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° THE C}MHGING ROLE OF WOMEN IN/THE BE&‘ENTBEHT}{ CENTURY'

AN IH’I‘RODUC'PION

’

\..

L 4

The seventeenth century has’ beenﬁcaned "one of the great vnter-

-4
sheds"l in modern English h:.story. The tranaition rrom reudalism to

capitalmm interlocked with the rise of Proteatantzsm to leave no aapect

0y

A

of Engligh 11femtouched. The changea in the lives of women as a result

of such maaor aocial‘upheavnls have peherally gone unexaminod. Thie

paper offers an mtcrpretatzon of how and why the poaition of women did -

S,

chanpe during thig rema.rkal(ic century ’ ..

¢

The mq\ury vaa 'prbv ed by two releted questiona which having

surraced periodically for centur;es have beeh ashed more syatematlca.tly

with the develoment of ‘o)?e Vomen 8 Liberat:.on Movement in the last

- —idecade,-- Firstly,xhyiave w‘omen 'occupied a subordznate position An

) e

-

"

soc1ety1 Secondl,y, how can the ver:‘.ntiona in fom and intenazty of that

subordina.tion be éxplamed? o .

Withizr the Women 8 Liborat:.on Movement there have been tw’o

different interpretations. which heve usually bben viewed as . dppoaing.

Al

goreminist and a Merx:.at. The feminist ane.lysis has addressed itselr to

/ pttriarchul ideology » tho.t ideologicnl qoae whieh derines t‘he systen of

i %
. male dominution end rem.le subjuge.tion in, eny souiety.

E.ike other

:ldeoloe'ias. .{ﬁ is inetilled through uoeialig.ntien an___yp,intginea by

. (,f) P T R

e

oot

B T
o R
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ethods.2 But it d:f!‘ers in one crucial respect. It is . s

predicated on b\i\olémcal differenceu between the pexes, pivmg it 8
materinlist bam.s of Ats qwn.. 'I‘he fem.mutn have, thcrcfore. umisted ,
that patriarchal ideology co.nnot be seen simply as part of the superotructure. i
C . They ha.\}e a pcrsuasivé case. Why not b1olo;:y? It is the one pe

sistent factor in all culturos, claseea, time and spac/ Citing the tme

and energy involved in menstruatzon, pregnancy,.childbmrth, nursing and

[
chiiLd ‘care Shulamlth Firestone compluded that "unllke cconomic clasa. Bex

| o . class sprang dircctly from a biological rea.ﬁ-l.:u:;g6 men dnd women were
: : crea.‘;.ed different“{ and not equally privileaed".3 Stor:.es of healthy
. \,-' peasant women piving birth to healthy ba‘bles in the field are 1argely
- o | . apocrvnhal the hifrh female mortality rate from cmldb1rth throughout
~ history in not_. Ilo' respector of affluence or power, childbirth was &

rre'quént, inevitdble hiph-risl: activit'y for vomen, Periods of despondehce'

g
E;-'-', : e after childbirth and low mobility durinp nurs:.ne combined to ensure that
,,}:;f - V.irmw“w;;e;*iguld ﬁéé_ci*fg?ély on men for & 1arge part of their adult—lifes:—- — - —nu -
w " . o U -The feminist stre.te;;y for ovcrcominc pntr:.o.rchy s.tmns logically
a ~ from its analyns. Birth control, abortaon and fina.lly testtube ba‘bies,
?;‘ . : will provide thﬁ material bgsia for ov:rcomimr the 5.1mita.t‘ions of remnle :
{ - ‘ biology. The ramly, once néeeaury to provide ror women during her-

beriods of dependenca, will grumi:le' men, women and ch:.ldren will love
rreely; the division betveen atfection and erotigism w:.ll cease to exiat

"ff:- as the need to confine the latter vithera aww. Furthemore, since.all

KL

otherf clasu and ru.cial antagonism zrew out or, a.nd. are reducible to,

tho.t initial inequality bewcen men ‘and mcn. [ str:lke in the mar?iage ¥

(.

: WA
<f !




a

our’ own-has had the technology to cortrol conceptio_n.‘ Womé¥™ have, there~

'p}t&ﬂical disconforts vhich vary from woman to weman. No society until . ..,

ST x W ik s ‘ .
T Ty - = e e
- ﬁ*;.:w.,\,w ?’*;3"‘: AR
o

B j

beds of the land would ,not‘; only be a threat to sgeéxism but also to racism

andrthe clasns Btrurmle.h » - : .

.

, It is difficult to imagine an anmlysis which provides an é.déiluate

'explanatioh”f'or the poaitién' of women that does not deal with :biolgejcé.l

differences. All'spcieiiq:s make something of menstruation, whether -

ma;;;icnl, fearful , uncleat{, or debilitating, in addition to the associated

oS
-

'fore, had to "bring tg?th children ... in sorrow",. in the words of the

scripture. Those éhildren have had to be nursed, ttirough the firﬁt 'parf '
of the Ionplperiod of ‘depcnder;\c'e. characteriatic of h\..unan infa:nts. The |
feminist a.na.lysm has located the source of femnle subordmataon and mule
dqmine.tion in the biolozxcal d:.fferences between the sexes.

The Ma.rxzst analys:Ls on the other hand has located thc orig;na

’

* of fema.le subordlna.tion in "the development of surplus vea,lth due to the oy

N Tt L N
development of production 1,9

‘,..

that is, in the phehomefxio—:{n of private propedrty.
'l‘he different forms of ma.le dom: natmn and. female subjection would, . there— -~

o

fore, correapond to dirrerent modes of produgtion. This analyaia sees

the cppreasion of women a.rz.smg not from biolog;c.al d:.tferencas in themselves.

-

but ;‘rom the acqulsitmn of private property vhich made posuble and

necesdary the exploitat:.on of those’ ¢ifterences. The more ‘central t’he

1

role of private property ‘became, the more grounqwomen 1ost. Boux;yeois
\
women are the culnination of this p:‘ocecs: éoeially ugolwa . their r%

is to produce legitimate h;eirs for their husba‘nda vea.‘!.th. wOrking claas

~ .
. s , - \ 4 -
. - «
. . . ’
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’ .
5
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.women have made greater strides since they were. forced into the factory
system. While their entry .into productizn vas a crucial step, real | .
liveration can only come, as for me‘n‘, with the overthrow of capitalism

' and the abolition of prive.te property. For Marxzsts. patriarchal ;.deolony e
4 T ap;;ears as an hlstoz;lcal abutraction or, at best, part of the super-

o . structure. ' _l ! R

f . o "The Merxists would a:‘r;u;a that even if a bioldr'ical'ar.g’ument cs.n' ' ’

i, ‘ . e

R ac::ount for the d:o.ffercnces bef.ween men and women, 1t cannot account for,
and by this omission tends to underestmate the staprermg d:.fferences oo

amon;; women. Hoy can it explain and properly understand the differences

I

I o between the woman of the ariutocre;cy and the peasant woman, herself often
" 1ittle more than a beast, of burden; between the- child<like ornement in
her Victorian drawj‘rx[z room and the world-weary prostitute of the next

. w

street; between the midﬂle claso college student and the waitress who

»

e e e

+ 1 ’ E

\' : . " serves her her th:,;gd cuppf morrung, coffee? ' <

L O ——— e o — e

-

e

T . 'I'h:Ls 1s the class questlon t:he crucm.l dmenslon for Marxists.

-~

Féminiats counter that not only does the sexual caste system preceie .

- private property, reach:.ng back :mt? the amma.l kinpdom itsalf but that

it sm}\'wea 11;5 abolition. ’I'he saxual caste system shows no more sign or

- . . P,

breaking down in socislist countnes than ‘;.n capitalist, unless it is :

treéated, for itself, as a crucial aivision in society.




