in his K

character. B A LA
. A possible: excuse for Gnthrie 8 appsgach to the play’ )

actor aggarently incapable of subtlety on stage.’ Guthrie - "_
may have had no choice about which element in the play to . IR
focus upon. .

Philip Henderson also éees Tamburlaine as "a parade
of horrors,"® demopstrating Marlowe's “all too obvious
delight in bloodshed and cruelty."’- The influence of : =
Baines and Kyd is once again evident, as it must be in '
any such autobiographical interpretation. ""Marlowe was
quite aware of the peril of the course he followed but. )
with his passion for extremes, peril was ever the chief- & {.
est wdy to happiness ... like Icarus, he flew for a short
while toward the sun-~then, his waxen wings melting, he

fell as melodramitically as any of his aspiring heroes.f' Y \u*
' . The arrogance of such analysis an such evidence is ' ,
staggering. " j
Vo : P
~ \.\‘ ‘

' A
4T L

, YIbid., p.86. - ‘

SI base this opinion on: the many. shakelpearean tclﬁc X
saw Wolfitt play with -his. touring company in the 1950°'s/ It . - .}
was impossible to distinguish his Shylock from his'Lear. It . =~ -
was a popular saying of the ggriod that, while Olivier’s -
Hamlet was a tour de force, 1fitt was, forend ‘to- tou:. Lo

‘Qhéistopher Marlowe, p.16 ‘f . ‘ el
7%bid., p.21.. S | |
.;bidcg pp.41"42.
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Chapter 9
HARRY LEVIN: THE GREAT ECLECTIC

It is'Harry Levin's achievement.to,have synthesized
all the pieceding Romantic theories of the Tamburlaine
plays. '

He makes the customary Marlowe-Tamburlalne identifi-
cation without even feeling the need to cite proof: "from
what we know of Marlowe's own character we may fairly sup-
pose that he threw a qoodeeal of himself into these mdho-
maniac exponents of the first person."! .

He accepts the view that Tamburlaine functions as a
Renaissance hero who can determine his own destiny.?
Marlowe's “"protagonist is nevér Everyman but always - . °
1'uomo singolare, the exceptional man who becomes king '
because he is a hero, not herc because he is king; the’ .
private individual who remains captain of his fate ... _)
such a figure could be a mouthpiece for- his epoch.®?

Tevin seems to have no difficulty in reconciling this
statement, which Rowse almost paraphrases in his description S
of ‘Marlowe the conventional jingoist,* with an acknbwledge-
ment of Marlowe as "a fellow-traveller with the subversive
currents of his age."® i ? [

Levin breaks down the iconoclasm he sees in Marlowe s
into ‘the unholy trinity, his Epicureﬁﬁxsm ++s the appetite :

2

t

‘ ‘Ovbtteacher. p.181.
2ot Rilson Knight, Hallett Smith et al., and see above

Ch, 7. L _ ﬂ . - X 5
L ‘Ovatraacher p.43. v ] L
~8“ mv&, Ch. 7. v’ - -

. “Sove eacher. p18: cf. Boas, l(ocher, et al., and see
above CK. ; . .




. for sensation, his Machiavellianism ...-the¢;ill to power, i
and his Atheism ... the zeal for knowledge."® " PR
! Marlowe's "atheism” providés Levin with the greategt ‘
difficulty. He admits that, in Part Oné at least, Tam=
| / burlaiﬁ%,"acts as an avenger--if not a defender--of Christ- ‘
| endom."?’ He also admits that° Marlowe, fter creating the \
| ‘ "tragedy of ambition" with Tamburlaine, the "tragedy of AN
' ‘ revenge" with The Jew of Malta, and after trying his hand o
|
i

at the “chronicle™ with Edward'II,v?reverts to,the morality
with Dr. Faustus.”® Nevertheless, Levin labours to pro- .
"duce proof positive of Marlowe's ‘atheism from within the
plays: themselves. He sets up a theory that Dr. Faustus
N ’r " was a deathbed recantation for atheistic Marlowe, only to
knock it down by pdinting out that Faustus never in fact
N repents.? Le¥in would have done better to-let well alona.
Th point is surely not that Faustus does not repent but
that there is a God who punishes him for not repenting. .
The Epicureanism in Tamburlaine Lévin finds in Tambur-
laine's lowe of the qualities of Zenocrate, and he sees .
‘Tamburlaine's "courtship" of her as "a major theme. wid
‘ But Levin overstates his case. He refers to Tumburlaina '(:1“
. as "pleading with Zenocrate, and the Beauty. she represents,
referring to 1 Tam. I.i1.82-105.!! Levin makes.the same .
error as LePage is to make'?: any theory that part of =
Tamburlaine is a quest for Beauty overlooks the rapidity

¢1bid., (p.45. . -

7Ibid., p.69. . . - SR

*_ ‘Ibia., p.132, S cre g

*Ibid., p.160.~ : T

: . Mmpja., p.s2. . . e e
111bid., p.64. - SR S AR

125ee above, Ch. 7: there- is evidcnt eimila,ity’
between LePage's 'theory of. Tamburlaine 8 qnést"tar We
» ' and Beauty and Levin's ”unholy grinity .", i
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C '
with which Zenocrate accepts Tamburlaine.!? Tamburlaine
asgerts: he neither courts nor pleads. The "quest" is
over almost before it has begun.
Levin has moré‘success with'Machiavellianism, He

' ‘sees Tamburlaine as "the complete prince" with the qualities

of both the fox and the lion and poxnts out that he ig
in fact referred to as both lion (1 Tam. I.ii.52) and wolf
(1 Tam. IV.iii.5).!"% But the wolf is not the fox; the fox'
would havg killed Callapine. /AF )
Levin is trying to find what he has already decided’ is
there. He decides that "Mortimer (in Edward II] becomes
.increasingty Machiavellian and thus more characteristi-
cally Marlovian.”!® Levin is too willing to make the part
the whole. \yhe principles of The Prince formed one of a

‘great many options oPen to Marlowe's characters. Barabas

chooses it, and Tamburlaine may very occasionally exercise
it, but Faustus and Edward II ignore it. There is no
evidence that Machiavellianism was the option that became
Marlowe's guiding principle.

.In Levin's willingness to assimilate any autotio-
grnphical theory of Tamburlalne, he even acknowledges .
Praz's theory that the play™n manifests a "sublimation Of
Marlowe's attitude toward sex,"!® though Levin prefers the
term 'Icarus complex"!? to Praz's “Ganvmede complex."

Levin accepts Ellis-Fermor's conc1u31on that it is
Part One that embodies lowe's dream and that Part Two
is a falling-off.'® Ee says that Part One "exhausted

'%see 1 Tam. IIX.iii.24, "That I may live and die
with Tamburlaine.” This after one meeting with him.

1%Overreacher, p.56; see also the views of Bakeless
et al. on"!ii&urlaine 8 Hachiavgllianism, above, Ch. 6.

} 191hid., p.122. . .
''See above, Ch. 8. |
}gvesreacher, P 183.

~ "s« abova, ch. 4. = ' .

¥
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‘ rlowe % source material and, when the play's unprecedented

. " success demanded a sequel, he was thrown back upon his own

‘ imaginative devices."!? .

' ' There is a discrepancy in his view of the two parts of
w_ Tamburlaine. In his discussion of Part One he points out -
i’ﬁ' that, whereas Bajazeth is éubjeét to Fortune, Tamburlaine
- ngeems to have felt no remission of her favours."?® In ¢

Part Two, however Levin feels that "it is they (the Fates)
who overthrow his triumphs."?! If Levin is right, and
death is-a defeat, then there is a morality element in

. Part Two that was not present' in Part One, for he finds

‘ - no evidence of retribution for overreaching in the first

: play. Marlowe has apparently.reversed his philosophy.

‘ Levin devotes no time to the problem and thus misses the
obvious cor{clusicm, that t:he intention of neither play , 2% .',ii‘"j

. is to project a consistent philosophy. Marlowe's personal !

, one, whatever it might have been, or otherwise.' Levin

" never considers the possibility that)Marlowe's purpose

;‘
r‘ e might have been that of the drrgnatzs and not that of a [
narcissistic young man who canrot write outside his own-

‘  |ageam. L7 .

\ When Levin does make passing reference to any p;,u‘ely
dramatic quality Tamburlaine might haye he falls into
immediate erro:". “The drama is built up," he says, "on
rivalrieg like a tournament where each contender is nox‘e"‘;~
formidable than the last ... the earliest victory is the

easiest."?! There is no evidence in thenplays that any :
phys:l.cal conquest presents Tamburla R with any difficulty
and no critic other than’ Levin has fver suggested it.: As: . ’
M. C. Bradbrook puts it: “the series of opponents are only 5

K o«

a series of ninepins to be toppled ovex" thexre is no
interest attached to them, except as necessary material

4 . 1%0verreacher, p.53. T,
b . * :‘Ibid.' p.so; ._‘ L .
/ . 211pid., p«52. '




"* they ('rambutla.ine and Calyphas in 2 Tam. IV.i) are so

(1935; Tpt. Cam.: Cam. U.P., 1960); p.138..

Ll

« ».

upon which Tamburlaine can demonsj:rate his power, "?? and

a ai.n H "Tamburlaine ‘s en mies appear as in a mummer's
g P
3 w

play, one down, t'other come on."2? - "
Finally Levin is thrown back to what is tantdmount to

‘a denial of any dramatic quality in the play at all: "let .

us accept it ('ramhurlaine] then for what it is: a resonant
fanfare and a pictorial spectacle."?“. "The text consists

mainly of set pieces or purple passages,r rather loosely A
strung together by short bits of awkward verse a@nd function- /)
al prose."?® = - ' ~ \

His conclusion is surpr;.s:.ng in the llght ‘of two
supremely important msights he offers the reader. Of
Tamburlaine he says that Marlowe's audacity "lay in taking

<

a metaphor and acting it out,"2* and, of Edward II, "the .
very word f'Gaveston') is a chz?, like 'Tamburlaine!."?7 . LS
He seems near the comprehengion’ that drama depends up®n \

the establishment by one of its characters of a vision that .
will (either intv:act with competing visions or, in the -
case of Tamburlaine's, leave thenm ne room and literally .
crowd them out. 8 -Words that can charm are the si;uff :
3£ which visions are made. Levin.should not dismiss . _
them as cavalierly as he does with his comment that "since .

patently engage in wars of words we are t deeply ) ' y
touched. w2t Donald Peet offers a mor«%é::puhle view of

'\mtda. \Marlowe *achieved his tri\mph Iargely through . /

..12Themes and Conventions in Elizabethan Tragedy

231bid., p.A43. | .t
' *\overreacher, p.49. ' 4 B
*S1hid., 9.63\-\/‘ :‘ / -, ‘
241bid., p.67. - ~ - : ‘ S
171big., p.l15. - . ' Ny
_2%gae bulow. ,Bh. 15, for an elaboration of thig point.

i "ovegrescher, p.M. | S

P




]

‘drama, of codifying incidental allusions

writing the g?st éiciting verse which had ever
claimed from an English stage,"*? he says, and
Marlowe's chief aim as a dramatist was to arou
astonishment at the awe. i
them (the plays);

iring figure who d
we cannoy 4 tAe functiona

“the rhejo;ic'he has employpd."*!
i

‘Le like all those before him who s;&
Tamburlalne, sees what he wishes to see. Batt
suggests tha} Levin has projected his own symp

.n'

atheism, Macﬁiavellianism, and Epicureanism on
Levin himself offers some , support for Battenho

cr1t1c1sm when he writes, over a decade after The over-
reacher, that "Tamburlaine's chariot fascinates'us_ less
than Bajagzeth's cage, standing as we do somewha

to Kafka than to Nxetzsche."" ~The subjactivi

been de-
adds that
e continual
minates
value of
rlowe in
nhouéé
thies\fot
to Marlowe.3?
se's

é\closer

ty|of such

criticism is qbv1ous, and there is a: fureshadowng of a
school to come who will define Marlowe as a_stud t of

victimhood and a victim himself. .
.Spence is the clearest advocate-o% commnon

seﬁge.' “The

Marlowe-Tamburlaine identification is purely fanciful ...
Tamburlaine ‘stands in no closer reldtionship'ﬁo th% mind -
and spirit of Marlowe than do Julius Caesar, Coriolanus,

'or Cardinal Richelieu to Shakespeare or Bulwer

Lytton."*"

Says Levin: "the hazard of extractipg ideas’ from the

nto dogmatic

attack i made by Harper on. Levin 8 oun aSSe:tionp:

30wfhe Rhetoric qf Tamburlaine, "
‘11bid., p.154. -
Y2emarlowe Reconsidered:

¥3"Marlowe Today,"
3% mramburlaine and
{’Overreacher,“p.i4.

Tplane Drama,neéiew,’
" p.604,

nnn.'zs (1959), 137,

Some Reflectionl on'
Overreacher"r JEGP, 52°{1953), 533-44,

N et
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LR . '/g view that he (Tamhprlaine) is the perfect symbol of the

i'\gf ” " Renaissance spirit and the spokesman for Marlowe's own
9 ?: ‘ energies and 8spiratzons el sprlngs from attention to
( .+ only certain elements in Marlowe's presentatlon.""f )
. ' . The next chapter will be concerned with Battenhous ts
V. criticism. While cdrtainly quilty of, 8electlvity;¥he at
‘ R least made .an effort, however unsuccessful it may have
R been, to escape the biographical trap. \ - S
I . . ) '
;‘ KT .“'j L & . ’ p oo f 'v Lt ’ ,q- ‘.2
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N Chapger 10
,’IAMBURLAINE- A MORALITY L
liQY W. Battenhouse L ‘X .