R HISTORICAL TREATMENT OF 'I!}IE MARXIS"'-I‘IMINIST _CONFLICT

o~

T T
\ - ) . _@
2

' "This conflict between a Marxist and a feminist enelysis has pervided

thé literature for a ‘decade. The feminist analysis has been able to account.

for the haiffe_,rences ip,JliTe-ch:mces between men "’ane women , but has fallen
short of a credlhle explanntj.on of the udlffercnces ___%r;g_ wonfeno. ) Th;
Mamxlst analysu; has been persuasive 1n exple.lnm(f the cIa.;s dlff‘erences but
is much’ ;Less adequate 1n xtts explanatlonsof the ommpresence of the sta’tusi

1 o . l
differences betwcen men and women. ’

.
—

At this level of inquiry intoo 'first causes' it has often seemed ’

ﬁfdre.like an attempt to deal"»'vith the" eternél yei‘ities' than & treatment .

of & na.narea.ble sociolopical f)roblem —A&s—a - result thls paper does not

Lt

. conszder the seemingly una.nswera'ble question: And fn the beglnnlnp, how

el ] , '

did 11; all happen? Rather it is a.n'-attempt to shape an :mqulry :m a.n

hlstorlcally specifie sen,se‘ The presentlng questlons become. Can. both

a9 v

©a fem:uust and a Na.rxzst a.nalysas a.c'count for the changes in the ro‘le

. -

- -

of. vpmen during a particularhistorica; period? Do 'such ‘accounts conflict

c

with each other ma.kmp a choice 1nevita.ble? Or do they overlap to such an

t

extent that rete.mmg both ~ould be- rgdundant? Or, fma.lly, are they,

it

»
.

complementary; can they, in fact, userully co—exist? o -

e

"~ Tne choosing of thé’f“i{:')% period and country was~very important. If-‘lﬂ

a penod were aelected vhmch was mapproprla.te elther because of lack of .

nnformation, or because ﬁm change in woman's pos:.t:on durmg that tme

s

*.. ‘turned cut to be more _apparent th‘an real, t}xe spepific pro'ble;mi,woﬁld dissolve




0

‘ s - ‘, -

leaving only the o}iginnl general‘questions. The decision to eonsider

1nvestlgat1ng seventeenth century EngIand vas 1n1t1elly based ona T -

rather hazy idea, That it turned out o be an 1ncred1bly frultful perlod
.‘I'or,,suc;h a et\,\dy must be e.t't;'ibuted as .much to good luck as to discerning
4 N - . r\

~

and knowledgeable/jud[r,ement.

*

'

It was chosen becauae of scattered references in varlous sources

to the work of Aljice Clark on seventeenth century Dngland.6 ﬁer thesis ,

ES .

’ seemed to be that women had pleyed a more important rolp in the p;elndustrxal

¢ -

eeonomy than they had subsequently. Any casual student of Fn(rheh hlatory

Lwould also have,knovn that it was the century which encompaesed both whet

,

_ Hobsbawm 'has called "the first compléte boureeozs revolution" 7 and the .

v

acceptance of what Weber terned the-Prbtestant ethic.8 Slowly, as the study .
proceeded, understanding the rise of capitalism, on the one hand, andfthe

f -

development of Protenta.nt:.sm on the other, became central to developlng

an mterpretat:.on of how and vwhy the posltlon of. wvomen had changed durmg

that period. But aaylnc this sk;ps dver—-an 1mportant -part of the process

wﬁicn led to the selectxon.of the seventeenth century.\

‘ * . The original reason for Considering this period was based on the

9
A 4-
idea"that pte:ngustrlal women- played & greqtér part 1n the econony. Thls

i

was not an undzsputen po;nt of vxew. Marx hed.hel& thax on the contrany,

e _

‘it was the development of technology gbeb haa‘made posszble and*evenm-w~«w~w~h
- o . :

necessary, the intreduotion. of{vomen xnto the,econmmr Engels vent .
-rurther callxng "the rnle of the wite over.her husband -8 netural con- . .

Fgeqpeuce of the factory system" 10
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uﬁ[x_é__family, and, therefore, on women. - .

Ve

” .
. . ’ - -

! .

X

Why did-Clark’'s 1nterpretatxon dlf'fer from Marx s? Her concﬁx}mn

had a.rv;en from & study of the seventeenth cgntury._ But - and .the 1mnortance

- -

of this was not mmedmﬁely ev1dent.- this wa\a a hundred years before the
H N \ .

Industrial Revolution., '

D &

changing position of women in the economy was in ustrialization, either

9@

,because it further-limited women, as Clark seemed to suggest, or ‘ﬁecause,

-t
.

on the contrary, it made-possible vomen's .diréct,r‘o.’;g in the economy, as

Marx believed, why was the crucial period for Clark one hundred. years

‘prior to industrialization? A study of seventeenth century economic

11

P od
history™™ along with a careful reiding_ of Clark reveagled why she had

selected 'that century, and not thé late eighteenth century" as her period.
The late sixteenth and ezur'l'y‘ seve‘n.te“eht}“l cef;‘t{xriés‘ imve 'beeﬁ‘inta&‘prete,é
by scholars as the deéisiv;: mért{em in the collapge of the feixdélleconomy .
end the smultaneous ‘process of capltahzatmn.le It Was this trans:.tmnal
penod from feudahsm to ca.p1ta118m that Clark had been studymy. The : '
collapse of the feudal . economy meant the declme of the domestm and

femily industry upon which it was based. Clark ‘w'as only peripherally

dealing with the effects of industrislization on women; her main focus

’ , ce . : ?

vas the effects of the decline of feudelism and the rise of capitalism on
' " R . 4 B

’

.. -
~

-t

—

What then was this paper to cons:.der as bemmt importent to

the rise ‘of capitaiism,

understandmg the chang:mg poszt'mn of, women’

(as had Ulark) or the development of *technology (as had Ma.rx)?

T

S o Mapy proposed that industrial cap:.talim vas crucial in redetinmg

*

the role of vomen.

But th:a vas :.n ccmpa.ete contrast to the focus of his

EUE T, e N 1

e e M

S

PR

If the importent dimension in undergtanding the e
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total anaiysig: namely‘the rise of capitalism. The social relations of

production, he insisted, determined how the means of produ?tlon would be -
J

used. Marx's definition of the Civil Var and.lts consequences meke this
clear. 0 . \ B
ry s !

"The Revolutlons of 16&8 and, 1789 ... were not the victory
of & definite class.of society over the bld polltlcal order; ' -
they vere the proclamation of pol1t1cal order for the new
European society. The bourgeoisie was v1ctorlous in these )
revolutlons, but thevictory of the bourgeoisie was at that
time the victory of a new order of. society, the victory of
bourpgeois property over feudal property, of nationelity over
provincialism, of competition .over the guild, of partition over
primogeniture, of the owner of the land over the domination
| of the owner by the land, of enlightenment over superstition, of the
feamily over the family name, of 1ndustry over her01c laziness,
of civil law over med1eva1 pr1v1lege. 13

~ur 3

\

« ‘Why did larx, who so clearly sav the rise of capifalfsm as the key .

process, focus on jindustrialization whemr .he came to’ study wotien? Why l

£
N A
‘\l

was he>so 1mpressed because 1ndustr1allyatlon had freed éhem to. work,

outside the home?, After all, in feu&al tfmes ?en did not primarily work
'6utéide Qﬁe hom; either. The djvisjon between 'working' and '11v1ng' had
© not yet been made; the workplace and the home were cotermxnous.

There are tﬁolp;ausible and complementary explanations. First,

Mgrx-vas ¢omparing ubrking class womqh not to peasaﬁts but to the “

»

bourpe01s women. - leisured and at home - v1th whbm he was more famlllar.

Secondly, his v1ew of wonen led hxm/to bel;eve that the introduet1on or

.machxnery hed enabled women to partzclpate in the economy because great

»

. physical strength was no- longer required, ) ) - : .
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In fact, women had been acta‘.ye in qll asx‘cts of the, feudal

economy, including those areas req‘uijring physical. stx‘éﬁgth and endurance.
. . ! I’ N : .
That' 1farx had shared some of the tpreconceptior}s of his apre about wor.ﬂen,

and that this had caused hl_m to abandc)n his overall a.na.lysm vhen cone.-

n ‘ o, -

sidering them, seens reas@i&ble..,,A '‘Marxist' analysis would suggest

that, since the society wes so completely transformed during the transition

from feudalism to capitalism, the position ‘of women would also have changed;

oy

that is, capitaliiation rather» than industriaslization should be the key

.
’

process on vwhich to focus. ~ S S
: . - -
What about a femifist analysis? What would it supggest as' the.

«

-, erucial dimension in undcrstelndinrg\the chanfing role of women: the rise

of cap:.talmm or the Ipdustrlal Pevolutl,on? I-‘or the femmlst the” fam:.ly

v
.

-

:.s the mediating i s:ltutlon between women and society. : It is here that

“Mhe socla.l functlons and the psyemc identity of women as o group is
f‘om‘xd".:!‘5 ‘The most famllla.r theme in the literdture has been ‘the effects

of early industrialization on: fa.uﬁly life. Perhnﬁp, then, this was the ,

'

most 1mporta.nt per:.od i'fbt Just fbr the socml worker but slso for the
soc:.ologlstt Thxs would be the sta.rtmg pomt’ the mother i‘orcea gto

neglect her chxldren in order to work mh\manly :Long honrs 1n the factory.

A '

o . . ~M7po the long workmg hours away from home were added
insanitary working conditigns and very large femilies. Child.
_ neglect was rife and disturbed the public.conscience. So
" did also the fact that. many work]::}-\lass women, used from
earlyf childhood to work in factories,~had so .little experience
in the most elemento.ry household dunes that they weiré& unaeble,
not only through sheer lack of time and physical exhaustion, -
but also through absence of training to turn their living
quarters into "homes" - with the result that many hua‘bands took
remge at the publie house or t'he gin-shop 16 -




. But wlth what would thm ble.ak p:.cture be compamd? Who was the

' -
' . ' 3
3 o . , . v

.

premduutmal vama.n?
.~ The hrst ansver and the easy answer - that she was a peasant -
- was ‘wrong. ’I‘he econoan historians from Tawney to.Thirsk have shown tha.t

.

peoplé did not lea.ve,their.la.nd to flock to the fact-oriea‘l? On the

-

e s "~ ‘

- ' L contrary, they ha.d already been’'evicted or 'freed! frém the soil. By

-~ ’
.

‘ '

3 ' . o 4 .

SN I . ) the tlme of tﬁe Industrml Revolutmn there was 8 v1rtuﬂl army of people .

o~ v -

: - e totally degendent oh wage labour employed in agnculture manufactones, ’

in their own hovels or in donest’ic work. A complex '\system of poor rellef

l - )

. T and Poor Laws was already.in effect_to' deal thh the vast surplus 1andless ) -

populat?on which threatened 'the,.tranoulllty of the English- countryslde

. 9 - ’.
, a8 well as the ‘burgeo'ning towns and citiés.18 Nor, on the dther ha.n,gm :

. . ' did mp;;ey to build en@ run factories come out of the feudal economic
‘ » N . ‘.3‘ l ' ' CE . ) ' . ' .
arrangements, Rather it came from the tapital accumulated during pre-

t ! ' .

St ' Fa - ~\

. - . - industrial capitalism. ° o - ‘ :
- . ! , - . 4 . . ’ t ‘)

' As a result ‘both the vage earning fa.ruly and the bourpeomle .

: '“. - ) family yere well’ establuhed\lomr before the Industrml Revolut:.on. The . . _°

.o l . économic basm or this pre:.nduqtnal ”bnt post-capatahst family was the

e 4 . »

' - 7y pame as that of the mduagxxal f&ulr :.t vas tota.lly dependent e:.ther
. - LT, T - :
g on the. vape la,‘bour of indiv:.dual famzly mem‘bers, or on &h pzta.l. The.

L w . mndamental changos in the family occur nof. w:.th mdust mlzzation
3 but with capztal:.sm. ,Ehe peasankeiricted from tho 1and must turn to o
P ¢ - vn.ge labour for.sole suyporb 3 the bourgeouie l:wed not from the result RS

; ,: -' ot their own 1.abour da did the:.r predecesaors, the cr sma.n or tre.der,

1

" . .4' ,_“" ‘. . Vst R . . [

‘but orr capztal o tha aurplus wiilua produced b:r the n ly fomnz wagc
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‘ The family ceased t3 be the economi’c,unii': of production. It was

this process - the decline of family and domestic industry - which'

2t

‘
- ; -

shattered the interdependent relationship between husband and wife, which

led to the identification of Tamily life with pr1vacy, home , | coneumptlon,'
domes&pc:.ty - and with women. N s G

oo, ’

’Both'a fem:.nist and e Marxist analysis WO%:LG mdlcate then, for.

. f
dlrferent though related reaspns, that the transztzon perzod frgm ‘ , -

v ~ v ' - . .
feudalism to capxtal:.sm rather than the process of 1nduatr1allzatn,on was A
7
the nost crucial. This was so because for the Marxists it had 'b’een the
most in'xnortané transformation in the gociety in a thousand years, for : 7.

»

the feminists because the family, that institution which mediates between

.

women and society, had been fundamentally nltered as a résult of the

transition. ; . ‘ R . : <

The decision to interpret the changing position of wonien in terms -
of the transition from feudalism to capitalism was made with Marxist and
m : : ot

’ .

¢

feminist comsiderations. Essentially, however, it resulted in a Marxist
. ' F .

' explanation; that is, it- interpreted the mode of production:as crucial to

=
B

the rolé played by women in society. , 'I'his p'.;'ovéq' useful in accounting for . .

. the productive role played by vomen of all reudal estates, It further

expla.ined the development in capztalist socxety of 'two nations'19 of women,

to use Viola. Klein's descr:.pt;ve phrase. Women_, of the labouring dlasses

i

‘were burdened with to:.l at home and wvork,’ wbxle a pedestal was erected for

‘ ‘ehe women ot the. bouz“gaozsie. From this pedestal ~ bored, .wJ.th their- hre ‘ o

- wre

-

of idleness and ;pwerleasneqs - they would mrent.uell;r presa their 'femmst'

dmnanda -




.
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[

. This account - the snalysis of the transition from feud‘a.liam to

L

capltallsm - d1d not lend itself, however, to an mterpretatmn of the
\

.

changing ideas about women which developed in the same peri;)d. Historians .

- -

. agree that feuda] women of all classes had been econo:n:.cally productlve‘-

‘

The rcason seemed clear. the famly vas a unit of production. - w%men

¢ . L1

were partners with their husbends in the economic functions of the i'mr__lily‘, :

. .

8 s1tuatlon whlch gave rise to what Powver ca],led 8 rpug’h a.nd rea.dy

" 20 o . ’ . -

_.equality".

;o

But this was in conflict with most of the literature written about
women in feudal times, the literature of the Catholic Church. TIts ideas
. . N

about women, far from mirroring ideas of equality concern rather their

’ ’

evilness, their potential threat'to‘-'men, their peneral uselessness to.men

\e:lccept in procreation. The fomily was seen as & third-rate. choice for

the' veak; men and women wvere urged to enter monasteries and nunneries
' . i . - I}

‘to avoid gohabiting with each other. - ' R & '

To put it gnother way: at a time when the femily was the ‘economi.c

unit of thg—gociety the best the Catholic ch could find to say about

tha:,t-inétitution was "it is better to mar /than to burn".

'

By the end of the seventeenth century women ‘of the rising bour-

geoisie were mcreasingly idle, their lexsure fxrst becommg an occas'
for rzd;cule, then a atatua symbol. 'I'he:.'r mape at t!us time, howevgr,

had D come one of helptulnees loyalty, dcmestzc




-, - . . )

were now the custodians of morality and spiritudlitj; men vere tarnished

by the dirt and Eoffuption of the world. As the study into religibh.

proceeded, the concept of patr1archal ideolopy ceaaed to bg\ abstiact‘

”‘1dea. For dur1np this perlod it was the churcﬂ’ more than any other

1nst1tut10n, whlch carried and dlspersed the 1deas about the nature orl
men and women, and the approprlate relatlonshhp betveen them. Somei
inte?estigg‘questions ar?se'when the teachinég of the church qbéutiwomen{,
men\and the fa;ily‘were stﬁdied. :m\ ' T S,

Why did the Protestants harshly attack the Catholic 1deas on the

TR e

eV1lness the carnallty, the aeductlve pouers of women? WVhy did they

“ e =

ddamantly 1n81st 1nstead upon the imane of 'pood Qlfe’,'as helpmate and

o™

comFan on to Wan in the txavails gf\éﬁs life?

AR S C:

~J
31t10n from feudalism to capxtalmem? It Beemed not. For the

flnltlon of patrierchal 1deology by the ﬁfotestant preachers was

proceed1ng in the late slxteenth early seventeenth centuriet. At that’

time they were still deerying the greed and corruptlon of the emergznp

capitallst system vhlch they felt, endangered the exlstence ‘of religion
) Ltself,al ‘More importnntly, the Protestants, in their rederznitlnn of the

-

relationship between men and women , vere referring not to the bourge01s s

7

.family but to the vorking partnershxps'prevélent in the households of the

yaomeu and craftemen. . . o i' . :q
' e

It seemed reasonable, then, to canaider that it devﬁloped out of the

 Protestant vorld-view itaelr: frum their doctrines advocating‘a lite 1n

r‘z«* ,
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&

the world rather’ than an eacaﬁ;e from 11:. a marr1ed rather than a chaste )

life, a lzfe with wor?xan rather than without her. o ,

“ & .

The' Catholic ideas on the evilness of women were not¥uitable to: the

A ’ .

. gentle 11fe of cohgupal bliss that the Proteatants envisiohed for themselves.