The best known of those crltlcs .who have#not found a.
Marlowe-—'ramburlalne identxflcation is Roy Battenhouse. In
his refutation of those crit:.cs, Ellis-Fermor, Levin, et
. al., who have, he makes no secret of‘iﬁtt&his own view will
be: "by identlfying Marlowe with hgs Titans they not ofily

. remploy ‘dramati material unj’ustly, but’ they identify Mar-
%we with doct nes which werﬁ anathema to every Eliza-,
" bethan moralist.”’ Having decided that Marlowe was a
‘moralist, Battenhouse will f£ind‘'a ‘ ality. He falls into
the Same bxographical trap(as d:l.d Romanti.cs, but,
belz.ev:.ng "that we are not ustif:l.ed in taking our"notions
of Marlowe from the libels of Kyd and Baines,“? he pro-
ceeds to take ‘his. k’\otions from what he assumes to have B
bgen Marlowe's &tudy material while a dn(inity studen€t at ‘.:.
9 @ Corpus Christi, ng»loi{vg, Battenhouse(‘t\hinks, "had surely
.read Isalah 3 o L ) D
The: structure of 'ramburlaine, Battenhouse feela. is
that of a Morality, "its successiye scenéd have a conti-
nu:.ty not dissimilar to that/provided by the guild waggons, "’
and Isa.tah provides its theme, "that retributiv; justice is’
. not confmed to an aftet-world. vt

4 e

‘q, _yérlowe s ',l‘amburl*p‘irZe. p. 7-

2"Tamburlaine, the/'Scourge of God',™ BLA, 56 (1941},
-347, g s SRR

: Thid., p. 342 N,
“Marlowe's 'ramburlaine, p-.150.
o ""I%he 'Sc.burge of, Go d',"’»p,337.

N

-

v
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.after the pattern of the. Mirror for Magistrates?"’ .

.a Morality 18 surely that\the divine purposa>shou1d be

-
s

v o ' 50

"The concept of ‘a 'Scourge of God*', as formulated loég‘l
ago by iaaiah and as applied to Tamburlaine by Whetstone
and Fortescue, Marlowe's principal sources for his story,
involves the paradox of heroit viyrtues, tragically hell-
bent; of human aspirations magniflcently splendid but
cruelly tytanﬁ&us, and of an idealism misdirected into
unwitting par3®y of divine majesty. The wicked actions
in a Scourge's career remain governed by a hlgher pro-
vidence, which both uses and overrules man's ambition and
folly." There will then be two movements in Tamburlaine,
Tamburlaine's punishment of the wicked, and Tamburlaine's
own final punishment dfter he has executed his divine
mission. . Since "ambition is plainly the centralttheme cee
may we not regard Marlowe's play as a moraliziné history

The Scourge theory presents certain p}ohlems. Batten- °
house says that “the scourgigg which he Cramg/;&alné)

administers is, except in the case of the virgias ‘of Da- . é&
maacus, more or less well-deserved."® But if, as Battenhouse ) —
suggests, Tamburlaine punishes only the wicked, it is - .

difficult to account for the death of Calyphas or of the .
innogents of. Larissa - {2_Tam. .ii; II.iv.137 f££f.). It e
may Re that 8courges in real life carry- out divine qpm- )
mandments which~are inscrutable, but the whole purpose of ’ {

a

very serutable indeed. b
Battenhouse does no bettenwi the theme of ambition
%d;}shed. It is central to his argument: that TamLurlaine 's
ath scene reveals plainly ... the impiety and tbnment
of unsatisfied desire.- Ambition burned\itself to :
fever -of madne:fl:;éwamburlaine so that iﬁ/pu 'shes itself, "

_$Marlowe's urlaine, p.lso. | . :
7Ibid., pilS. “ e ;
" $"rhe Scourge of God," p.343. ) ‘
*Marlowe's quﬁ@?f&ine@ p.233. .
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°It.is odd that so many critics should have felt no sense
of a diminishing. Hany‘simply regard Tamburlaine's death
as a cessation of life,!® and some see it as a vxctory..
"If Marlowe had intended the death of ?ampurlainé as an,
fobjeét leééon he could certainly have made his point
| . éleqper. ~Christ6pher Fanta's observation is very rele-
% J vant; “gince anyone th was acquhinted with, ‘the history -
; - of Tamburlaine would have knownh of the disintegration of
his empire\after his death, the virtual exclusion from
the ending of this fact, with its readil¥y extractable
moral implxcations, suggests that Harlowe by no means
meant fo transform his superhuman hero into an object
lesson for tyrants.®}? Battenhouse tries to bolster his
argument by marshalling a host of individual mofality
) elements" ‘that he detects in the plays. He cites the
o triumph.of:the good Orcanes over the perjured Sigismund
' (2 Tam. IX.ii), ﬁajazeth's fall (1 Tam. IXX.iii), the
chariot scene (2 Tam. IV. iv), and tﬁh overthrow of Baby- A
lon (2 Tam. V.I).'% In his response todevin's criticism
of his theory,'" he drags out three more evidences; .
Olympia‘'s piety (2 Tam. IV.iii), the prophecy of the King
a of Jerusalem, scaldlnd*drops will pierce thy seething
« braines™ (2 Tam. IV. ii. 69), and an alleged travesty
© of the mass when wine is taken "unto the God of War" -
(1 Tam. IV.iv.6).'5: : P
| ’~43éee, inter alia, F. S. Boas, Shakespeare and his

* sPredecessors, p.45; Northrop Frye, Anatom
%1957 Tpt Princeton: Princeton U.P., 1971V, p. R
H. ailggrf, amburlaine and Primauvdaye, NQtes and Qggg;gg,’”““i‘

v 14 6), 485. . " .

l1see, inter. alia gene Waith The Hércul ‘m*ﬁsto"
p.83;: Eni "velsFord, Re E:w of Batteﬁh use 78
RES, 19 ( 943), 305.

12piriowe’s’ Agonists: roach to the Ambi uit ot ~‘
oY his plays (Cam. Mass.: ﬂ'arvaxd"sﬂlr Y1970) 9.52 T
+ lmarlowe's Tamburlaine, pp- 10,11,169,172. . .

uOver:eacher, p.1 [ - R
18*Marlowe Recons ed,, p.§36.

@
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Battenhouse is fightjng a losing battle. As Steane ,/.\} :
says, "one the basic flaws of Battenhouse's argument is
«ee the as tion that Marlowe wished you &4 watch the
Flay with a conventional mind because he is giving some-~
thing which will’ fortify you in your conventionality. . t
Such an assumption is at odds with the exc1tement and
thrust of the poetry."!® ) :

There is also a basic technical flaw in Battenhouse's

Pl

. reasoning. To consider the two parts of Tamburlaine a
‘Morality it is necessary to consider the two parts as a

dholef Battenhouse-does this, but without explamation\ !’
It is impossible to ignore the evidence of the Pro
logue to the second part, that the seguel was written in
response to pﬁb%i; demand, and that therefore Part One
must be considered as an entity. Mogt critics have
accepted'this without question," though Warren D. Smith .
is wrong in asserting that Battenhouse is the lone per-
fetrator of the ten-act heresy.!? Stephen Vincent Benet's
Yale production of~1911 and Guthrie's Old Vic prodyction .
in '1951 both presented the twd parts\/f Tamburlazdz fused
into dpe.?' LéPage sees the two parts of the play as tg
unifigd beroic drama,"‘ and Swinburne's entry o Marlowe :} ///7

a

‘téMarlowe: a Critical Study, p.73.
17Marlowe 's Tamburlaine, pp.252-53. \‘ E‘
18gee, 'inter alia, C. F. Tucker Brooke,

The}Marlowe

), 24; Ellis-Fermor, Christiopher Marlowe,
p.3; Xocher, Christopher Marlowe, p.69; Poirier, Christopher
Marlowe, p.l108&; Ribner, ed., Complete Plays,vg.xxl.

., 19%7he Substance of Meanxng in Tamburlaine Part'One,“
Studies in Philology, 67 (1970), 156. R

, "ﬁilis-?ermor} "A Not?\on Tamburlaine," TLS, »
8 June 1933, p.396; Guthrie, "Tamburlaine and What It qugs,
p.85.

"'The Search .for Godhead in Marlowe's Tamburlalne,“ p.605.
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' Battenhouse may have choseﬂ%to heed the wrong rumble
but at lex#t he has tried to find a dramatic quality with-
in the plays. The autobiographiégl critics on the other
hand have always seemed to think that an audience f£inds
something intrinsically interesting in watching an altex
ego strut through the author's own role. Hachiavellian .,
boyish, sadistic, dr otherwise. They “have rarely made/;ny
attempt to find a dramatic quality in Tamburlaine and it

< s

is significant to note how many of them dismiss Marlowe as

~

an incompetent dramatist.2?? - Tt n
’ | \\J,ft may be that Battenhouse!s failure may also haye
: resulted in part from what seems to have the Mar-

ovian crxtical.habit, fitting the work to what is thought
) \ip have been the man. Too much attention to Marlowe the
theology student may have led Battenhonse to the Ho 1ty3
he may have more in common with the Romantic autdhi ph-
ers than he thinks. ‘ i .
After a consideration of the Ba ouse battalion,
those who, like him, find Thmburlaine at 1east to some o
extent a Mor, lity. the next .chapters will be devoted to
those critifs who believe, like F. P. Wilson, that Marlowe
was "the disinterested artist losing his identity in the
stuff which he is turning into art. .23 -

. . ‘\ AN | o .

J zzSee intér alia, elesg.,
189; Ellis—Fe or, Review'of Batt ouse’'s

. P 48. Ingram, isto her we and his’
". Kocher, Christopkbr nglowe, p.35 ""ib?ﬁi‘

S
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“THE BAETBNHOUSE BATTALION

Chapter 11- , - //

¢

Guy Boas, Cole, Egan, Fieler, Gardner, Leech, Mahood,
Richards, and Velz

e £

kS

-y,

ciifford Leech is prepared to go even fufther than
Battenhousé, who was prepared to wait for the ¢nd of Part
Two to see the fall of the conqueror. Leech stes Tam-
. burlaine's failure as being implicit in the end of Part
»"One, "in the mesh that Tamburlaine is caught in by‘the
time he has conquered Bajazeth."! Leech supports his
theory by arguing the similarity of the structures of the
/tmo plays: the virgins becdme,the concubines, thlie cage
thg charjot, and the siege of Damascus that of Babylon.
The Mycetes-Cosroe conflict has its echo in the Turks'
struggle against the Christxans, and Bajazeth is recreated
: 11}1 /Cal\lapine 2 ' .
" Unfortunately Leech does not explain the entrapplng
*mesh" of Part One, and his argument for death as,a defeat
( in Part Two in unconvincing. . Be sees Tamburlaine's fail-

D3 kel
VFeT

- Sl h P
Py b

,.s.ure in "the manifest insufficiency-of Amyras and Celebinus,"”

in whose persons the Scythian tried to imgmortalize himself
't1dn enpixe. But there is no clear insufificiency in the
- " play. Marlowe deliberately omitted any reference to the
. //’historical di-integration of the plre. o
;o .. Leech agrees with Battenhouse'bn the general principle
e "~ - of Tanhurlaine‘; beinq a Morality, but sees no evidence of

:;;gf g . ~ l%the Structure of Tamburla;ne,' Tulane Drama Reéview,
B - 8 (1964), 42. :

21bid., pp.38-39.
: ': R ’Ibm;; pQ.‘l. . _

-1
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» .
"a personal care felt by a divine power," ignoring rather

obviously the response to Orcaﬁeg' plea (2 Tam. IX.ii.55
‘££.), and preferring to see Tamburlaine's fall as caused
by vague "certain processes."" i

John W. Velz makes the same point as Lge&hg that

even Part One is designed to "remind the audience of his

Qfamburlaine's) igfig mortality."” The plays are both
Moralities, teachlng that "any claim to transcend mor-

tality must be empty."® But there is no more evidence in

Velz than there was in Leech}to docuw?nt a fall in Part

One. ‘

Frank B. Fieler, like Leech and Velz, believes a falf f\

‘to be implicit in Part One, but, unlike them, offers proof.

Citing Zenocrate's words, )

In fear and feeling of the like'distress
Behold the Turk and his great emperess
(1L Tam. V.ii.298-99), . N U

he says, "Marlowe suggests ... tqé’_fupburlaine will have +,
his fall just as inevitably as Bajazeth suffered hig."®

Tamburlaine's fall« Fieler believes, is because “a .
,ﬁﬁgnlflcent human being ... acted in a way unworthy of his
greatness."’ Tamburlaine's magnificence is first esta- - '
blished by making hih?preternatural, by associating him

*Ibid., p.43. "See -also Helen Gardner, "The Second
_Part of Tamburlaine the Great," MLR, 37 (1942), 18-24, who
says that "the first part ... glorifies the human will, °
the second displays its inevitable limits," but hedges
‘. between Battenhouse and Leech on "the force that in the
end destroys the hero «s. it can be called Necessity or,
God according to one's interpretation ot Marlowe's '
religious thought."”

Svppisodic Structure in Four Tudor Plays: a Virtue
of Necessity," Conparative Drama, 6, MNo. 2 (1972),- PP.90.
92. A gimilar view 1s expressed by ‘Susan kicharda, Cl
"Marlowe's Tamburlaine II: a Drama of Death,” s 26 ﬁﬁ o
(1965), 378% “the structure of the gplay then i ued on
‘the incidents which demonstrate Tamburlainé's power over
‘\death and the revelation of death's power ovar hin."

. $npamburlaine Part One and Its Audience, p 80.-
N "1Ibid., p.64.
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with the gods, or with the elemental bodies of the skies,
phrticularly the sun,® aéd by haying the heavens as the
source of his imagery while Bajazeth's comes from darkness
and the underworld.?

The ea}iy over-selling of Thmburlaine to the audience
was necessary Fieler says, because "thgyactions and thoughts
of -... the hiptorical Tamburlaine were morally despicable
by Elizabethan standards"!® which thought of ambition as

"a most terrible sin."!!  Fieler has not apparently been
reading the same history books as Rowse et al., who be- O
lieve that the Renaissance, and the E.izakethans
in particular, identified very happily with the historical
conqueror.!?

7

J

N
{

Fieler sees the turAing point of the plays as the
impaling of the Damascus Virgins (1 Tam. V. 11), réversing
Tamburlaine's posiﬁgon from underdog to oppressor,"" but
he is projecting twentieth-century attﬁpudes. M. C. Brad—

‘broqk points out that the virgins' death is "not shocking

because it id\got dramatically realized,” and because of
“the natural callousness of the Elizabethans."!'*

‘ Like Battenhouse, Fieler comes up with individual |/
Morality elements in the plays, the saving of Christian
Constantinople and the fall of Bajazeth in particular, and,
in this ¢onnection, pays a compliment to Marlowe's dggma—

[

<turgical ﬁrt. Our sympathy for Bajazeth is kept "at a

minimum by never showing us the Turk's misery from.hig

own point of view. All we hear faom Bajazeth are curses."!’