'I'hey wzmted e life wl\ﬁ\mmmn. But they were no more. prepared to grant

womgn a hfe of equality vith tlem than were the Fathers of the Church of

~ LR -
~ LT~ , . , *

Rgme. .y ' o L ‘

With preat in}geixuity and countlelgaé contradictions, they proc'e”eded .

o

- to change the nature of patriarchal ideology to conform with their developing
view of the world. [ o By | .
Addressm themsélves to the 1n it ion,.ot‘.t’he family, they inv;s,ted
it with an idéological significance \yhic oved mo[re to the Jews pf the 0ld
Testament then the Chrlstlans of the New. Within the femily they set puide-
lmes for the rela.tlonshlp between husbtmd and w1fe, and develoned
appropnate attltudes about sexuality, love marrlage and divorce, .

Y

The'Church. was the primary 1n5t1tutlon,ror education and propagande

’

-

“én the feudal and early capzta.lmt world. . Its teachings indicate' that the

1deas that men and women held about themselves, each other and the: relat1on—

'ship ‘between them, were jnot simply reflections of the economic system. . ’
Rathér these 1deas appeared as it were, -to have had a life of thelr mm
'.l'he Churc‘hmen themselvea would agree. F'or ‘on & manifest level they
attr:.‘buted the mferlonty of the remale sex, a.t least in part to her

7 b;ology. .Like the Catholic Church., the Protestants believed tha.t Eve's

transgress:.on had only made the yoke of vomen pai.nful. * "The woman in
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:mndcency vas to be subject to the man, n22s Her na.ture suited her for a

.

11fe of qbedlence h:.s fora llfe o!‘ domnatlon.

(1

ot "

'I'hat there vas a relat:.onsah:.p between the emereence of cap:.tahsm and

Protestantlsm, if not the nature of that relat1onsh1p, has becn taken as

- £

ax:.omatlc by all scholars smce Ma.rx a.nd Weber. . At the end of We‘ber N

“book, ’J'he Protest_aﬂt Ethic and the Spirit of Cn’p:.ta.ligp, he wrotq these.
.. words, o o . '
Al .

"It.is' ... Kot my aim to substitute for ‘a one-sided
matemalzst:\c an qually one-sified spiritualistic causal
1n‘terpretat1on of ‘culture and history. Each is“equally
posgible, but each, if it does nét serve as the prepara~
_tion, but as the, conclus;on of an investigation accomp;n.shes
equally little in the interegt of hlstor:l.cal( truth. 23

/) .

* With those uords m mlnd, it was temptm(r to cont:.nue thls etudy a

- toe

little further in history to Yook at the 1nter~connectlonq. between the

changes in' the poﬁitf‘dﬂ ~of women attributable to capitalism, and those

- a ”

res'ult:mg from Protestantism. A

Protestant teachmgs on women and the famly had been patterned on

the household of the yeoman or crartsman. Theira ideas shifted slowly but

ateadily in tone and meanmg as they were p:.cked up end taken over by

-

o

succeeding generations vhose experience in family life was bourgeois.

The home &8s "a tert piteh'd in a vorld not right'fah poé,ed a false dichotomy

for Prctpstants who saw-"little churchas" as_the : foundatlon not & a retreat

I3

.Lrom the Cbmonvealth. But the idealization of the home was one of their

¥
s

more renarlfable '?equests to poster:.ty. It was an :.nher:.tance glveh sub- 5

. .

stance by'the capntalntic division of the wprld, into work - and home, *

.pu'blic and private. The pale Victorian J._ngﬁ:e ultmate bourc,eozs woma.n,

a

B OIS o AT - A T 8 e e
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' employed to account for how the illeas about w%men'chanped éurfng this

. j
-replacement of Catholicism by Protestantism. Ilow and why Protestants . ﬁ

vas scarccly the Protestants' idea of a worthy helpmate, yef”her genesis

owed much to their redefinition of wominhpod. : 3

The lives of women changed profoundly during the seventeerth century.

Their'aetivities, attitﬁdes,‘behaviour their placé in the order of thinps,
x \“ ' .
the ideal towards wh1ch they were to strlve-' nothing remained the same.
A Marxist and a fenlnlst gntcrpretatlon each reveal d1fferent aspects of
. .

those changes. In the next chapter a Marrlst 1nterprébutnon\w1ll be used

to account for the chanpes in the role of wpmen dur;ng thls century. Harx
analyzed the trancition from.feudallsm to cap:#allsm. He gﬁ once railed’

o

against, and saw as & necessary histerical development,'the reducing of

1

"the femily. relation to a mere money relation"?” The effcét S8 this _process .

upon the role of women wzll conprlae the substance of this next chepter.

Following this, in Chapter 3, & feminist interpretation will be

) . .
period. Thesc ideas, comprising what feminists have described as patriar-
v A :

chal ideology were under501ng preat changes in response to the pradual
o 7

LIPS,

’

undertook this transformation in patriarchal ideology, and the effects

of that ™ on the position of'women, will Ye explored 1n this chapter,

2 ’ i

. In conclusion, there y111 be an egploratory attempt to show the .

_digcussed in Chapter 3.° Thiese ihtercoﬁnections vwill be looked st on two

8 -

interqonnections tetween those changes éxscussed in Chepter 2 and_those : |

’

ievels; F;ret the historically specific 1eve1~ _what were the -effects on

the role or vomen 1n society or that great histor;cal process in which

- capitalism and Proteatantiam became inaxtricabxy bound up with each other?
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Second, what does that say about the Marxist and:feminist interpretatidﬁs'_

of the positidn £ women in society? Should they be seen as leritimately

. raz:l perspectlves:ﬁzg\as complementary accdunte of this question: "hy, o '
‘ ' . are men and ;omen treated differently, why do they behave d1f}¢rent1y, ' g

th have women had to mount -a Liberqtibd Movement to alter their sub-’ L L N
. o;dingte place in the schene of things? b S N
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THE TRAKSITION FROM FEUDALISM TO CAPITALISM: ’ .
A MARXIST PERSPPCTIVE oN THE CHANGING ROLL OF WOMEN N ’

.

; ‘ mmoklcﬁog: E | . -

In this chapeer the family structure of three feudal estates - “ '

q

c"

bhe peasantry, the craft and tradespeople. and the nobility - and t.he role
l

played b)kou\zen within each, will be deacrzbed'. W1th this in mind, there

.. will follow abkgxut mterpreta.tmn of how-the tranbzt:.on from feudal:.sm o

z e

to capxtallsm undéxmined the bnns upon vhich these fa.m:.lles had restcd,

v

PRSIE VU

. ,tion of pro;gertylby the grow:.ng capitalist class. These two emerping classed--

and gave rise to the\\bom'geozs family

and the proletar1an fam.ly “This

analysis will provide the material for drawinp; out the consqquences of

1

-the transition from feudalism to capitalism for women.

"A presuppositionof wage labour, and one of the historic
preconditions for capital, is free labour ... '(thig above all,
means) the release of the worker from the soil as his natural
workshop ... hence dlssolutxoﬂ of small free landed property." 1 .

R N

1

;e By 1642 there wag an EBtmated half million workers vwho had been 'rreed"

‘.

rrom the soil.? )I’hezr propertylesenesa vas makmg possible the accumula-

Q«F.u‘

one composed of if‘f‘,é”e"T&n‘dlesrluboﬁrers:*thé mthe’r—df :ﬁpn—af—qapitél—-«wex;g__‘_r_ ~

. g:wmg rise to the:.r own forms of the family a.nd new roles for women.

L 4

¢ , In feuda.l times the .land had been the J.mmedlate source of. hfe.I,

o

+ .
Prior to 1530 the maaomty of Englzah men and women 1ived in ;rnral . _—
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households ﬁhich vere almdét economfc'ally self-s'ufﬁcient.y This éitugtion .
. = had to ehange for the caplta.lrzatlon of the economy to proceed Vages or
) . i capltal ha(i to come to mediate between people and thelr surv1va.lf. And, :
from.the latter decades of thé ‘sixteenth centpr:;r, a growving num?aer of S
; ' ' s ’ :

'__'- ' o people vere becominé totally depénq.ent‘ on wake l§Bour or capital. . .
. ,‘ '— ’ The economic basis of the feudal family - that ‘i;.s members jointly
: . . . A
\' ' S made & living from the land - had rested on thé unity betveen capital and
L ; " lsbour. 'I’he separation of laboux: from what Marx called "the objective . ’
. ) S condxtlons- of its reahzat:.on,‘\'nmely from the ‘means ofr labour ‘and the ’ ‘
‘: J: , : * material for la.bour"h underlies the declme of “the fam.ly as an\conomlc'
. E " unit oi‘— broduction.' o - ‘“J' e ( ; \ . .
= ' | S - . N - 4 S {; :
o THE TEUDAL FAMILY - AN FCONOMIC UNIT OF PRODUCTION,- . o
“ T -~ : N e Ty = \‘{ i
‘: Ty | . ' . Vhat does it knean to say thaL the feude.l family was a un1t of pro-.
M B ' ductlon? That 1ts bas.ts was thL- unity between capital and 1nbou§? ) .
ﬁa ‘ s In wha't sense is' ,it even pogsible to ar'lalyze }:he feudai. family ‘as | -
*'N o ;."’,' T ir it vere e monolithirg Enstiﬁuti.gﬂ? 'Is ij:‘uiserul to ,consider the
L. | \pea‘sant's hovel, ‘thé substantial fax;nhbuse‘of fthe yeoman, and the enormous- -

. v1llarre-11ke ma.nor as sharmg commorz el \ts vhich, can “then be compared T

B to the caplta.hst family? LT -' , ' .. T )

N

. .. The shoz"t,answer lies in returning to the Marxian formulation about

L —

L d {hé \mit& of capi;}:al and labour. But, in order to understand the implica~
. . " A P M o . B . \
Y7 - " tions of this for feudel family structure, the historian must-become aware' .
. S "that. cex’taim‘ﬁgirs of 'uogceﬁta which _are. ‘part, of his own experxencé wtuch RN
- R R
» o . ’ . ['4

. Lo he sees as_ 'natura.l' in t‘act represent historical :.deq.s' for example,




r

e
S
v

N

. 20

) . .

production-consumption, work-home, work-housework, public-private. These

concepts arose with capitalism, with the sepuration of people from the o ,

A v .
means of providing for their own livelihood. I)acr} pair of concepts can

*

be’ ee%n as & d1fferent dimension of ‘the separat:.on of labour and capital.

N rJ

' Lach casts llght on aspecta of the dlfferences between feudal and .

o
e .

"‘*"—‘7‘“—“{:%,. - L .

v

camtah,st families. . o I

.

At the same time, in the separutmn of productlon from consumption,,

work from home, thusework from work and. public from yrivate, the se:g
division of labour partlcplar to cap1ta118m,developed. -Having these

categories in mind he

a to éirape the 'comparisqn in this chapter of the

feudal family wiph the capitalist femily. The following discussion of each
indicates in ‘somewhat more detail how the concepts wére employed.

Production-Consumption: It is a fired’ clichéd that men make money end womer -

spend it. = But behind its implicit sexism lies an important reality, about

contémporary society: the division between conéumption and production. . .
. . f .

‘The modern f‘am‘ily, even with its enthusiasn tor pockét-size vegetable

H

'gardens breadmhkmg or rurnrhure finishing is, economca.lly speaking,

& unit of c:ox':sumpt:.on.5 Women, furthermore, in popula.r mythology, if not

in real:.ty, are seen as the prme agents or that consumption whether

'
\ ~

modest or. conspicuous, and men MM

. , [

. The fqudal family ves ‘a self-sufficient economic uxu.’kf..6 It ouﬁed. R Y\

.

the tools wh;ch rb used to 5rov food for 1tse1f from the land. Nh:.le mat v

. poorer pea.sant ramihes rell ahort he 1deal of selr-sutﬁ,clency. age .. " y
- :‘ : 2 ‘Lﬁ . ’j'cmﬁ e

e . E .
P - .\’-' g - ,t r J‘ “”‘" ’:
4 h'\ . o e M"‘ r‘ _J,w
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»

labour was, nonetheless, a supplemeht to the living that they could eke

{
7 « - ;
u . '

~

from the land.
The point to be }nadga is that productibn‘ and consumption were coter-

minous, intefrelated and were both imbedded in the economy‘of the house- .

u

Mhﬁ&r—m&mhcsj fw of the manor and those squatting on the

) T —

e
scru‘pblest commons ate most of vhat they grew and grew most of what they

" ate, made most of ;whaf they used and-used most of what they made. , Co

There was a division of‘ lab%,r based on sex which varied from

class to class. But m;zn and women cooperated in produem[r P 11ve11hood for

e

.

their families. Alice Clark wrote that "in the *seventeenth centurv the idea ®
[ 4 . ' ‘ I .
is seldom encountered thet a man supports his wife; husband and wife vere
. - . 8 >
"

| - then mutually dependent and supported their children.

consumption

" - . The identification of men wi

avaited the emergence of capitalism. Even then, it at first ‘only properly
N ' Cot v '
fitted the bourgéoisi‘e. For working cless women-were swept into the -
. , - J
roletariat along with their children,
P & /Jr

- L ‘ °

\ ) R ) , \ A
' . work~l¥ome: T!ie-,frré‘aft debate about whether women should. po "out" to work

o ’ >

vould have grea.tly puzzled the stout c:.tlzens of s:.xtcenth century L‘ngfland.

Fumily life and work la.fe were pm of 'the same :_;Krtd of actzvzty :m the

5

- same locale. ;Even to.say- peonle vorked at ‘home an
imposing concepts which are 1rre1evant to a description of feudal 11fe.

When_the_younr lert thezr fa.ml:es as servants and apprentices it was, ,
9 - -

R for all pract:.cal purpoaes, to . ;joiﬁ uther fanulies.




“This was chrmr:mr at the berlnnmrr of the scventeenth century.

¢
-

¢ \Then poople vere cvicted i‘ron the land they werc separsted from "the

obaeptlve conditions for the reallaatmn of the;r labour"; they had to leuve

A

‘ home' to o to ‘work'.

— = : .Ihuent %Q‘,}LOI:R? In the workmr class it was men-and women; in

s T

the bourpeoisie and, the’refore,. in popular mybhology, only men. , Yomen

would remain identified with the home, vhile men started the slow process

“© -

towvards seeking life satisfactions from 'work'. & . ) .

. i . ., ,
Work-Housework : In the last ten years the women's movement hgs bepun to

ingist that housework must be recognized as work. Its "Wages for House- ;

vork" slopan has been' greeted penerally with dismay: a dismay that reflects

< the-belief that domestic la’bour is 'natura.l' Encouragins, women to expect

Ay .o

payment for this lebour was sacreligious. Such‘action l}elpeé to' push

aside the mystifications about the nature of women which have: obscured fhe’r .

-role in the economy. The belief. in bthe ;natu‘z'alness' of the wifeix and
ﬁter al roles have helped ward off any analyszs of the role of the ra.nuly .
" - . in capitalism, _} Pointing out tha.t the fam:.ly' ‘was the producer of the next”
e , generation of ;lorkers and the.gervice unit for the present was seen as an

1

attack on the 'cult of true womanhood'. ) L ' -

" The feudal family wé.s engaged in "préviding a 1ivelihood for its
P e oo

' members. Domestic labour was embedded in the total productxve process.lo

v

There was & sex d1v151on o labour. But 1t did not corr%spond to 'natura1'
functions (what vomen do) and ‘1realf vork! (what men do): the feudal woman

vould not be asked "do you work or are you a Nousewife?"ll
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—_— . industrial work during.the -seventeenth century than they were® -
o ( subsequently) .., men wére mych more occupied with domestic

Certain tasks. of feudal life can be labelled, domestic but this

»

reflects contemporary rather than feudal distinctions. Alice ‘Clark made

4 . . h . ey At . .
the distinction,.and prOJected it backwards 1in time:

1

"5[1‘ women wex;e upon the whole more actively enpaped -in

a

SN

AR RN
T

Whmrthey—weﬂewﬁ%n*m—all—clasoesﬂgayg_tlmg and

éare of the education of their children and the. younp, uninarmed
.+ men vho generally occupled positions as apprentlces and sezvvants
L were pa.rtly emploved over donestm work. 12 o _ )

What did Clark mean precisely by "domestic vork'? She was o'ﬁviously
-

referring to the kind.of work that ve are now accustomed to women doing

:

.

within &he home. . B A

Public-Private: One of the surest 'inchcators of a person's wealth in our

society 1s the amount of ‘privacy’ he is a’ble to purchase. ‘Centuries of

P

et ”',;, e
.
-

3
]

ot

s "’ * \ > s e ’
at home. Privacy became the compensation for alienation {rom ‘one's - -

socialization ﬁ"a\re ensured that most people see prlvacy &s.,a.:basic_: need

coming not far after food snd shelter. i

Privecy is identified with home, with fa.mi,ly life, Ma.rx a.i'mxed

that in ca.mtallst society "man only feela himself fre¢ely active in his

.

mal functmns - eating, drmkmg, procreatmrv, or at most J.n his

,dwelliqg". 13 Peogle' began to feel that, they could only 'be themselves' -~

.

»

- . .
N A , '
[ -,

.

- *

R

labour. ' K N . O : ;

. The study of feudal socmty prov:.dea evldence that the need for ‘ .

|
pr:.vacy develops through socmhze.tmn. _ *Arids stated that, "a‘t that t:une .o

-

tlhere were no' front:.ers between professional hnd pnvate life; sharing

LN

professmnal a.ng prwate life meant ehaf"r:.ne the przvate life with wh:.ch

w~

P



“

it was confused".lh

) When each of these dinensions is analyzed separately it becorics

clear that men are identified with phe of thc_'conchts in each pair, women

. . . |‘ < . R ' B .
with the other. Men are the producers who go to work to do 'real' work .