$1bid., pp.33-35. ‘ .
*Tbid., p.6l. . - ' o
1¢1pjid., p.25. ) “ !
11tbid., p.lA4. ‘

l2gee above, Chapter 7.

13 famburlaine Part Ofie and Its Audience,” p.70.

1% rhemes and Conventions in Elizabethan Trggedx. PP.
138-39.

p. 57

18rpramburlaine Part One and Its Audience,"

\

/




" In his preface to the 1964 &dition of his Marlowe's
Tamburlaine, Battenhouse claimed-;he support of both
Douglas Cole and M. M. Mahood for his Morality theory\!’

It is odd that Battenhcuse should claim Cole for his
‘own since Cole takes both Battenhonseé and Ellis-Fermox to
- ,task for adopting extremist standpoints.}’ It is true
that Cole sees a Morality in Part One but it is not in
connection with‘Tamburlaine. “"The most memorable tragedy
- of Part One of Tamburlaine is the fall of Bajazeth."!®
Tamburlalne 5 death is, for Cole, a victory: "the final
scene has shown Tamburlaine to be above all human suffer-
ing ... he dies_as he fikst appeared, in a soaring and
. triumphant flight of rhetoric."'® fThis is clearly at
odds with Battenhouse's own view,\lut it is not untypical
of Battenhouse to fasten upon only one part of pole‘s’ '
3 dissertation.

Battenhouse has more reason to claim Mahood, although
she attempts to refuse the relationship. She attacks
Battenhouse for suggesting that Zenocrate was "a plainly
reprehensible pagan queen,"?? and, more generally, suggests
that, "if Marlowe's plays were simply Moréiity plays,
their chief characters .would be monsters of villainy with
none o0f—the complexity which he hag bestowed on them. "2l
Nevertheless, the evidence of her Morality view As quite
clear. “ramburlaine is the chronicle ... of the Renais~
sance discovery that human nature, cut off from its divine
source, was not emancipated but impoverished.”?% Purther,

-

160p. cit., p.xii.

17suffering and Evil “in the Pla 8 of Christopher
Marlowe (Princeton: Pri c—Eb U.F., 1

9 P.98
181bid., p.94. o /)4\

1%1bid., p.11l. ’ ,

’

© . *"Battenhouse, Marlowe's mamburlaine, P.167, o
' 2lpoetry and Humanism (London: Caggi 1950), 9.54.

e
v " . N o
\ 221bid., N_\ - . el . s ,“""’;“ ) - 4
. . - . . . 2 e Tl i
. ) ) R S N ) ;‘ RN
. Sl - ;

Pl
».,ﬁ:
P




58

her references to "heaven, which Tamburlaine's pride impels
him to defy," and to "the Divine Justice that purSues Tam-
burlaine,”?? as well as her refusal of a Marlowe-Tambur- '
laine identification,?" place her' quite clearly in the
2 Battenhouse ranks. ) .
- A novel, though poorly argqued, variation on the Mora-
- lity theme is that of Robert Egan. He identifies Tambui-

. laine's ethic at the beginning ‘'of Part One as deriving
, from-Machiavelli's Il Principe, and suggests that the

RS

,, dramatic appeal, at least of Part One, lies in Tamburlaine's
i having to choose between "the identities of conqueror ... )
;‘«‘,r X and human being.” The choice is apparently made at Damas- )

1 cus: “in slaughtering the virgins J}xd the populace, then,
, he denies the validity of his love for Zenocrate as well
3;” as his affinity for mankind as w whole."?® Egan fails, to
explain why Tamburlaine, voluntarily reduced to inhumanity,
should then spare Zenocrate's father or, ineptly if judged
y Il Prmcipe, fail to kill Callapme. Egan is, fond of
a . . he u@roved assertion; he says, "death took Tamburlaine
o and with him all that he has achieved. This perhaps is. '
- .. . inevitably the ultimate statement of a conqueror play."?*.
" Even if the claim to be discussed in-the next chapter, that
Tamburlaine transcended death, is not to be accepted, it )

is still clearly not true that§Tamburlaine's death meant
the loss of all that he had aclieved. The empire was firm

Ly - at his death in the play, and a belief that what they have
1O : built will endure after them has sustained more than
| emperors. |
“\:; , ' ‘ {Guy- Boas must be given the final word. He finds the 4 ]
' B;b)écal source for Tamburlaine, "the story of Cain and -
f‘?ﬁ, : : 23ybid., p.75. .
ot *'Ibid., p.54. )
A 3% up Muse of Fire: Henry V in the Light of Tamburlaine, *

S MLOQ, 29 (1968), 18-19, |
o R R \: a‘Ibid.' p.zs. ¢ . ,._&




Abel is eternal,® butf omits t#Ptell us who is Abel.
Bajazeth seems unlikely. Boas approves of Marlowe's °
- P moralizing 1ntention,‘ "let us take note of the examplé T
- which Marlowe has exhibited in Tamburlaine as Hitler in 7
lustory” but criticizes uarléwe for.inserting scenes of ° )
excessive cruelty. "Aristotle laid it down in the Poetics
. that the atrod%?;us must not be shown upon the stage," and
"the world's greatést dramatists ‘aibide by Aristotle." ’ Cog
Anticipating the .obvious response, Boas turns on Shakes-
peare and objects to the blinding of Glouces er: “nor does
J.t seem necessary, for this scene to be enact  before our
eyes." / ’
It is lucky "for Marlowe that Boas, J.ike tbe rest of -
. the Battenhouse battalion; will excuse the lapses o:ﬁ:ste .
in the light of theé "clear moral lesson ... on the -
less degree and incredible nature of evil with which. at &ny

moment civilization may be confronted."?’. :
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imamwz. THE ETHICALLY DETACHED ARTIST , )

Bevington, Duthie, Hunter, Quinn, Powell, and- Spence

Not many critics have been willing to accept Marlowe <
as an artist who did not try to infuse’ his work with his
. own philosophy or moral’izi.n . The few that have must
,hecessarily be forced into gome attempt at finding a purely
'/ dramatic quality in his pléys. i
. Da;{id Bevington icitly rejects the Morality theory
)' of Tamburlaine and finds that the physiological explar@tion
.’ of Tamburlaine's death, given in some detail by the First
Physician (2 Tam. V.iii.82-90), is a deliberate repudiatxon
by the playwright of “the moral i:bplication of the sequénce
.that has led to this moment of death.® Nevertheless,
. Bevington argues, Marlowe had not escaped completely from
“the dramatic tradition of cause and effect, “of sin and
. rqtribution.‘ Of Zenocrate's "Behold the Turk and his great
* emiperess” (1 Tam. V.ii.299), he says, “the question of cau-
' . sality ... seems to have been imperfectly resolved in Mar-
1 ‘ lowe's mind."! Bevington be eves Marlowe's sympathy to
' " have been wii:h,'l‘amburlain}./::d thus the dramatic tension .
is "between a chronicge/ of life that exalts great deeds ...
and a structure inherited from a moral drama."® The dra-
matic effect 18 thus accidental and derives from Marlowe's
h\abili.ty to write a chxonicle. Bevington does not, how- =«
ever, explain- why Marlowe should have’ felt it neceséary to

?

: lprom Mankind to Marlowe (Cam. Mass.: Harvard U.p.
1962), B 1518, ~ e, - L

11bid., p.-2M.- | | 4

: ¥*Marlowe’s Spectacle, * Tulane-Drama Review, 8 (1964),
5 198, o : ‘ S

g S
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work within a Morality framework for Tamburfaine but not
. for Edward II.° ' v .-
Jocdélyn Powell sees a similar fusion of the Morality
with the chronicle, but, unlike Bevington,‘ feels it to have
been deliberate.® Sirce Marlowe combined "thé emblematic
traditidn (of the Morality) with the forward impetus of: s s
narrative,® " Powell reasons that the characters function
at two levads. The examples cited are interesting.
Zenocrate “is notwonly the hero's wife ... but represents
ms ambition, and the achievement of that ambitionis’
symboliZed in her coronation. ' "The supplicant virgins
recreate the image of Zenodrate," and » in the exchange with
Zabina, Zenocrate "represents her huéband's enmity for
Bajazeth."> Powell obsefves\ that, when the 'netkgs of the
Morality and those of the ¢ nicle e into éo‘nﬂic’t,'/
"Marlowe ... (is) more interested in - ’e integrity of the
synbol than of the faple."* This obs rvati explains -
"Tamburlaine 's lamenfations ori%fthe death of kﬂenocrate N
which will not do af a man's fee"’lings <us Marlowe is no?
descrlbmg the event, he is imaging' 11:8 significance."?
Powell's’ insight into the Elizabethaninterest in-the power
of the moment rather than in the passifg of time s most’
valuable. Too many critics have tried to ﬂnd in Marlowe'é’
work the kind of apparent philgsophic and psychologicaql
consi te'%y and jog;ntlistic reporting of a sequence of j - '
events' that one Sees as the hal;mark only of relatively
modern work. It is a pity that Powell should finall

;8 "Marlowe's Spectacle,” 'l‘ulane Drama Review, 8
195, v . a

“Ibid., p.210 . o LN e
_®Ibid., p.204,207, 208y ., - . - . -
. ¢ Ibid., p.%OS . . T R

7 Ibid., p.208. Harper, ed., 'ramhurxaine, p.xvi. malgu

a similar point: ,“the passages ipn uriaine which make ., .-
little sense as narrative sequence exist to  make -their - &nt. ~

as dramatic emblems, eak:h one ‘capable of- couih\micatiﬁq tl Q
intellectual content throuqh appul to t}\a eya and cf yecm- \
ing its own pageant waqqon. 2 A
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© struggle ‘and crisis- where no

"‘decide to enlist in the Battenhouse- rafks and agree that

. the play is ultimately a Morality on' the 11mitat10ns of
the human will, since such an agreement necess:.tates the
acceptance of Tamburlaine's death ag ‘defeat, a very dub;\.-
ous proposition indeed.

G.I. Duthie suggests that Tamburlaine assimilYites both
Death and Beauty after struggles which give dramatlc meaning‘
to the plays. ‘He argdes that "at i Tam. v.ii.72 ff. (the -~
fear by Zenocrate for her father's, life) we have a psycho-
logical crisis in the hero” which was prepared for by
Zenocrate' 8 earller plea .for the Damascus wvirgins ("Yet
would you have some pitie for my sake" (1 Tam. IV.ii. 123)), ,
and that the crisis centres on "the quest:.on of ‘Honour - < .
versus Pity,"™. Pity ‘being part of Beauty. . Notwithstanding
Hunterx's enthusiastic endors DuthJ.e is seeing

Rd_s)r. Tamburlaine does
say to ler father that “Zenoc'réte is "she that hath calmed J ‘
the fury of my sword" (1 Tam. V.ii.374), but he had earlier - )
said of jazeth‘s fate, "This is. my mind and.I will have 1t o
"so", (1 Tdm. IV, 1i.91), anq nothing has happened to suggest < ‘
. that the libetation of the Soldan is anything more than the .
whim qf asman whose decision is its own ]ustiflcatlon.. ﬂ. BRI

Duthie argues more convincingly fQ\r a smi"lar conflict (
in Pa.rt T™wo._ Death is "an even more dangerous foe," but . -

© sIpid.,. p.209. - ) (f -
.  Y%The Dramatic Stricture of Marlowe's Tamburlaine tRe .

Great, " English Studies (Essays and Stujlesi » NS1 II§ZaS :

Y07-109.=- . -
‘10w accept Prof..essor”buthze s suggestion that the psy-, B

‘chological battle against Zenocrate's beauty ... is the .

greatest of - Tamburlaine's. battles. FEaving reconciled the

warring and. incompatible princxples represented by Zenocrate - :
~ and himself, peace and war, beéauty and valour, he achieves o 5
stability ... the audience can go home with sonre kind of K

~resolution in their -minds, " G. K. Hun¥er, "Henry IV and the - .
Elizabethan Two-Part Play " Review.of English Studies, 5
- (1954) , -239. 5 : -

A

“a
°



o .o ‘*‘aﬁ and other critics haye ane the same discovery. narper L

n N ' - - make hls point cleér.":’," Nelson does not offer j,t, but é}-'_

A all usurped ‘the thrqne of a 1egitimate monarch, Mycetel.

o

" *his (Tambirlaine's). spirit will survive of esrtﬁ in his
¥ - flesh--l\;.s sons w:.ll continue his cqteer of conquest-—-and
— . % he himself will ‘pass to a higher existence. 'Ifhus. essent- ’
O 1£I-yJ Death has not ﬂefeated himas"? .
- 'Q\heﬁe is textual support for th\ls content':'ibt: °

L My flesh, divided .in your -précious shapes, .. -
o : Shall still retain my spirit,, though I die, '
o _ And live in all your seeds immor lly - Lot
‘ e (2 _Tam. V. 111 172-74), - b SN o

‘ _and, ] - ! : B
- .o . : those: powers
R - That mean t'lnvest re” in a higher throne ’
: Ve L (2 Tam. V.iii, %20-—21), o VI

says that Tmnburlai}\ﬁ} conquers death hy “accepting it, by. -
é& - T ‘ afflrmlng the mortality of his spirit and its continuance
Tt . N 'p on earth m the’ sons 'whom he has ¢reated. W12 Timothy '
. .Nelson adds that Marlowe's" ,presentation of Tamburldivne 8
C death ... /turns out to be ... a crowning panegyric in dra-
" matic form on the departing and still triumphant conquerc;?t.,
. The reference of the Prologue ‘to Part Two,: "murderous '
_Fates throws all his triumphs down, " p::esents a difficulty .
but: Nelson points out that,, "if Marlowe had wanted tl;e last
. . . scene of Rart ‘Iwo to say what. the’ Prologue makes it say, .
’ there were. plenéy. of dramatic pointers he could haye usgd to’

ulld .