1 v ,

in the 'real! world. Vomen are the consuners vho stay hone, performing

their 'natureil func*tions'- of ylvmg and mothermp:. ’I’hey are the custodmn,s

‘

.of the nr:.vate and personal life; thelr role 1n the economy is obscured.

Alice, Clark, gently parodylnfr the B1b11cal phrase put it this way,
"'I'hus it came to pass that every wonanl'v function was
. considered as the priveate. interest of fathers and husbends,
vearing no relation to the life of thc State, and therefore,
demandm(' from the conmunlty as a whole no _special care or
N provmlon. 15 . . ' -

'

N v
.

For w1th x:hc %cparatlon of labour' from the obJectlve condltlons of

its reallzutlon came the concurrent—weparu‘brons———Fea-lly_the—SAmn wnnra—

tmns loo} ed at. in, dlf‘t‘erent vays - betwee productlon and conswnpt:.on,

work and domestlc chores, public and pr:wa. e.’

-

o ”'hese concents are used a.s a matter of course :m any analysis of the

Acgpita.last family and the roles oif men and vomen in capitalist soc;,ety.

They were made explicit before after’n’ptinr to understand the feydal famjly

-

for the reason wh:u:h Arlés stated so well.. "I can tell” the partn.c ai

ﬁmture—of—a—per‘xo&—m—the—past,aom_the_demg to vhich it fa.:.ls to resemble

our pre‘sep‘h."]"6 By d:.scuss'mg ’them, the particular aapects of the, feuda.l

‘ . LR

family .which are of mterest here - ndmel.y those vh;ch d:.frer from the N

_capitailist" family - are s}xown in relief. - At the same time thm has cleared

the we.y folr exploring the ‘differences am ong, feudal fanul;es or d.:.rferent

I

. . L.
e L

.
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v estates, and for secing hd the roles of women differed depend_inh on the
. position of their family in thensocial structure.

Lo The feudal family was a unit of production ’ Women, as 8 result
' A l .
lp.lagred acknowledged roles in providing a l1ve11hood for their households.

\

"In every class of the commumty the life of the married
woman gave her a grezﬁ’. deal of scope ... the home of the period

'was @ very wide sphere; social and economic conditions demanded
: that a wife should always be ready to perform her husband's
duties as well as her own, and that a large range of actiwities
should .be carried on inside the home under her direction."17 '
- 4
. This manlfested itself|in. very dlfferént ways dependmg on’ 'tdxe

manner. born'. This can be graphically ‘demonstrated 'by \l\[ookmg at” three
of the feudal estates: the'peaszmtry, the, crafts and tradespeople, and

A

the noﬁility. . o S . . :

o e . The Pegsant ‘_Famill'

G » ¥

e S ~ ) "True our- system is wasteful and frult:rul of ma.ny
small d:.sputes. True, a large estate can be managed more
economxcally than g small oné. True, paature-—fa.rm:.ng
yields hlgher profits than tillapge. Nevertheless, master
steward ,our wasteful husbandry feeds many householda where
your ecénomical methods would feed few, In our ill-arranged
,flelds and: scrubby commons most families hold a share,
‘ . though it be but a few roods. In our unenclosed. v1llage
B ' there are few rich but there are few destitute, save when:

Ly God sehds & bad ha.rvest s /aﬁd ve all ista.rvb together."la

o, ES
' In these eloquent wvords 'I‘awney captured the dlff’erence between the

poverty of the pelasa.ntry and that of . the wa.ge la.'bourers. People were not
1
. S o totally separated from the objective conaltlons for the reahzat:.on of
theu- labour - even if those ob,)ective comhtl-ons sm'ply megnt hold:mg -1
’ J

Ty .+ "gew roods" of 1and_. - And' in- gdfdition to the1r own h‘6ld:.ng they had common



4

, .
' . . . -

pe)

riphts in the village fields, meadows and vqstes.l’ This joint access was

at once necessary for survivel and the location for some aspects of e

‘ . . n : . - .
communal rather than a family life."o "Plouphinr was co-opergtive, as (

>
were many other operations ebove all ha.rveqtlnrr."zl

. If the poorest section of the peasantry was not without some means \

of livelihood in the form of land, animals or toolz another section, by _

~ N \

.the sixteenth century, had succeegied throurh-rood luck and good.management \

22
& lm becommr gignificantly Jbetter off than the majority. Referred to as

the ‘yeomanry, they have often been romantlclzed as the back’bone of’ the .

'
-t #. nation, embodym{' the "0ld Enp'll sh tradition .23’

?

The poorer reasantry had to supnlement théir production throurh

3

% wage 1e.bour.?l:‘ The yeomanry, however, répresented a near perfect unity

1
o

bntyeen cepnital and 1abour. A .contemporary account states that they

' ’ . "lay out seldom any money fox’ any prov:.slon but have

© "it of-théir own as Beef, lutton, Vesal, Pork, Capons, Hens, /
| . Wildfowl, and Fish. They bake thelr own bread kna brew their® "
: oo own drink." . . ' :
B o 25 ’ ) . L . o -
e . Their self-sufficiency made it unlikely that they would be among

* -

: o 'y 26 - -
N : those vho "'starved when God sent -a poor harvest': As Mildred C’ag})bell

put it' "the pinch of hard times was rarely felt at his own 'table."z'r
N ’ : Most pepsant fam111es were not 8o fortunete. , "In her one-roomed
. . or two-—roomed cottape dark and mkzsy“—wrote—Frleen—Pwer——%he—pe&sa. > »

' "mist 1ab w28 :
wvoman "'mus a our unceasmnly There were basxcally two ways for poor ‘

pea.sant ta.mllms to 'bndga the gap hetween what they could produce from the

© land and’ thezr survival, First there was wage la.bour. For married couples
- this usually meant on’.ly the husba.nd went out o vork and often Just at " '\')

"'ﬁ”. ~ harvest time. - Hage scales wvere very low reflectmg the cheriahed idea - . =

)

o . . - B




that femilien vere basically self -sufficient.2? To the cxtent that 'poorer

peasants ha& to supplement their livelihood with wape labour, there was

the beginning of a distinction between work and home. This, hoVev'e;' can

LS

) be seen as the begmmnps /of/capzxtal:.st farming ra‘ther than as an aspeqt
-

\\eueuézl;ﬁfe.w ' - . . -
i R ”ﬁ“—m—' “‘\‘ﬂﬁ\ 2 -
< / - Secondly, there vas the common practice of sendlhmsrfw—ehlm

vho survived infancy to the hames of the better off to be servants when they

4

. . ' * 31 . . .
- were about ten years old.”  Children could only be kept at home if their

families occupied enough land to keep them busy. %y sending them away,

Y
, - thcu‘ 'bed and board ves ensured at the same time as they ceased to be ‘
o D -
an economur- burden on the family. ‘I.'hese, chlldren would remain there unt11

they mgrr:.ed. The children of yeomen were far less llkely to be sent off }

, - as se’rvap@:s. 3] ' ‘well-employed.at hqgme, bt their parents

. ’ M . { - i
AR + could not have afforded to hire others as servants. 3§ Co +
. . PN !/ ’ . ~ , ! ' , ,
' ' , The importance attached to the family as a unit which provided for .
° R €
- .. “
its members is vell-illustrated by the severe legal punishments for pro-

L. duc:mg e bastard.. Public whlppmg end the stockade ac}ynpanled the insistence .

that the child be supported by his parents untll he could be apprentmced 32

" The usual fat.e of the bastard ~ ly death - underscores the social

’ . v
H . . . B

. organize one's survival was contingent upon member+
. ‘ "

’

shi]{ in a 'family.33 Bastard .children were merely particﬁlarJ cases of the
- gene;'al rule: husbands and vives ‘were both respons:ble for the suppor‘h of '

‘their families. In general, women

T
POy ]

. AR
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Yean hardly have been rerarded as mere’ dependents “on,
) . . their husbands when the clothins for the whole fanily was
. spun by their hands, but ... in many cases, the. mother in ‘
addition to spmmnp, prov:.ded a ‘large proport:.on -of the food 4
. . ‘consumed by her fa.m1lv. 34 ,

R St Lt o i
AT SR

e A

- ' , Husband and wife were responsible for different aspects.of the
u - productive process., This was especially true .for'the yeoman's wife.