-

P pOSS:I.ble explanation-ef the Prologue, reference is simply . L
-+ % _ . that Marlove wished tp be. politic.. "Tamburlaine has. after L

d, in the era of’ Elizabeth,, Marlowe may have felt it wise .

gt © ~to pay pessing lip-service to the ultimate folly of luch ah/
A i - action, whatever the actua}r’ direction of the pICY- E
- A e - ‘ |
D b X . J. 1 "‘The Drmab%:t:uctﬁre, pp 118,.120: . w “ .
ik -t '( R \»”Harper, ed., urlaine, p.xiv: LooE B
41} " © . r ./ Y3%Harlowe and his Aud nces al Btua qf Tanmurlaineo

. ., -Southern Review: . An Austral an Jour g_g g""-mm dnn; %
Te ., ‘a W' 3:.( . ¢~ . 1: '."r N 5

1%1pid., p.251.



o Michael Quinn roposes an attraotive theory. "rambur- ¢
%; ‘ *EEEE 8, probably as a hypothesxs, the ided o\\h\moral-
ity that is complet Y self contaxned " "Tamburlaine and ) -
B his'companxons are Justlfled in their ambitious quest h

beoanse they have a genuine %hlrst and hgnger for power ..t
(and) because they havzf%he abilities to satisfy those’
‘ desires."!® Quinn als detects j didactic quality in the
-, o ﬁlaf: ”Tamburlazne is distingul hed from other characters
‘ ’!in‘that, for him, profese;on and performance are identical
. PP Marlowe‘s‘demonstration'of how' contemptible is the X
‘ ' failure to equate one/! s actions with one's words represents

‘ﬁ‘: a demand for abselute’ 1ntegr1ty $n the individual: that ¢
nl6 ’

- < one be true to oneself in a special sense.
e ,l . Perhaps . ﬂ&timldated by ‘'Duthie's suggestions, Quinn
o kK finda that-Marlowe's h§bothesxs of freedom 1s weak because
;‘ ; Thmburlaine has to cope with the.probléms of Beauty and
o Death, but, Quihn does not admit the possibility that the
A weak hypothe&is is his and not Marlowe'swT> .
. The first twentleth-century critic to clalm Marlowe's
) artistic ang ethical detachment from Tamburlaine is Leslie ~/
i . Spence. Séeing the playg as anlmated history, she feels ) ) ~é
that, after ahowiﬁq Tamburlalne § invincibility in the first .
two ‘acts of Part Oné, Marlowe'was faced with a problem which -
he did not resolve unt11 after*the third act, which she finds
%  “weak and uncertain.” “She. suggests that, "by the end of Act
Y - - II, Marlowe had ‘made Tamburlaine so0 gloriously ‘invincible.
#° " that the eentre of interest could ho longer be physical ‘
" strife. Hence the inner struggle and the love story."!’ -
. 'She does not documént the inuer struggle but it can ‘only be ’
the same painful assimilation of Zenocrate's. qualitles that

Duthie iaw. , . . - £ .
. ¢ ok
'\ ‘ "'The Freedom of Tamburlaxne, MLQ, 21 {1960), 315-16.
o “Ibid.,p.318.~ . ‘ S '

>
[
i

,}?#Tamburla ine and uarlowe, p. 620, oL .



.+ HEssays (London: Faber, 1932),. p.u, 39: e: tha
- a aeﬁhet

Battenhouse, not surprisingly,” finds much \fav;t” "wMiss
-Spence's ‘attempt (to show that ‘Tamburlaine's quali.t:l.es are :
elements in sixteenth—century historical accounts and. not RS

roducts of Marlowe's imagination) fulls somewhat short of - -\
UCCPSS' ... these historical sdurces provide ys with no-~ L
source whatever: for the thfee moXt prominent episodes of .
.Part Two, the chariot scene, the Dlaspliemy sgcene, and Tam-
burlaine's impassionate fury .., al/the death of Zenocrate. ™%
He could also have pointed oyt that Timur the.Lame was.
known to have begun .as a_ leader, not as a ahepherd 18 | e
"' But Battenhouse is criticizing the very point that -
. Fieler compliments Miss .Spence upon. 2 What Spence.shows
is that; Marlowe manipulated his sources, thus revealing a .

conscious/ craftsmanship that-is in itself a dehi.al of’ any ' . o
notion of Marlowe's aspirations bubbling spontanhously out -
of his mouthplece. - \ .
Battenhouse shouid be grateful for any help he can get
in defeating hba.RanantJ.c enagj:es. ' ) -
. ‘: .
\ ) - . c » ‘ ;
’ L ' “
& 12 - ‘ i 3

' 18Marlowe's Tamburlaine, p.9. =~ - -
1%Levil, Overreacher, p.49. . o
“Fieler, 'l'amlzurlai.ne Part One and( Its. Audiemq, “Pe 2.

21p, 5. Eliot, “Christopher. aarlow& * in Elisabethan - = 2
r m wal T

ate and conscious workman; *

‘Marlowe and the Ear !%; p.25. B
laine ... 1is a wor Jof .ar ately
opus septem dierum.® :
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A . Chapter 13

. THE MIGHTY LINERS ‘ 4

»

‘Most dutobiographical critics, most nineieenth—centuxy ‘ -

" &2

cri,t;cs, Holmes, Granv¥lle-Barker, and c. s. .Lewig

/ ; Swinburne, in praising the "exquisite excellence of

various lines" while dismissing "the stormy monotony" of .-

Tdmburlaihe,' spogg'for most of the nineteenth century.?
Ellis-Fermor, who sees Tamburlaine as a poem rather than a
‘play,® may.reasonably be taken.to speak for those who can-
not see the work for what they- think is the man."
The-critical habit of pra#ising the line and damning the
play enlarged in the'twentieth century- to include a refer-
ence tO‘harlowe as clumsily preparing the way for' Shakes-
.peare. Elizabeth Holmes delights in the metaphys;cal '
quality of imagery that she finds in "the descrlptlons of
countless hosts and far-reachzng spaces ... to suggest the
* infinite."® There is '"a sensuous delight," she feels, in
the lines of thq}soliloqu? on "what is beauty"” (1 Tam. V.
ii.§7'ff ). but, on the whole, Tqmburlaine is onlyﬁa pré—-
pa:ation for Dr. Faustus, and, anywax, Marlowe "had. ot -
time to finish the discoveries he began. It would Be fOr

e ! , )

»

-~’fnqglgyé," Britannica, 1911. ' »
"Séé above, Ch. 3. T '
’Christogher Marlowe, p.25.
?;*see above, Chs. 4-9. ‘

. °‘{§gyectg 0of Elizabethan Imag__x (1929, rpt Néw York:

Rusuell 14 nusaell. 1955), p 19. ~ .
Ibid" p.zoo ’

e
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Shakespeare to carry on the good work,a S ’
Granv;lle—Barker 1% blunter. Marlowe’, he says, "never
became in fact very much of a dramatist" because "no number

of mighty lines 'will make a play, Tamburlaine, the product

~

of a "great poet, but primitive dramatist,” is part of “a
groping and stumbling towards the new;;hing,"the~presentingj
of a human being."® : ';

The greatest praise and the profoundest contempt is, - L
however, that of C. S. Lewis. In Tamburlaine, "the old , 'ii
type of villain starts up as hero ...'(and) Marlowe seens A ﬁ%

to be on his side. The play is a hideous moral - spoonerlsmz
Giant the Jackr-Killer."® The characters of Tamburiaine

"are as’gwarfed by their own poetry as -a circus master by\\
‘his own elephant. We forget Tamburlaine ... the Trochaic -
in "what is beauty" matters more than the whole pretense

~ of drama which is crawling about down on the stage fathoms
nld -

Lewis, 1nadvertent1y. makes very clear the basic errxor
of all the mighty liners; they have forgotten that a char-
- acter on stage (s, in fact, wﬁat he says. In Tamburlaine
particularly,‘where the word; at least of Tamburlaine,
becomes the deed," it is simply not possible to see the
person Separate from his speech.?? . . )

7Ibid., p.24. Levin, willing apparently to inco
the ideas of anyone. except Battenhouse, implies at one
the same opinion, that the sixteanth century existed~to o
for Shakespeare (*Marlowe Today,” b 23). - . Y 9

‘On“Dramatic Method (1931; rpt. New York: Bill & Wang
1956), PP. ., “ LT v

YEn 113h L1teratuxe in the’ sixteenth\cht  Exclud T
Drama ,—vﬂr—k T1T of The Oxford History of gnlg'—rr“?ggz%aﬂwﬁ;ii .
ed."F. P. Wilsdn and B. Dobrée (Oxford: <Clarendon; . Vs P52, %
‘ 10 1pid., p. 481 R T
11evin, 0verreacher, pp.42 62. s T

- 12Gegrge P-. Baker, "Dramatic Technique. in “;nue
*and studies, 4 *(1913), 177, finds that ;ra-buzlaing:s lmm.{w
Is4n "perfect dccord® with the :“unuayal & e tempera
ment" of a "clearly ‘conceived. éha:qpta;w \fthg“idig that -
speech is inseparable from stage-éharacter: 1tﬂcQ§§= -
argument of the concluding cha‘ bel N
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Chapter 14 s~

GOING THEIR OWN WAY

éé; o Allen. Beqley, Brooks, Camden, Cutts, the Feaseys, Parr, -
g;g . Warren Smith, Wehling. and; Wyler .
L

Criticism of Tamburlaine has been seen to fall into
. _two main categofies, that which sees the play as autobio-
! graphy and that which sees it, at least to/some degreejxas
= . a Morality. " There are a.number of critic&, however, whose
k " o approach excludes them from these two major groups.

;’ * : Lynngtte and Eveline Feasey are unique in seeing Mar-
4 . _lowe -as a Christian satirist. Fastehing, like Battenhouse,
N . on Marlowe as the divinity student, they think that he "saw
%q . himgelf in the role of David, reaching to his sling of - . :
%’ o * ironic humur to hurl a stone at that high and monstrous - \.‘j
Goliath.s Goliath apparently refers to the Calvinists in . :
i ' thefperson of Dr. whitaker, Professor of Dlv1n1ty at Cam- . .,
3 ) | bridge during Marlowe's gtudentship.; their proofs’ are B
fascinating. Referring to the slaughter of the Damascns
virgins and the torment of Bajazeth, they say that "Marlowe.
is using the story as a vehicle for satirical comment on the
.o doctrine of a Judgment Day when it shall be too late t@rory
for Aax‘cy The Calvinistic doctrine of irrespective re- - |
probation, a denial of the autonomy of moral law, is alleg-’ v
edly nndet attack in the whole Orcanes—sigismund episode,
s . where thu righteous are very, clearly victorious.® “The ‘, ol
Z- .- 4 Poaseys also feel “it is difficult not to beheve that

L “Mhilowe d the Chrlstian uumanists,‘ Notesbggg ' ' j
| Quer 1es. 196 (1951), 267-68. ' . C

- 4320 1w the Couuﬂnation Sexvice, " Notes and
¢ ’ [ :;5_.{@0 “i B} A 950) ’ 151 . - L ‘ - _
RS '!nazlowg anj the Christian ﬂnnanists, pP.267. -

;'?a"



. Marlowe's sympathies are with C’alyphasl" sinq‘ Tamburlaine's
speeches, "full of grotesquely bloodthirsty images, are L
intended as deliberate ridicule of these followers of arms."*
Indeed, they aigue that the gi

olence of Tamburlaine in word
¢ and deed is also a satire on the brophetic books of the ,
Bible, Isaiah in particular, which contain the concept of
a Scourge.’ | \ ‘ .
~ “ . They conclude ﬁhat "the Elizabethan church lost an
' eloquent and moving preacher when, by certain aspects of its
teachiné{ if lost the allegiagge of Christopher Marlowe."$
It is unfortunate that the Feaseys' argument presupposes:
‘ an audience which is pacifigt and easily horrified by vio-'

q L lence. The Elizabethan audience, fresh from the cock-fight
;nd the bear-pit, afeeunlikely to have shared the Feaseys'
gentle, principles.

..bgn Cameron Allen has another view of Tamburlaine.
Allen‘flnds "Tamburlaine to be one of the fortunati." ’ The
fortunati, accordlng to the theorles of Giovanni Pontano, .
an early s;xteenth-century Venetian, are those whose unfail-

‘ ing good fortune is determined: astrolog1ca1 + through

f " the stars, by the will of God. "To follow his impulses in

' ///’complete scorn of advige and admonition," as did Tamburlaine,

suggests Allen, " {Zs the hallmark of the fortunatus.®

& Allen overcomes hls own admigssion that "there.is no evidence ‘l,a

that Marlowe knew the writings of Pontano" by asserting that
; “the theories of_ Pontano were part of the atmosghere.

Knowledge by osmosis is a tempting coqcept., He also points
F.‘ : out that Tamburlaine "dies of old age," cbmﬂenfing that
;. "such things happgnéd only to fortunati."’
l
|
r
|
|

™~ “'Marlowe and the BHomilies,"® p 10.m ' ’
S"Marlowe and the Prophetic Dooms,." .356-59, 404-07,
419-21., .

. $"Marlowe and the Commination Service,*® p 159.

Fdrtunati{' Studies in Philology.w 38 (1941), 188-97.

7"Renaissance Remedies for Fortune:: Marloue and the ';4ﬁ‘
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farroll Camden Jnr. considers Tamburlaine as a study

of a humour. Camden cites numerous examples of Tamburlaine's
pride, fuly, violence, prodigality, thoughts of war and .
bloéd etc., and thus sees him as corresponding to the por-

v
‘
4 N
%
Y "
¥
9
g
%«Wﬂn\\

Rty
-

trait of .the choleric man in Robert Burton's Anatomy -of

L ikl
o>

Melancholy. In a masterpiece of condescension, we are told

v that "the case of Hamlet is an entirely different catégofy
from that of Tamburlaine. Hamlet is not a character which

( ) may be so summarily disposed of as to put him in a pigeon-
: holé labelled 'melanchdlic'. In Tamburlaine, hoﬁever, the
- _ Elizabethan drama was still in an embryonic stage."®
L Summarily disposed of indeed.
B ’ Camden is happy to elaborate, and suggests that Tam-

buryalne s gatl, the source of his anger, had not remained
" ‘witliin his gallbld%der and that, 'loosed, it brought de-
structive rancor to the entire body. There is also, appar-
’ ently, evidence of a deputative psychology within the play.
S " "When Tamburlaine is about to die, his sons undergo the
) . .same sufferings that he does." The eyidenées are Amyras' )f

&

.