T T e st

" . ¥ , It vas "beneath her station” to "labour in the fields or-.., (care) for

' ’ - ‘ .’ ) ' ‘ ;-1'. > . ,
= #  swine and other 'erezs'cock-_"35 But, like her less fortunate sisters, the
| ' ' ’ cyosl . 4 . e
_emount of work she did in the kltcheg,' rerden, poultry yard, deiry and

'

.. , . i . . . . ‘ .
« . &t the loom was not restritted:  witness Mable Mal/let's epitaph: o

QF‘roin ny sa(i cradle to nmy sable cheqé 3'6 ,
'chg pilgrime I did find few months)of rest." ' ‘

*Her leg,c nonetheless was easier than that of peasant women lower down the

. 0

- scale who would have also been expected to do fieldwork and care for live-

. ke ks . Lo

¢ ; T C
Btock. T~ N R ' < .

e | K Celia F‘lenn&‘s wrote about hay—harvest1nr in the West of Enplahd where

e , people were "forced to support (the hay on the horses' backs) with their
B , - ' - 4 ’ ’ ot ’ .

1. - hands, so to a horse they have tvwo péople and the woman leads \and supports

. o them, as well as ye men and gaog through thick and tihin".37 ,Fven to her

N o contempora.ry eyes it looked like mhufnanly\hard work and she wondered

- at their labour in, this klnd for the mefn and women themselves toxled

. - »

« N L e

38 N
’ hkq their horses™. ) v &

‘ .
. » “ . I3
- v . ‘ «

G

. There is every"ind'icatipn that the actfvities ofethe ‘peasant woman
X _ _ of whatever ra.n;;yére seen as '\mrk' Cervase Markham advised "fhi?
shé’ must be ... penera.ll,y sk:.llful ir the mrt.hy knowledp-es w}uch do

beloﬂg to her vocat:.on" 39 - Nor was it suggested that she conﬁne her ’ .
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¢

ministrations to hc?‘m\f‘mniiy.' Rat}}er she wag gounselled to be "full

‘ v |"‘ ho . . t o ’ ‘ »”
* of rood ncighbourhood’. The customs surroundins marriare reflect”the .

o , Voo - . (_ :
. ) fact that the fanily yas.en economic unit. A man.dnd women were expected , ’
. P ! , . i
rd .o .
: to show some indication that they could be sclf-sufficient before they .
\ R ‘ , ' ‘

. ) ‘ .
left service to marry. 1 But the actunl seléctlon-of‘ a mate refle.cted,

LN

N B mh4h¢sconmn1c c1rcum.,tances aLther:nxJ&.__ThQ uogncr neasantrv had

’ 1

l

. . ) lxttle to oi‘fcr their chij ldren, and no _way: of ensurlng them s ‘better life
R ’ L 4 hd - ‘
4 }

than they had had. An 8 result thc-re was more freedom of choice in mnfriapre

e

o
.
k)

! _ ’for‘ the poor: ''a man of the lowest classes who' had little &nd dema.nded

4 little might merry as he could or would".h" But emong the yeomen there

L ' . was more insictence on a profiteble, and therefore an arranped, marriapc.

-
.

And while some of their ‘cliildren bolted and married whomsoever they chose,

«~

] B ‘ . , N : .
X . others took 'thcy'..r_ own and thdir parents interests to heart, ns seen in -
4 . N . i -

A one young man's letter to his- betrothed "I know my portion, and when’

! l%ﬂ ; ‘& . . . ¢
S , nh3 »

\ . , yo?s is put to it we shall live the better . .

’ \ L - | ' !

' ' The mterdependence of husband e.nd wife-and their mutual responsl-

¥ , . N

bility for t| e1r ‘ch11dren comblned to. make maxrmge a necessa.rv a.nd.

4 - 'honourable! estate for men and women of all ranks of the peasantry. "To .
: thrive the yeoman'rr;ustt ;ri;re"hh‘qute .;‘l'hofr\ata' Tugser with better sense than ]
.. poetry. A?RLhe usually did, more. than.onct;.- o . \ »

,b ’ ' -‘ ‘ . > . ) ?

« * SummaTy y S .
4 . .
. T A ‘ '

4 '

By the seventeenth éentury a distinct’ géqtion of the peasantry had

atta.ined'a secure economic position. Their life condi'l':ions_ conformed -
. . - [ R o
closely to the Marxian concept of the unity between labowr and .capital,

H ’ . -

.

- oL . , . o
. .
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'I'he,.iives of the poorer peasantry were meaner, and their chances of

survivnl more nrecarious. But c?\ they were not totally separated '

from the means to make a living.
° TN o

.

The roles of husband and wife wez;e“_integra.ted with the. econoimy of.'

iRy TR

their houscholds, Their labour.was directed towards filling\thé physi‘c&l a

’
-~

o vy

-needs of themselves and their children. As a result the division of .

labour between %em; while more marked among the yeomanry, did not ) ‘

.

correspond to production-consumption divisions or work-domesticity.
/ ' i :
Husband and wife were economically fnterdgpendcpt; upon them both

-

fell the burden, an awesome one especially for the poor peasantry, of

suppdrting their children. The key to understanding this interdependence,

““and the resulting indispensable role plsyed by p,éaaant women in their -

femilies! survival,is the integration in feudal society of the household .

<

and the economy.

. . . -
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The Craftsman and Tradesman's Family , ~

-

LY

¢

Much of what was written about the yeoman's family holds pood for -
the families involved in a craft or trade. Very often these fmnili‘es .
* * ‘ ' ' N

also had small farms which they, workcszd.!‘5 The whole family participated ‘ “

in the productive process. Liwing and working with them were jonrnéyfnen

. wvho themselves expected tp_becon’xe masters., The status distincti.on between

N i

them and their maste.rs' vas 3light since tbey‘representzd differerices in
stage-of-lifé rather than rg.nk.h6

\
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F .
Wives ~ not women - were an intrinsic part of the productiive pro-

-

cess. Their ripht to participate as do<partners was so inviolablle that
~N

" —_ i
it ‘was aﬁsumed that they would contimue to run the onerat:on ir thev ‘were
i : e n |
1 ‘ - H
widowed, : L o 7
"The weavers, like other c}ft rilds, reparded a wife
as a trade partner having the right to succeed to and carry
.on ‘the buqlneqs after her husband's death. Widows, in t‘act
took. over a.ll the r:LrhTs, privileres and- hablln.t:eﬂ ofl-the}r
deceased husbands, for examnle as” to the vproper: number of
loons, journeymen and eonrentices.” W7 ‘
Clearly, 1n these estotes, nen and women were eng;h);cd in all of the

-

same aspcvt., of the rroductlve process. Youns people of both sexcs were
b .

h8 R 3 =\

kept: as servants to do ithe rore menial work,

., The rroductive unit and the household vere synonyméus. In 1619 -

the bakers of London justified their application fot an increase in.the

_pri ce_of hread by listine their leritimate expenses. Among them vere food
. %9

and - clothlnp for anurentlces and thelr chlldren s school fees “: &an

111ustra.t10n both that the famly was a preductive unlt and that the entlre

household constituted the fam:.ly.

4

The Hoble Family-

The feudal manor was very close to' self-sufficient.

L8 ’He—eount:g_estuws_thn an_almost s seli‘-—

supporting unit. Its flocks, herds and pig-styes provided
its meat; its fields and pardens supplied the flour for:
bread mede in the bakery, fodder for the horses, hefnp and
flax for spinning, fruit, vepetables, and all the herbs
.needed for the med:.c:me chest. Round the manor—-house were
grouped the farm buildinrs., ‘the bLlacksmith's forpe where

the horses were shod, the slaughter house, carpenter's shop,
laundry, dairy, brewhouse, stables and a. variety of outhouses




-

that were used for ell Borts of nurposes. Tish came to the -
table from the stew-ponds which had to be kent well-stoclked
against Lent and other fasts, cider-apples from the orchards:
* and fuel for the rreat heecrths from the sawpit and woodya»rd."so |
L]

Outside of some luxuries, usually foreipn imports, the people of the

P

manor produced‘ all that they-used.

3

..[‘he most 11}'e1y occupants of the manorn. outsude of the no'blema.n, hls

-

wife, their first-born son and vany younper chlldren paut 1nfa.ncy, were a

¢

retinue of "household officers, the gentlemen” and (r,entlewomen—ln-waltlng,

the ceaseless thronpg of ‘muests and dozens or even hundreds of inferior’

n 21

servants .