~

Alas, @y lord, how ‘should our bleedlng hearts,

unded and Broken with your. highness' grief, N
E f - tain a thought 'of joy or sparke of Life?
R ' (2 _Tam. V.iii.161-63), - )

. and Celebinus' “Your pains do pierce our souls” (2 Tam. V. -
, 111.166).° : . . , K
A Johnstone Parr, acknowledging Camden's theory of the .
3 ' choleric man, seizes upon the First Physician's diagnosis .
£:.. " (2 Tam. V.i11.82-99), and says that it is "as a result of C
. his intense passion ... (that) Tamburlaine has occasioned )
: in his body en excess of febrile heat."!? There is astro-
logical ddnﬁer in the doctor's words, "Desides, my lord,

R '“Tamburlaine: the Choleric Man,“'HLN, 44 (1929), . & .
430-35. : ' :

R © %"Marlowe and Flizabethan Psychology,“ PhllOlOglcal . :
S ' Quarterly, 8 (1929), 69—7? ‘ . L
S ““Tamhurlaine 8 Malady,' PMLA, .49 (1944), 710. - _

~ o~ N -
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’ this day is/critical"™ (2 Tam. V.iii.&lf,’and Parr oontinues,
s “Marlowe ... left entirely to his audience's imagination the .
'~ specific planets which were woefully aspected when the acci- |
dental febr;le heat dried up Tamburlaine's blood, parched
: his veins, and so debilitated his humidum and calor (%he

o

i s T )
B A BN UK, SO

i ' moisture and natural heat necessary to life, according to

: Parr's source, Thomas wton's The Touchstone of Complexions
(1565)} that he was spybdily dispatched."!!

fJ Parr attempts to dignify this reasoning by cataloguing -

~~
b
o g)};ﬁ:}&” *

Sov
DA

it with Battenhouse's Morality approach and the Fortunatus

o
P

€heory of Alien; "it could be that Marlowe purposedly fused.
~. all three of these conceptions."'? " The attempt must fail.
It is just conceivable that the God of a Morality might c e
bring about the death of a 51nner by natural" physxological
causes, but Parr's stress on harmful astrological influences o
does not reconcile easily with Allen's reference to death by N
old age. v . )
Charles Brooks4eees Tamburlaine as a very masculine
Jehovah. It is essential to his argument that Tamburlaide 3
be‘whitewashed and Brooks is therefore prepared to’ defend '
the justice of the slaughter of the Damascus virgins. “In
his treatment of the Damascus virgins ... he acts ... as’
the scourge of presumptuous priq@? When the. first virgin, _—
. scolds men who fail to provide adeqpately for their women ‘
(1 Tam. V.i.24-33) ... her speech places the Damascans in a NS
bad enough light for Tamburlaine's late treatment of the g
virgins to suggest any angry Jehovah." Brooks must, of
course, see Tamburlaine's death as a triumph:. "death is for
him and Zenocrate'a new marriage, just as he goes to be
invested 'in a higher throne/as too high for this-
disdainful earth' (2 Tam. V.iii.121-22). This marriage in
death.-provides for Part Two the same sense of triumph as ’ &

\ i 1lIbid" pJ 714. c . . : Q. . ' . ‘\‘ .
| ”Ibid., p.704. . ‘ ‘ - DL

B 1S wpamburlaine and Attitudes to Wémen, " Journal of
- Eninsh Litera:z'ﬁistogx, 24957, 7.
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. the original marriage does for Part One."!" : ;ny

%ﬁ. The play, accoiding to Brooks, is largeiy an anti-

feminist tract. Zenocrate is early establlshed as a mind- ’
less object by her jnxtaposxtxon with 1magery of wealth in |
the first love scene (1 Tam. I.ii.82-105). The Turkish

: . concubines allegedly demonstrate a “feminine" preoccupation

LN

~

4
3

TR

~with mere reputatlon when they beg not to become the mis-

i",ﬁ"male can, ‘rise- above this trtv1a. "Tamburlalne s greatneés ’ 4
. - L) 1

is illustrated by an emp is on the natural dlfference

I between man and woman ... woman is made for love, man for

war. Tamburlaine encompasses th these natures ... when
he loves Zenocrate exorbitantly without letting that love
affect his virtue."!®

”As.various strong men ‘clash with each other .. . (and

o _ silly women presumable squabble over wealth and reputatxod}

Tamburlaine is the one who can impose order on the world."!?

. Like Brooks, Warren D. Smith argues for “the' 1mpecca—

) \_ bility of fambhr;aine though, apparently, without having
read Brooks' criticism. Smith somewhat inaccurately claims
that "hitherto no -one has mentioned, surprisingly enough,
how Qeserving each victim of Tamburlaine's scourge /is of

/ 'Godfs wrath. "‘ He argues the magnanlmlty, by Elfsabethgn

' stﬁndards, of Tamhurlaine s offe? to be51eged cities of a

« . chance to surrender, citing the threats of nenry V before
theggitas,of Harfleur as reflecting normal Elizabethan

: N

o, ) . ~ . VAl
Y; oo ) ) . N»"‘Ibid., p.10.~ h . )
Pi‘f N . b - 5 . ‘“‘Ibidg ? “pp.B“.l ' » N '(’ A |
st . - , ‘ 1“1]3“5-'0‘1"10' .- . W o
:g;f . ) ' . . I’Ibido. ps’- . : ) PO !
“ o ‘o ! ,4 N = ° - ’ ;\
w0 .18aph}a Substance of Meaning in T aine Part I,"
g**“i o0 'pl.159. 'This fs not Smith's only factual error: he also

. thinks: that Battenhouse.is the only pelpetrator‘of the tqnu s
. s&ct heresy, . thus neglecting Guthrie, Benet, Swinburne, .
‘and’ Leraqe (aoe above. Ch. 10). : i . :

&
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practice.!® However, Smith attempts rQ. justiﬁ’i&ation -for
the torture of Bajazeth or for the buh f Larissa,
thus avoiding the troubled waters that t face anyone _
attempting to force*l'ambprlai')aé into a conventional moral -

4 framework. "Pamburlaine the Just" ig not, though, the main
t/héme of Smith's criticism; he feels( that “"the substance of
/meaning in the play lies in a well defined conflict between
Venus and Mars and moreover in Venus emerging vi\:tori.ous."" -
The struggle is not dissimilar to that suggested by Duthie, ' R
“that Tamburlaine assimilates the qualities of &el%qcrate ) ‘ ' 'i«"‘-"
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after a painful struggle,?' and Smith offers as proof "the ’ |l
sudden change of mood (from the slaughter of the virgins to S
'what is beauéy' (1 Tam. V.ii)) thzt must have come from : . X
somé kind of struggle within the protagohist hiniself." The B
forgivéhess gf | the . Soldan' apparently marks the triumph of. Y
22 7The major difference between Guthrie o
and Smith is that Smith’/argues that Marlowe is resolving in Co i
-his drama a liter tension he discovered while at Cam- ( '/g‘i.‘fi
bridge. As surely as Battenhouse knows that Marlowe had
" read Isaiah,?® Smith knows that he had translated oOvid, -
associated with Venus, gmd Lucan, associated with Mars; and’ !
that Tamburlaine's relenting in-.the final scene of Part One
mdans that "in the mind of the dramatist, Ovldhas wregéed
. the laurel from Lucan."?" ' ’ ] /-
At the other extreme, John Cutts finds Tamburlaine to
be a coward and a charlatan who uses “a razzle-dazzle tech- .
‘nique” of inflated gnetoric. "His acts of vxlor amdunt to B
rather petty torture and killing," and‘ "his . i win L
whatever battij have to be fought for.hix!." i‘anb,‘rla ’ne‘ ‘ < .

Venus ?ver Mars.

.

+ 1971bid., gL158. ‘
2%ipid., p.162. . . - S Y o
*!see above, Ch: 11. - - , T L

| 22ugybstance of-.Meaning, " p.’lGS.{;; B

g ?3see ahove, Ch. 10. B, D
. Z%sgipstance. oﬁ Meaning," p.166.



"8neers at uycetes' "absence f}om the battlefield (1 Tam. é}y/”f

V. 16-17), and Cutts sneers’at Tamburla;ne for being in t
3 - same place. It is fortunate, Cutts says, that Tamburlalne(/ﬁ\
is never called 'upon to fight, otherwise his "bluff would
~ have been exposed."?’
- .. The superficiality of Cutgs riticism is echoed in
the faddish quality of his prose: “there is no Ulysses to °
make him (Tamburlaine) leave thesg/;azzle-dazzle weeds be-
cause this is the only way a Tamburlaine can operate."2®
The only critic to see Tamburlalne as a%ind of inade>
quate high school" text is Mary Mellen Weh11ng. She sayi of
*Tamburlaine-in two parts or both con51dered as a- unxt, the
play is too short for adequate character development,_,and
~ claims tha%, "if Christopher Marlowe had shown the same re-
\ . gard for his readers that John Ford did in introducing his
- characters of The Broken Heart with 'The Spea ers' Names -
N S Fitted to their Qualities', a literal trans)ation beside
\;f ' each name, he\I:bo have made readlng and haracte{»study (,/**
e ’ easigr. Shéi urs long in trying to remedy Marléﬁe ///
2 3 omission since "I believe anyone will.gét nev meaning and
_ satisfaction, and a mach broader understanding of Marlowe's .
i plays by substituting the Eng@%sh translation of their '
" | names."™ Since her opinion of “Tamburlaine is that it i "an
‘ . imaginatiﬁé drama, faithful to history where refords exist,"?’
- in direct contradiction?of history's guarantee thaf  Timur {;'
ﬂthe Lame began as a leader and not as a shepherd,?® her J
__theory has evidently benefitted her littled, . ‘ /
<, The same kind of unnecessary scholarship is t1:t'of'tpe
sgniologist Siéqfried Wyler.. Anxious to count ghe ord "king"

- ' 2Swramburlaine ‘as [fierce Achllles was'," Comparative
L Drama, 1 (1967), 106~ 08 .

Q‘Ibid.' p.109. ' . ‘ ' '

. ”'Harlowe ) Hnemonic &omino&ogy vith Espec1a1 Refer-
| ence “to Tamburlaine," MLN, 68 (1958), 2@3—47 ‘

"chin Overreacher, p.49.

~
-




: 93 times iQﬁ#he 2316 lgges of Part éne, Wfier c-mments that
\\;,‘ "ramburlaine's way to power and his making hlm--lf a king \
was the crucial issue of the play." Awvhore blatant state- r“5 L
’ ment of the obvious it would be hard to imagine.. Wyler s s
" _ argumenm is that sthe audlence s problem lies in acceptlng s 2
}/ﬁ the low—born’Tamburlalne as qug, and that this is achieved ° R
. through substituti "vertu" for the n ally regquired noble b
\ / .. birth, and througﬁ re1nforc1ng'E§f kln amburlalne associ- ° . .+
\ / ' ation by rfpeating the word "king™ constantly in juxtaposition . e
| /// to‘the-name “Tampurlaine", botﬁyin suppo;tive linquigtib
{ e contexts.? ! T iy - T
| /' ) e The most remarkable of Marlovian critics, howev is “. K
' Walter Begley'the Baconian. He of%ers‘threz\separate Qroofs _ <
that Tamburlaine beloﬁgs to Bacon. o ¥
3 .l "In Tamburlaine .1. there is a knoleSge of Tartar and M
Turklsh history drawn from sourdes which do not seeg&ﬁt ’ T

. present accessible even in the British Museum."®® Only ;

' Bacon presumably this information, though where he got .
Wht' and which particular items are being referred to, Begley;,w ‘ L
oes not‘make clear. ° - . . : '

- " Spenser' s line in The Faerie Queene, "at-every littlg

breath that under heaven is_ blownr (I,cvii,st, 32), becomea
! , ag every little breath’ th@t‘thorough heaven is ‘blown" . (2

. ) © Tam. IV.iv>124). This, sags Begley, "points towards Bacon

and his peculiar méthods. " The suggestion is hardly - .

. * + flattering to his idol. ¢ , .
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29%Marlowe's Tk of Communicating with ‘his S
- Audience as seen in:l ?”'-v-urlaine JPart I,” English Studies, RN
. .. 48 (1967), 314-%6. The same kind of research 1s cited by "
. "Fieler, "Tamburlaine Pairt One_and.Its Audience, R.60, when
, he reveals that Marion B. Smith-found one image to every
. 7.69 lines in the two barts. ~

. \ 30urhe Authorship of Tamburlaine and theébthfr ﬂhrlowe .
Plays," p. 254, ¢

~ 2810vfn, Ovefrmacher 9/ .

“e . . .lIbid.'.p.241. ‘ N v . * : / / { . :x"
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. +,Nelson fplls into the trap

“Chapter 15

. . A TENTATIVE CONCLUSION . ‘ ,

With reference to the suggestlons of Harper, Lever,

Mendelsohn, and uelson ; v , y

-

) Timothy Nelson believes that the dramatliﬁeffect:of o
'goth mamburlalne plays derlyes from the denia -
expectations. "He (?amburlalné) possesses ... those traits,
which 1n tragedy tradltlonaldy provoke retribution’ from

of audience

fate ... arous;ng in the audience a confident expectat}dn " ’ T
that Tamburlalne s ‘stidpendous arrogance will be punished . b
with an unusually terrlble fall.™ ‘Sinde Nelson finds

Tambu%lalne’s death to,be a victory, it follows that "the o

apparently unrepeatable trjck played on the -audience iq’ / b
ParT,One 'is repeated -in Part Two."!" ' : AN *
. After recognleﬂb that the plays' appeal Jies somehow' ‘,N\ .-

in the manlpulatlon and’ th lnvolvement of the audience,‘ C N, '7

trylng to prove that "Tam- -

- burlaine is strlctly Just."’ Any such attempt to subor- ..
dlnate Tamburlaine 'to -a conventional morality wxll always y
‘doom the propdnent of the'argument to’the &angle of sophis;,\
try. wﬂefe is no: reel excuse. in our world for the impaling
o of-ﬂu(virgins or for the burning dSf Larissa.

4 Nevertheless, Nelson offers other insights. "Recog- .
‘nition 6f one' 8, true self will always involve an instinctive N
L © recognitio of Tamburlalne as .,. the controller of Fate," & | 2
Nelson szZ/ citing Bajazeth's awed- | S -

¢
% L] 3

1"Marlowe and his Audience: a Study of Tamburlaine, ,
‘Southern Review: an Australian Journal of Litera;y §Eudlea

"(U. of Adelaide), 3 (1969), 249-51. | .
) v
zIbid., p.254.. . ;“ \ . s
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But such a star hath 1nf1uenc gn his sword

| o ., AS ru1e§\the skies" and counte nds the gods - L. \
- ) ' (1 Tam. V.1i.69-70).° ° k. ¢ : . "

i
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He also refers to the aspiratlons" of Orcanes to f111 the
: sea with bodies (2 Tam. I.i.33-38), of Ba]azeth.to have a ' .
£oos . cast?ated Tamburlaine as guardlanﬂgf his saexaglio (1_Tam. Tam.
FIY.iii. 78), and of Mycetes to- ‘have Cosroe "by the head"
(1_Tam Tam. II.ii.11). He comments that men fail in Tambur1a1ne

because they have overestimated their own capacity.* - o

o Harper says of Tamburlalne ‘that it 1s “the great drama -

' ‘of ‘primal will, and nearly all 1ts characters are caught TN

' up in the same pattern as the hero." There is "scene after
scene in whlch the characters v urge, exhort, or theaten -
to impose thelr will." Tamburlaxne 1s "an orator's handbook 1

E 1 come to life ... in the recurrlng pattern of the exhortation._
E ~ But, like Nelson, Harper flnally falls into error. "The real - L
f(‘ i . theme of the play is the 1nev1table frustration of ‘even the '
r ' . most t1tanic will by’ circumstances and mortallty.“‘\ Nelson - ' i
[ e ] at levgst real:l.zed that Ta;nburlalne s ."final claim that The \‘: e ‘
. , ‘is being translated to a’ throne among the gods ... is
k accepted and upheld."” o : T , _
3 = , " Katherine Lever, makes _observations. 51mligr to those of’
: Nelson on the effect of Tamburla;ne s vision and on the o
- - manxpulation of the au ience. She claims that, to some
' ' ‘ extent,,'the dramatic nsion of the/play is based on the(
{. interaction of the visual image of Wan's descent_into °~ X
. X brutality and the auditory 1m§69 of man's quest for d1v1n1ty,
and continues' . we expect certain modes .of behaviour from a, - -
sheﬁherd lord king, emperor, or lover, but Tamburlaine is
courteous .when, we expect rudeness, and ‘cruel when we/expeot ‘ L ;
v S s ;’Ibi.é}.j p.‘259v. . ) ‘, . v . ' g i
.4 ‘ibid., p.253. Y R P, Ly
'\ ‘J. W. Harper. eqd., Taqburlaine}‘b:xi. ‘ RS '

R

- - “e1pia., p- xiv. : S ) _'\\
oo “7“Marlowe and bxs Audxence,“ P- 262. .. o e




magnanimity. "8 L ’)

Ce

‘The manipulation of the audience in these way is not - -, ;:ﬁ

" " . _ her ogl% theme. She p01nts out" th;{ "the p wer o quburf ~3':§
* "laine's 1maglnatlon is nowhere more evident fthan in his . S,

- 1nfluence on Zenocrate. After a_single speech of his, she R R
changes-her address to him frdmgshepherd to lord {1 Tam

°§y  I1.ii.33)."* other critics have noted ‘the power,of the . : T

‘hero's 1maglnat10n og,the other aracters and on the ) .f

audience,!? but no one has‘heen led to her questipn* "does . .

“a man have a coherent character of his own, a separate ' , _

entity unaffected- by the imagination of himself and others?"1? ‘{yi

. h ° She, does| not answer her own question but the question itself . .~ T

' suggests an. approach to the kiays.

) ’ Leonard Mendelsohn outlines a theory of drama that

.seems partlcularly appllcable to Tamburlaine and which will-
accommodate\the observatxons and speculations of Harper,

. Léver, .and -Nelson. "Characters qre vision—produczng agents
... As one character exerc;ses hls ablllty’to affect the
situation and to cast roles, he intrudes upon the vision of o

- of another du:e@tor."u \fendelsohn L

Pl
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another character i

4
Y o X - A
AT, 7 S M ¢ AT BT o

7 N ® "The Image &f Man in Marlowe 8 Tamburlaine," p.426ﬁ Lt
L : *Ibid., p.245. S o
. B "Fleler, "Pamburlaine and Its: dience, pp{48;60, notea‘ ' 3
N thay "extreme cohfidence, and full gcceptance..o the . . g el
. . - = Scythian's destiny by every member of his entourage persuar* N
; B .sively invités the-audience to share the same attitude,” as* . "7
- well as rather tediofsly ceunting the lines to sh that the $ -
: -, ' bulk of the images are condentrated’ in Tamburlaine's 'spééches. . =
o, -~ , Battenhouse, Marlowe's Tamburlaine, p.324, agrees that, "by - * *
r & . - his soaring Words, he wins Theridamas, spell-binds fenocrate, -

. . inspires his’ whole army and completely’ fascinates the reader,” .
% . ‘ - Frye, Anatomy of criticism, p.382, speaks of a "con 1nuin PRI
-

r

. imaginative sdEjéctlon to the story. ‘None 'of these critics, ., e
~ however, followed thé thought to any conclusions about- its . A
. importance to Tamburlaine's essential dramgtic quality. -

; 4, %)
E ‘ ’ ) LJ'Thé Image of Man," p.427. ' ' - o
o e 12 mphe élayer as Director: _an Approach to character, el
L Comp rative Drama, .6, No. 2 (1972); 116. ' - | v i
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. also indicates that the actor himself will inject something .,
{ . ‘new‘into the function of the chafacter/direotor; but this is
i{ ’<7 -a complication not necessary to the present discussion.

= . ~ If one examines any protagonist as a "v151on-produc1ng

4

"13

agent rather: than as an "inert replica of a real man off-

; . . 'stage, the puzzling presence of a dramatic quality in plays

3~‘. ' ike Tamburlaine, where there is no psyohologigal_ﬁ;ggiism,",
' ‘zs explainablei - ‘ -

In Tamburlaine Mycetes himself makes it clear that an’
essential of the kingly role is the abillty to create a’
compelling vision,

.o Yet insufficient to express the saﬁe. : ‘/-
. : " ! 'Good brother, tell the cause unto my friends,
. o I kpow you have a better wit than .I (1! Tam. I.i.l1l-4),

hough he does not understand that, persua51on, espec1a11y in

- texrms of promising concrete reward, must be* no part of it,.
i

Tge%jigging vein. of his reprimand to Cosroe,

" : ' Monster of nature, shame unto thy. stock,
' That dar’s presume thy sovereign. for to mock.
.* . Meander, comel. T am abused, Meandef
B (1_Tam. I.i.1®4-06), , ' ,

K raisbs the interesting,gpeculation as~¥o whether he speaks:
t@ , likg that because he is weak or whether he is weak becaﬂse
he speaks like that. Since all one knows of a character is --.
what he says or does, and.gggi other people say and do. 1n

T m e T e

reaction to, him, it seems o vious that, at least on stage,

B N speech is inseparable from character. .
T s -); Certainly,the possibility of anyone not paxt1c1patii )
o " in his visfon doés not occur to Tamburlaine when he eXClalmS, Y
b - : ' - pisdains Zenocrate to live with me - L . ‘
T : © Or you, my lords, to be my followers? Ty
’ : (1 Tam. I 1ii 82 83)0 . 4
’ Lo THe ' tines to Zenoorate beg;nning ”Think you 1 weigh, bhls

_treasure more than you?' (1 Tam. . ii.8 ff )“farm another n
““Come live with me and be .my| love." The ﬁiSion that Tambur-« 2
o "laine presents to Zenocrake, that “will be "drawn amidst

I

L3

]

14\ ’ B
» "Antonin Artaud, The Theatre and .its Double,. transl ‘\
qtry kichaxds {New York: _Grove Press,,I?EB), p.48. .

o~ ' " .
' ¢ R .

et - ' Lt VA P -

e
» »
LR P \\"’./ .
‘ ' { Y
. . )
. .
f A
. . R
., b .
' e
T, V.
.

R LIS



{

@

~,qu1te clesx that the eﬂigxn of the deﬁcrlptlon was not with

the frozen pools/And scale the icy mountains'® _lofty tops, "
‘isono'more a "real"™ world than is.the pastoral ideal, but
it éxercises the same Jattraction. ce
It is the same vision that Tamburlaine presents-tow
Theridamas, an alternative dniveréedwhere Tamburlaine holds
"the Fates bound fast in iron cheihs{" and where “Jove‘him-
self"” is Tamburlaine's ally and paymaster (1 Tam. I.ii.l64,
,207). b ~ L .
Theridamas has ho answer to the' unlverse that Tambur-
. laine creates in.th lnstant, but he’ clearly understands that
he is being compelled, not to rise in the world he has under-

stood but to”part1c1pate ln a new and alternative reality.

Hig soul ylelds because of - whgt he hrmself defines ‘as 'stronge?

enchantments (1 Tam. I.ii. 223). . ' )

Tamburlaine will expel from hls v131on,those like/
Calyphas who cannot play the role he has assigned‘ their
.vision i8 not permitted to xnteract with his. This is not
to pxeclude the p0551b111ty of Ancorporatlng the visions of
others when they can be- ‘accomodated. It is not Tamburlaine‘
who first calls’ himself the Scourge of, God, although he !
flrst mentions the term. When he ‘says "I that am termed -
the scourge and.wrath of God” (1 Tam. III. 1ii.44), it is

S~

hlm. o . .

\\\t It ‘has occurred to no critic that, when’ Tamburlaine
w

-

\

“evii, 29)

,the complexity

ice echoes Menaphon § promise- to- Cosroe, 'And ride in'#
.trlumph thrq h Peraepolls (1 Tam, IX. v‘49 50,54), he is
being ironlc. Ay sttghqmythxc exchange that follcws shows
that klngshlp is important to ‘Techelles ahd Umsumcasane,vnpt
to Tamburl ine, He is ‘the. bestower of . kingship. . His refer-
‘sweet fruition of - aﬁ earthly’ crown® (1 Tam’. TI.
a reference to the goal of others. which he has "
. incorporate 'into his own v;aidn.d

ehce-tclft

Whereas -
.of each ch;racter s part;cipating in. and

e dramatic teqpiqn of most: plays derivea fron‘i:
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therefore changing, the roles assigned him by himself and
by every other character, the drama of the Tamburlaine

' 82

.plays depends upon the absolute- partic1pat10n of the audl-

"ence and the other characters in the one vis1on generated
by'TaMburlaine and contained 1n his 1mages.\ There is
room for us if not for our morallty, thoughnwe are some-
“times ﬁbrmitted to exerc15e conventxonal Judgement when
.Tamburlaine is not on stage and we can prefer Orcanes to
Sigismund. : | .,

:The-plays are like a vikrant still—iife.% Everything
is there at our first perception of it. As the eye takes
time to travel from detail" to detail, and, as the energy
of the composition continues to manifest 1tse1f, so the
audience takes time, the five acts of each play, tQVmove
to the circumference of the vision that Tamburlaine esta-
blished*wlth the present tense of ”

. this fair face and heavenly hue
Must grace his bed that conquers Asia
(1 Tam. I.ii.36-37).

Other visions are generated by chir characters, but they
are .either incorporated or shown t #pe 1nadequate. The
King ‘of Jerusalem casts ‘Tamburlaine aé a galley-slave

(2 Tam.’ III v.92-96), and Callaplne casts the renegade gaoler °

’ Almeda_as a king (2 Tam. IX¥I.v.130), but Tamburlaine's -

5

castiﬁg of the kings as chariot-beasts is the vision whose

ascendanny is never in doubt. Bajazeth casts himsel
the- heroqmartyr, o :

‘ Sacfifice my heart to dedlh and hell
A Befgre I yield to such a slavery
T h (1 . IV.iL, 16—17). y .

but cannot play the part, and is reduced to the pla;
*uniess I eat I die” (L Tam. IV.iv.96). He will play

roke alloeated to him in Tambufialne s .vision. ‘)
N veryone derives his meanxng from Tamburlalne, and‘

‘ .specifically gtom Tamburlaine's speech. . Critics have seew

iné%rnal.ptruggle in Tapburla £he s admission that Zenocrate's.
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"y but it is Tamburlaine who has endowed Zenacrate with signi-

: "sorrows layi more siege untoc my soul” (1 Tam. V.ii.92$,“

PR L

ficance: "This is she with whom r“am in love® (1 Tam. I.ii
108) . ' ,

The problem of death'has disturbed some of the same W, - v
critics, but Tamburlaine endpws death w1th meaning Just as

. Ves -
wnt LN L wmis Fg ¢

" he does Zenocrate. It cap be a tool of his v1cﬁory, as . R

¢

when he charges Techelles to show to the Damascans "my seri’ R
vpat Death" (1 Tam. V.ii.54); \it is a " controllable “means of = %
effectlng reunion when he has Zenocrate's body embalmed, R
“though she be dead, yet let me think she llves,“ settlng '

the. sta for the future when "we both will rest and have one
epitaph"® (2_Tam. 'II iv. 127 134); or it can be a means to

astend "a higher throne (2 Tam. V.iii.121), a function of . . ‘f
death that Tamburlaine foresaw 1n his promise to:Thgridamas - g:~
that ' : " .

Thus shall my heart’ be still comb;ned with thine’ )
ntil our bodies turn. to elements g
.both our souls aspire celestial throneb. v“ A

. I.i1.234-36). ’

It is imposé;ble to argue that death was either punishment or B
surprise to Tamburlaine. \lg was ass;gned its place, its role, - %g
from the beglnnlng.. - C, LT

BRI

Marlowe deliberately 'tests the degr€3,o£ our entry into

the protagonist's world. The 5u@den‘§§itch from the impéle-‘" ”,f

.ment of the virging to a gonsideration of Beauty is sfich a
test. Marlowe is denying us the: conventional\response to
the virgins" imminent dgath. He will tell the audience’ how e

~they must feel; he will assign them their rj: 5

A brief reference to! two other of Marlowe's plays will
demonstrate the validity of this approach.

Gaveston's opening lines in Edward II, when he compares
himself tao Leander, is part of a homosexual vision generated
by the amourous lines™ of a "sweet prince. ‘_Theuaudieﬂéigis .

E. S

N

’”See above, Ch. 12.- L o >

Y
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4. again being tested; it is&invited to reject the images be-
;;~causé they are created ﬂ}:a homosexual in an age when devi-
afion was a hanging matter. But there is no. rejection.'\The
- - /-audience is belng denled the approprlate response here just . ~
‘as it will be when- 1ts chauvinlstlc support is elicited for ‘
‘homosexual Ed¥ard against sthe BthOp of Coventry who will
appeal to the hated see of Rome against Edward's affair
with Gaveston. The audience will support what Marlowe
thinks fit. C
~ - The characters of Edward II wish to direct as ardently
' as did. those of the Tamburlaine plays. Gaveston proposes
to. fill.the court with Ttaljian masques (I.i.55 ff.), Mortimer - .
,Junior visualizes a hanging Gaveston (I.ii.28 ff.), and _
Canterbury coﬁceives that "God himself is up i% arms"“ (I.ii.40).
But it'is Edward who has the only compelling- and consistent
visidn._ He gives ap the kingship for Gaveston as .he had
* promised when he said, < S ; o

But yet‘I will not y:.eld,/’<
Curse me, depose me, do the worst you can
AX.iv.56-57) .

' The ‘end of Edward is a loss for the audxence, there is_
-nothing so entrancing in Moré) ‘

- L world where he can ‘say, “the prince I rule, the &ueen I'do

ﬁ””;" ’ command® (V. iv 48),\but where . .it is Lightborn who' outLgnes

RO . the alternative méthods of murder, prefaced by an arrogant
% . "you shall not need to give instxuctxons (V.iv.29-37).

;" Mortimer can\only reply, "I care not how it is" (V.iv.40).

- Tambq&laine never has to choose. from another m7n's options

and Edward -II refuses to. \\ V

. ‘Marlowe showed he could ha 4

Tamburlaine and the llmited visi

a

mer Junlor s Machihvelllan

! ,

le the cosmic vision 1n

cb-existJng with moving

0 thou bewitahing fiend, ‘twag: temptation -
Hath robbedcme of eternal happiness (v.ii.87- -88) ,
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but Mephistopheleé had told him only the truth of the "eter-:

nal joys of heaven" (I.iii.78).. Faustus spea¥s in an almost
-.servile way to Valdes and gorﬁelius, "gentle frienlas, aiga ! .

me in this attempt" (I.i.112), when their help is clearly Y
not necessary® Casting himself as victim or rke'ophyte'is y
at odds with his vision of himself as he thag(will "join

. the hills that bind/the ‘Afr‘ic' shore" (I.iii’107), and it is \
the confusion of his vision that causes the triviality of )
its realization.

s et Hiios T

In Faustus, the protagonist's vision demands the imposar L
ible, like the imperative to "stand still, you ever-moving ’ ,

.l
o .
o Y O

- spheres of heaven" (V.ii.133), but the grandeur of even an
imperfect vision created in such images compels the audi- ¢

e
o ey

f ence's attention. 1In thJ.s flnal soliloquy Faustus is
aware of God, buy there is no room—for God in .the unlverse-—

. ot 4t

vision he has produced. He has cast, himself finally.as .:

-victim and will brook no J.ntervention in his poetic reality.
Too many critics have attempted to define Marlowe 8 work
as a Romantic escape, a Machiavellian treatise, or a 'Morality.
To deflne it is to reduce it, as any definition must reduce ;, ' ‘
any work. There, are, p\f_}:ourse . Machiavellian, Morality, and :
v . even natlonahstlc references in Tamburlaine, but these are
like the allusmns o'our "real" world that one finds in a - -
fairy-tale, allus\lo designed to facilitate entry into a new '
world by creating a \feeling of vague familiarity. . .o
The great advan age of the theory of the character as a
K 5 . generator of vision is that 1t is not a definition but an
approach and,’ as such, neither denies nor attempts. to resolve

[ ¢ '

. the complexxty of the work. , i ;e \ SN
It also pemu.ts the consideration of the work as a whole.
Almost all the critxcs up until now have paid attention only
to a few 1nC1dents and to relatively few lines. N -The. first four
acts of Part One have been virtually ignored except for the .
"ride in triumph through, Persepolis (I1.v.49-54) ‘and S,
aspiring minds" (II.vii .12-29) refer[ences.‘ Part-Two has . . -~

l 3 .




"been simil&rly”sifted. The first three acts are apparent}y

‘‘while the fourth act is notable qnly for Olympia's piety:;

chaff except . for the Orcanes-slgxsnmnd eplsode in the secpnd, /

the death of Calyphas, and the burning of Larissa. -Onl the -

.-£ifth act of each play has been commented upon ‘at all f 11y,

with rathér m&te attention to that of Part Two since it\-
contains Tamburl‘aifie's death. . ™

theae are primitive dramas with a narrative framework too
frail for the mighty.line of their prehtor, a man whose ax
grinding was more i.'mp&‘{anto thén his playwrighting. ‘
.. . Such a concluslon 1s mam.festly absurd and derives from i
a cnta.cal refusal to look at the work as a whole and o

forget the libefks of a few small-minded bigots gnd jealou ¥,
meno R .‘;- . . , . ' . . k
i - ﬂ‘ \ ¢ N . » :’:
v ; a Y ' . N
Ed -~ - N ’:'
- f ,;
. . t
. . ) :
: ;
- ;
v S
’e ;
Y E
ROW K
4 .
<
.
‘;‘ ~y




— s
l- N
’~
O v
i
("
\ 2
N
N
\\
]
hY
. !
+
i
i
-
F
| .
| “
[
&
Il
L
s "
o
&
\
; ! .
Rl ] . "R
l '.
I
, ¥
v
re) ’
|
) ! ~
. e
ff
' v,
)
o—— ‘I
-
J ‘., 2t .
, * '::\l "

Bakeless, John.

Va

o N , x
CN - - , N ) ‘ " w .1
< Y rList of Wo*:ks Clted -

Allen, Don Cameron. “Renaissance Remed).es for ,Fortune'
Studies in Philology,

Marlowe and the Fortunati."“ A .
(1941), 188-97. ‘ ~f-/ - S
Artaud, Antonin, ‘The Thegtre and Ids Double. Trans.’ ’ .o ‘ 
Mary C. Richards. ' New York: Groye Press, 1958. e ~ '
ChrlstOphei' Marlowe: he ‘Man gﬁ_ his '_gim; .

New York: Forrow, 1937. L - - ‘
The Tragicall icall History of cm:.tnnhex Maxlowe. . o

2 vols. 1942; rpt. Cam. Mass.: Harvag:d U.P., 1964.

Baker, G.! P. “Dramatic Techruque in Marlowe."™ English ° :
Studies (Essays and Studies), 4, (1913), 172-82. . -
Bat ehhous‘\\e; Roy W. . "Harlqwe Recons:.dered. Some Reflec a"
on Levin's Overreacher’.™ JEGP, 52 (1953), 531-42. R
-‘Marlowe's Tamburiaine: a’'Study dn .Renaissance Horal_' o
’ Philosophy. - 1941; fpt. with correqtions,’ Nashvi;'_l.le Y | ' ;%
Vanderbilt U.P., 1964. ! ’ ' 4
——"Tanburlaine, the 'Scourge of God.'™ PMLA, 61 (1941),
337-48. | ca, T . :3
Begley, Walter, "The uthorship of”’ Tamburlaine,i and the | o ’ '{%
Other - C-hrxstOpher lowe Plays." Baconiana. 5 (1957) U ?
. 247-63. \ T - , " }" ,g
Bevington, David M. \From Mankind to Marlowe. " Growth, of PR
-': Structure in i:he. Popular Drama of Tudor - :__llam. Cam. §
Mas¥. : parvard U.P., 1962. v ~ o " X
_Boas, F. 5. Cihgi pher Marlowe: a Biographical and Critical

,F

e, ang. | ©

Study. 1940;. rpt:. I-Ondon: Oxford
- Marlowe and his C’ircle. 1929: rpt. Ngw York: Russell &,
- musse«;u 1968. - o S a - o
On Tucker Brooke')s Life of Marlowc. "MLR. 26 (1931), ..
460-62, - - T .. e 8




. rd
;;"7‘ ' . Shakespeare and his Predecessors. 1896; «pt.

| 'New York: Greenwood’ Press, 1969.
Boas,- Guy. - "Tamburlaine and the'Horrific." English, 8
- (1951), 295<77. - o s ,, .
‘ Bi:'adb}roékf M. C. Themes and Conventions in Elizabethan -Le
Tragedy. 1935; rpt. Cambridge: Cambridge U.P., 1960.
Brei‘eton, J. . LeGay. "Marlowe's Dramat.a.c Art Studied in .
. his Tamburlaine." ertmgs on Ellzabethan Drama. Coll.
’ . R.. G, Howarth. . Melbourne: Lothlan, 1948.. pp.65-80.

¢ Brooke, C. F. :'I‘l.lc:éker.~ The Life of Mariowe and Dido, Queen

R SRR
CE

ad

3
5
i
L
3

—————— " Gi— S ————————

|
. J
& . Of Carthage. The Works and Life of Christopher Marlove . <
o 6 vols. Gen.- ed R. H. Case. London- - Methuen, ‘1930 vel. I. '~
N — "The Marlowe Canon." PM 37 (1922), 1-51. N

Brooks, ‘Charles. "Tamburlaine and“4@ttitudes towards Women."
' - ELH, 24 (1957), 1-<1i. g BN
Bullen A. H..ed. . The Works of Christopher Marlowe. 3.vols., - 4
London: Nimmo, 1885. | * |
Camden. Carroll. "Marlowe a{‘xd Elizabethan Psychology. ,
~ Philological Ouarterly, 8 14929), 69-78. *|
“Tamburlaine, the Choleric Man." MLN, 44 (1929),

{ b 430—35' ) . ) N
8 o - ws
s+ Chambers, E. K.:-. "The Date of'Tamburlaine," Times Literary
ST S Supplement, 28 August 1930, p.684. . ’ S .

:Colg, unlas, Suffering and Evil in the Plays of Chnstopher

. T * Marlowe. .Princeton-, Princeton U. P., 1962,
Cutts, John P. "Tamburlaine ‘as fierce Achilles xgas."\
N . Comparative Drama, .l (1967), 105-09. T e
' Dick, Huqh‘ G. "Tamburlaine Sources Once More." Studies in - "

philology, 46 (1949), 154-66. ¢ /
\ Dodds, M.. Hope. -0On ElliNemor 8 edn. of Tamburlalne. uﬁg‘) . )
., - MR, 267(1931), 188-89. R R
o " 'Drake, Na s. Shakespeake aqd his Times. 16317; rpt.
i~ \ -2 vols. in 1, Nev York: Franklin, 1969. o v ~ '
5 - Duthie, G. I. "The Dramat:ic Structuge of Marlowe's Tamburlaine - ‘
; . A " the Greaty, Pa::tt I and IXI." .English Studies (Essays and ) \
U .. Studles), NSL-(1948), 101-26. 1 - . . P



Dyce, A., ed. ‘The Works of Christppher Marlowe., mndfm o N
< X Routledge, 1850. o 3 : S
A

A 4* r 4

- . a 1 .

S Egan, Robert. "A Muee of Fire: Henry V in the nght of .~

S a, Tamburlaine." - MLQ, 29 (1968), 15-28. , 2 3
-~ Eliot, T. S. "Christopher Marlowe." El'izabethan Essays.
' London: Faber, 1932. .pp.21-3l1.: U & v

ﬁ;lis, Havelock, ed. Christophef Marlowe: Five Plags. . , .

Introduction by J)n Addington Syhonds. 1887; rpt. N wk

. New York: Hill and Wang, 195;6, S T

Ellis-—Fermor, Una M. ) "A Note en Tamburlame. Times . S .?‘fi

s T 1
. therary Supplement, 8 June 1933, pP. 395 . ’ ~ !1
—————p/chrlstopher Marlowe. , London: ' Methuen, 1§27 b j

On Battenhouse's Tamburlaine: -MLR, 38 (1943),

46-48. o : o R L
- ed. Tamburlaine the Great. The Works and Life of . .
ChrlstOpher Marlowe. 6 vols. Gen. ed. R. H. Case. o .

°

London' ~ Methuen, 1930. VOi I1I. , o . A . K

Fanta, Christopher G. Marlowe's AgorustS‘ an Agg'roach to ggg
‘ Ambmuld:y of his Plays. ' Cam.’ Mass.. °*Harvard U, P.; 1970.
Feasey, Lynette and Eveline. "Max:lowe and the. Chnstxan i
| Humanists," Notes and Querfes, 196 {1951), 266-68.
"Marlowe and the Commmat:.oﬁ Service. botes and
., Queries, 195 (1950), 156-60. P .
"Marlowe and the Homilies. Notes and Queries, 195 ‘
g (1950), 7-10. .- | i A
"Marlowe and the Prophetic Dooms. . ‘Notes gi\g ”
Queries, 195 (1950§, 356-59, 404-07, 419-21.
fleler, Frank B. “"Tamburlaine Pnrt «One and I.ts deienca ".

329

4

Um.v. of Florida Monographs- Humanitles, tgo, 8.
Gainesville: Florida U.P. A\»961 S

Frye, Northrop. Anatom! of Critiqism. _Four l:ssag_g_._ 19*‘57:
rpt. Princeton: Princeton U.P., 1971. ° \ '

Gardner, Helen L. "'rhe /Sec& d Parb of Tamburlaine the \“ ‘
Gre\_at." MLR, 37 (1942), 18-—24. o v

. . RN ) ' i 3

RO

P




) . .Granville-Barker, H. 9_!_1_ Dramatic Method. 1931; rpt. i o0
New York: Hill and Wang, 1956. | o
" Grierson; H. J. C, Cross-Currents _i_l’l; Englisl; Literature- .
g __5 the Seventeenth Century. 19293 rpt. New York:
L < Harper, 19%8. o o ~ 7
"\., ; G?bs t,. A. B:, ‘ed. The Life and Complete Works in Prose .. °
1 A R - and Verse of Robe;t Greepe. " 15 vols. 1881-8 % rpt..
: LT o Néew York: Russell & Russell, 1964 .+ Vols. Vi,SviI.

Guthrie, Tyrone. "Tamburlaine and What It Takes.™ | Theatre
i Arts Monthly, 40. fFebruary 1956), 21-23, 84-86. g
N ~Hallam, Henry." Z_[g:_x;oduction to the therature of Europe
. ‘ 3‘_ the Pifteenth, Sixteenth; and Seventeenth Centuries:
o ’ 1834 rpt. 4 vols. in 2, New York: Crowell, 1880, Vol TT.
SR Harper, J. W., ed. Tamburlaine.' _-&ondon : New Mermaid, 1971.
, Hart, H.. C.’ "pamburlaine and(Primaudaye." Notes and ‘Queries,
o 14 (1906), 484-87. 504-06. S -
* Hazlitt, William. . "Lectyres on tHe Dramatic therature of
the Age gf Elizabe;.g} The Collected wOrks of william :\
. Hazlitt.l 12 vols. Ed. A. R.. waller and Arnold Glaover
E . Y . '; London: Dent, 1902,'Vol v. K ‘ \
' ‘Bebel, J. W., ed: “The Motks' of Michael Draytor. 3 vels. =
=~ ~Oxford: 'Blackwell;[1932. Vol. s T A
S * Heriﬁerson, Phillp. And’ Mornlng in his Eyes: - -a Book abo(\ﬁ't -
, Christogher Marlowe. f Lor&d"on- _Bor y§wood } 1937. N
ok ----+-—-Christogher Marlgwe. London o ngmans, Green, 1956
. Hoimes, Elizabeth. Aspects of ElizabethaM Imagery. 1929; -
", rpt., New York: Russell & Russell, 1966. . L&
- Horne, David H., ed. . The Minor Works of George Peele. '
\ ye\whaven- Yale U .P., 1952, | E
‘ Hotson, J. Leslie. ‘The Death of Christopher Mar lowe. 192‘5 ;.
‘ T ¥ _Ipt, New York: Haskell,»l%s c . i ?
S ‘Hubbard, F. G.- - "Possible Evidence for th% D'age & o ‘a\irlaipe.’ " .
<o PMLA, 33, (1918), 436743, : L B :
RN \ Hupt, J. H. Leigh. Imaginpfn.on and fancy: Selections f‘rtm ] §
Y ' the English Poets. “2nd ed.,“lBM“ rpt London. Smith: e
ifldar. 1845. - , . R L é
. :

¢ ' o4
} , ' ~
. . v I -, , \n— ®

.y A\

o St “ - R
. ot e . LAy e . ‘ . . . . . ;
: s L g W, 5 B . . . e . NI
.n.’em."d‘u.‘i.‘lh\:b&:\ R T D N N S | SO SO P S A SR IN SR S S it IR WY TR T O



4

set T © - Review of Friglish Studies, NS5 (1954), 236-48. .
B Ingram,.J’ohn H. Christopher Marlowe and his. Assoc:.ates. ;
Ty v London: Grant Richards, 1904, T ' a \
_ i : I\z\ard‘A Thomas C. .“The Pr:mc:.pal Source for Marlowe s .
e S . Tamburlaine." “MLN, 63 (1943), 411-17.
. JW John D., ed\ Tamburlaine the Great: arts I.and II.
x ' I_.}ncoln. U. of Nebrask%Press, 1967. C - >
} S~ Kirschbaum, Leo, "Marlowe's Faustus: a Retonsideration. " .
. . 7 Review Of English Studies, 19-(L943), 56-67. C o
; v ' Knight, G. Wilson. The Golden Labyrinth: a Study of L
f‘ o i British Drama. London: Phoenix, 1962. ‘ \ -
h Knoll, ‘Robert E. Chriatopher Marlowe. New York- ‘Twayne, ;969.
; e ’ K_ocl'ler, Paul »H..\ Christogher Mggloxive. a Study of his Thogg(ht,
R o o . Learning, _a__nd_} Character. Chapel Eill: * North :Carol_i,ha ,
L . .- UWR., 19460 - ‘ ' '
s ‘. = "Marlowe's Art of War." Studies in Philology.. 39
e (1942), 207-225. o |
;- "\ ' . — "Marlowe s Athe{Stlc' Lecture., JEGP, 39 (1940),

% - 98-106. . A - S

"~ " Lamb, Charles. "Speci.mens of the 'Btfglish Dramatic Poets, .

A 1808.% The Works of Charles and Mary Lamb. 7 vols.

oo ]  SEd. E. v. Lucas. London: Mett\uen, 1905. Vol. IV. «

' : beech, Clifford. \"The Structure of T@mburlalne." Tulane .
Drama Review, 8 (1964), 32-46. ' " , .

\ LePage, Peter V.- *rhe Search for Godhead in Marlowe s

Tt

k!
1

~--

o~ \\ Tanburlaine.® Colleg__ English. 26 (1965) ., 605-09.

::.‘1 \'\‘;x\ Lever, Katherine. "The Image of Man in Tamburlaine Part T.

"', -7 'philological Quarterly, 35 (1956), 421-27. ‘ ¢
i I Lev?m. Harry. 'Hgnlowe Today." Tulane Drama Review, 8 ° -
L | Qes4), 22-31. . ’ Y L

S The Overfeacher. Cam. Mass.: Hatvard U.P., 1952.° {
L m‘ls, C. 8. __g;ish Literature in the Sixteenth ,Century

e Excl%dig_ Drama. The Oxford nistory of English Litera-, .

; ture.. 12 vola.. , Ed. F. P, Wilson and B.' Dobrée.
‘ Oxfordt - cnmndon, 1954. Vol. 11I.

Pl




- - IS e N - AN L
Mahood, M. M. “Poetry and Humanism. .London: Cape, 1%50;‘: - -
McKerrow, Ronald B., ed. The ‘Works of Thomas Nashe.' . - i
5 vods. 1904-10; rpt. Oxford: Blackwell, 1958, Vols. I, 11. -
Men elsohn, Leonard R. "The Player as D{fector- an Appnoach _ '
o ‘to Character." Comparatlve Drama 6, No. 2 (1972), b
115-24. 7 "~ Ca
Nelson, Timoth A. "M@rlowé and his Audience: a Study Yoo N0
' of Tamburlaineﬁ”' Southern Review: an Australian an;ngl_
" of Literary Sfudies (u. of Adelaide), 3 (1969), S
. . 249-63. e ‘ . T &

0'Neill, Judith, ed. Critics QELMarlowe. Coral Gables, Fla.:

Lt R
iy g b

Bt

.,;},

v
el .

<t

AR P
52 de i 3o

|

4%
-

~ v

v

‘-'4‘:95':""

=
PR

v/

Iy
o L
/
2 e
PRV

-
e

0 . ’ v

Mlaml U.P., 1970. /
' ~ Parr,. Johnstone. "Tamburlaine's Malady." PMLA, 4° (193}4<( . T
696-714: S R ' . f
-Pearce, Thomas M. "Christopher‘Mhrloﬁe-éﬁigz;e of the )
' " Renaissance." Univ. of New Mexico Bulletin; English '
Literature Series, 1 (March 1934), 13-16, 31-35
"Marlowe and Castiglione." ggg, 12‘f;351), 3-12. o -
"Tamburlaine's 'Discipline\to his Three Sonnes': an.
_ ' Interpretation of Tamburlaine Part\II. "MLQ, {15 (1954),
' 18<27. s A ! { ,
| Peet,-D?péld. *:The,ﬁhe%?;ic Qf‘Tamb?rlaine. . ELH, 26 (1959), ? ;'%5i
137-55.. 4\ . K o ‘ L Wy
Poirier, Michel. Chégstqpher Marlowe.'.Lonaoﬁ; Chatto and \
\ Windus, 1951. S ST N
- Powell, Jocelyn. “"Marlowe's Spectacle.” Tulane Drama Review, . .*:;
CE 8 (1964), 195-210. .. ° - |
(IR Praz, Mario. “ChrihtoPher Marlowe' " __g;ish Studies (B sex
<-_ .and Studles), 13#(1931), 209-23. R L

y

: " Priorj M. E. "Battenhouse's Tambnrlain@.'y Modern Philolqu_ ;;‘n%
' ,///) 40 (1943), %es-9u.. - . . T Q,usg’”
A Qginn, Michael. “The.rreedom of Tambutlaine. 'HLOc ﬁl ‘;<‘ { :;
L . " (1960), 315-200 ¢ v . s T j??;:*f
Rﬁes, Ennis. “Chapmanﬁs Blind Hero,™: 7 {3
‘ JEGP, 57 (1958), 0~63.

L 4

l



' . | ,R\ibnerb, Irviixg. "Marlowe and the Crii:icvs.“ ‘~Tulane Dfam}‘ }
e  rdview, 8, (1964), 211-24. s 1 | ( .. o
. — ed. The Complete q?lals of /Chrlstopher Marlowe. f i
. . New .York: odyssey, 19€3. K ‘. ‘ ? \)‘
| } ~——————"The Idea of Plstory in Marlowe's Tamburlalnel o o '1
o " TCLH, 20 (1953), - 25166 . . o »
| ' . Richards, Susan. "Marlowe's Tamburlalne II: a Dance of
g R Death." MLQ, 26 (1965), 375-87. " |
' . . Rowse, A. L. Christopher Marlowe: a Blography London: . "i“
, \ | / Macmillan, 1964 © e < |
N . --‘-——-——-v "Historians Answer Questlons About chakespeare. ' '
\ \ Times Literary Supplement, 18 September 1963.» p.482. -
S ' Schudder, H. H. " "An Allusion in Tamburlaii—le. ' Times /\
2 ‘Literary Supplement, 2 Margh 1933, p.147. . ' ’ LS
’,"'(' . Seaton, Ethel. "Marlowe's Ma?). English Studles (Essays and Y - -
. -+ - ~stvdies), 10 (1924), 13-35. - . 3
B ————— On Ellis-Fermor's edn. of Mamburlaine. ‘Peview of -
English Studies, 8 (1932), 467-72. o A
A Shakespeate, William.> The Complete Works'of William _ ,_’“,_\L\ f‘
J . - ShakeSpeare. London: Callin)s, n. d. 5 \%
f’ ' Simpson, P. "Pampered Jades." Timds Liitefary Supplement, 22 \ r‘
¥ September 1945, p.451. - - T .
" Smith, Hallett. “"Tamburlaine and the Renalssance. ‘ ; ‘ E

) i \ S Ellzabethan Studies and Other Essays: Ih Honour of

George . Reynolds. Boulder: Colorado U.P., 1945,  _

\ , .). %p. 126\"31. o . . “E
ém}th, Warren D. "The Substance of Xeaning in Tamburlaine 7§
. 'part I." Studies in Philology, 67 (1970)7 186-66. N P

y pénce, Leslie. "Tamburlaine and Marlowes. " PMLA, 42
L A s2m), eo04-22. v |

3

) . " ’ ‘ .. i

. .Steane, J..B. Marlowe: a Critical Study. ‘Cambridge: .o ;

, Cambridge U.P., 1964. - ~ o

e o . ed. 'The Complete Mlays of Chrls[.opher Mar@__ . '
3; T ndoni Penguin, 1969. ‘ g

SWinburne, A C. ,."Marlcwe Encyclopaed{ia Britahnica. 1911.




e
e e
L YA T N e B SRR -T I

¢
.o,
N ’
.« -~

’ Sy;npnds,\John A. , are’ _

} ' Drama. 1883; rpt. New York:. 'éooper quare, 1967
'\Téirnet,( Hippo;yte. History of knghsh therature. 3 vols.
- ' Trans. H. Van Laun. New York: nolt, 1877. Vol. F.-
Willard. "The Ethical Problem in Marlowe's C
JEGP, 29 (1930), 38%-89. - . :

\‘;\\ Thorp,
- Tamburlalne.
The Triumph o __t: 'Reallsm m F11zabethan Drama.
«» Princeton: Prlnceton t.P., 1928
"Marlowe s Tamburlaine. Engli’sh Studies
¢ a ‘

" “Van Dam, B.A.P.
(Essays and Studies), 16 (1934)y 1-17, 49-58.
"Episodic Structure in Four Tudor Plays:
Comparative Drama, 6 (1972),

Shakespeare's Predecessors in ‘the Fnqlish
- _

.
o

.

S

Velz, John.
V1rtue of Necess:.ty.
87-100. L (
"Marlowe ahd \t Sades of Asua. Studies
(1965), 229-45 .. ’ .

N\
Waith, Eugené M.
in English therature,
se——— The Berculean Hero. in \Marlowe, Chapman, Shal;egpeare.

. s
and Dryden. London- Chatto and 'Hindus, 1962, T
Wehling., Mary Mellen. "Harlowe s, Hnemonlc Nonunoloqy with .
Especial Reference to "'anhurlau-e. MLN, 72 (]39153),
) PR Lo ‘ ’
Review. of: Bngiish ]

.

. o a3an. -
X 'Welsfor& E. "Battenhouse'a Tamburlaine.
Studies, 19 (1943.), 30‘-06. ' '
Wilson, F.*P. Marlowe and the Early Shakespea% Oxford-
with

-

ENRE } ' clarendon, 1953. :
. - Wyler, Siegfried.  "Marlowe's Technique of camuni(chh
‘ his Audienge as seen in his Tamburlaine Part I. Ty o

English Studles, 48 (1967), 306—16