-

It would be elmost true to say that no-one had the right to live

) l

at the manor exéept the nobleman himself. People lived therc as an adjunct

to their place in the world whether labour, service or marriare. The

Tnoblewormn Luu;ﬁwmwﬂw—mmmmw__;

eldest son's place was assured- only after his father's death. And for a .

few brief years betwveen infency and,ybut.h, the couple's children lived
with them. . . l o

~ LY

- [

Other people lived in the manor when they were in service. People-—

in-weiting, often of high rank but dlmlm.shmp fort\mes, Servants of many -
‘r\{‘ o
gradations, the alnost-grown chlldren of other noble families who*were

‘there to learn the rules for a gentleman's life, all mingled in the great

s

hall vith the never ending stream of puests. ’
"To the servahts, clerics and clerks who lived there
permanently, one must add thé constant flow of visitors ...
. These visits vere not simply friendly or social: they were.
also professional; but 11tt1e or no ({listinction was made
between these categories."

s2




! [

There vere no rooms set aside for 'business'. People ate, met,

© ‘ . ' v

ta‘lkéd, slept, made Tove and made deals all in the same rooms. Living in \

' R

. ) an environment of open bospitality, a noble or his wife was more likely

’ ., to rub shoulders with ,‘hié servents than his children, his waiting people
* . 0o ~ . ' b

-

. » v than hls parents, hls Fuests than his 31b11n[rs.

&>

. ‘5 - ' .

Co .' ,Prlvacy in the- sense of bcmp dlone was not an aspect of llf‘e in
the manor.’ - . . ' ' *

. . . — M v . . - I

o

' "Iustormno taur'ht us lons aro that the king was !‘ever left
alone. But, in fact, until the end of the scventeenth century .
ody was ever left alpne. The density of socinl life made -
isolation xirtually impossible and people who manaped to shut
o themselves up in a roon for sorme time vere rerardcd as exceb- - o
, . tiona), characters.", 53 < . .

. ,
. - . . «

\ . | . P
- . : ller was there ary equation of frivacy with family life. For vhile
. i i v ) s .
: it would romanticize the situation“t’o_see'e.ll the pccupants of the manor

AT
v
i3

b

/;‘ A .I - . : . - : .
as a large productive family, it would be equally distort to see the

A I ' N noble family as a nuclear unit surrounded by its nany servants.
~t o , . ,

.
& -

. v i -

] " : ' o (I‘o bepin, with, marriare Ywong the nobility was an explicitly
" N . v ) N

_— . économic'arrangement‘ contracted to further family fortunes and to produce

g /4;’ - a ma.,17 h,elr.s'
’ - ] . . . o . LA

. occasion . for psycholopicel intimacy or a pushing away of the world. Such . R

-~

- There was no idea that such a relationship would be the '

~

v " a reaction would have .been, et _the least, inhospitable. If servants and

o

o

retainers had no guara'nt/ee/ of fair treatment and security in old age; -
» I ot a T . .

. f?’ .‘neitgher, did "famiiy/ﬁe;be‘\rs.' The continuation of the ‘ftunily name waes
i }hﬁm\fern. other cons;deratlons were subordma.te to it: 'l'hé o | \
separatlon betwe@ "y fa;tily' and the\rest of tl:e Z.:or_ld‘ was nqg_ .?}ear cut. Y
To keep fam11y rortunea 1ntact the f;rst—born son wasg sl)nglgd omit a8 heir,
- v . 4 Ao oo
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’ ' For 'as lons as wealth lay with the land,” 1t could not de divided up with-
out diminishinr the size of‘thé estate. 3

They werc not without a scnse of family obligation. Therc were
jointures for widows, modest bequests for younger sons, dowries for

. -+ daurhters. But a ¢ouple's children mingled with their father's
55

illegitimate children,”’” and with the seryvants who werc often no o;der'

-

than themselves. They were sent out as infants for wet nursing end,

" when they were older, were sent to other noble families for training in
+ - ¢

proper deportment. fThe-household can be seen as constantly shifting,

with outsiders moving in, 'insiders moving out.

a

4 . ~ HMeny people haé a ciaim on thé attention an@ hospituiiky,of the lord
and lady. . That these oblip9tions“were taken seriously is shown in this
;ather hilarious incident in fhc lifc of the llobys. A group of young '
" men hunting on the noors requested hospitality for ‘the nipht. Sir Thomas

received them varmly although his wife was. ilk. They drank, played cards, - ¢
’ t ’ * 4

. [ ,
spilled wine all over the floor and'made much noise. When they were’

: § . o

' requested to be quieter as a courtesy to their sick hostess they replied

with insults. The worst of these tontravened the thlé concept of .

56, ?

' hospitality; they demanded to know the cost of their food and drink.
. Y . s .

éir £ ormas had fulfilled. all his obligations; the guésta none of tﬁeif%. .
uf'wﬁQp he brought & suit against them he was much criticized for | o

\ . : . :
.unpeighhbgrlineas. . ‘ : .

-
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in production.

)

The 'production of those living in the manor would have been in-
sufficient to maintain the living standard of Ggglthy aris tocrats. The
patterns of consplcudﬁs consumptlon end open hoepltaﬂlty of the English

nobility was made poss;b;e throurh land ownership which gave the aristo-

seracy the right to extracé.the fruits of their tenants' surplus labour.

]
t

This ripht to exploit their tenants wes particularly necessary to maintain

&, lifestyle in which many people were not expected to play a direct role o

4

For one of the keys to understandlng feudal life is the

1dea of service - there were those who served and those to be served.

’ »

The distinction vas made not only according to rank but also to stare-

1n-11fe.5_7

The children of the nobility were not exempt from this activity.

' ™Mhe idea of kervice had not yet been degraded ... sons of
‘houses went on performing domestic functions in the seventecenth
~ -century vhich associated them with the servants' world, _par-
tgcularly Waltlnr at tablo." 5§

«

It would be limiting, therefore .to look at production only in a

narrow sense, for from the point of view of feudal values and éxpectatlons,

<

«®

a worthy and 1ndiapensagle rale was performed by those in service.
!

The role of the noblemnn himgelf seems to have varied consxderably.

- -

Professor otone wrote that 'an essentinl prerequ1slte for membersPlpkln\

the éllte was flnanc1a1 1ndependence the canaclty to llve idly without

the necesslty of undertakznc manual mechanlc or even profe391ona1 tasks" 60

Nonetheless, he added thet at the turn of the seventeenth century

¢

"landlords ‘had to run just in order to stay stlll" 61 Clearly the manaplng

v -

‘,of a v;able menor ves no meen task. . "

~ .

58

[
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In\bhis Mdeavour the‘rolé played by the noblembn's wife has often
been described. There were virﬁunlly‘nq asnects of menor life ;hich'she
could not superyiqe.’aAnd,shc ﬁ;rticipated in many 6f the 1ess’physically

‘laborious tasks. Tilcen.Power surmarized her role: ‘She yas
s ".. oblircd not only to be hougsewvife in her own capneity

but nmateur soldi~r and man-of-the-world in her husband's
absence, and amateur doctor when no skilled doctor could be

had. She was alpo oblired to be sébmething rather more than

an amateur farmer for thc conprehensive duties of a country
houséwife brourht her into close connexion with all gides of the
manorial economy. ¢, -

- While most accounts confirm the role noble women played in estate
: . . 6 ‘ .
manarement and in reneral nroduction, 3 Professor Stone. took an onposins
view in the.course of his exrlanation of the reliriosity of women: ' "piven

# ' .

tﬁe idle and frustrated lives these women‘lived in the man's world of a

'

* great country house, it is.hardly surprisinz that they should have turned

¢ )

in desperation to the coriforts of religion".Gh

~
]

One of ‘the women Storié includes in this description left a diary.

Lady Margaret Hoby, unfortunetely, gives no indication about her emotional
state, frustrated or otherwise. But idle she was not. The €1itor of hér

| . . .
diary speaks of her "ability to read, write (and) keep accounts ... hef* . -

65

knowledge of household and estate.managbmént, of surgery and salves.

December 29, 1599, was yet another seemingly unremarkable day' in her life.

-
3 -

_After private prayers and her morning round of the house Lady Margaret -

breakfasted at the usual hour of eight o'clock, She was "busie about the

house” until ten o'clock that night with time out for meals and a‘discussion

« /

T
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with Mr. \Rhodes., who appears to have been the resident chaplainjat the

) |

66
Hoby mapor. - (.ertamly it was an easy llfe compared to those of the
peasants on her estate. But neither can it be prouped with the 11fe of

the unper class Victorian woman. The management ‘of the estate, in fact 5

~8 M

seems to have been shared by husband and wife. This was pa.rt'.icul_arly

LI

37 |

. evident vhen the men were away. At this time the women naturally took over .

' ‘their responsibilities. . Thei(r competence would indicate that there was

-

not a gulf of experience between their more rerular’ tasks and those of

. their husbands.” When the men vere avay the Ve\rﬁey women, °
. El
,".. acted for them in their numerdus and endless 1awsu1ts e
they leased their farms, they found & market for the crops
they.kept the money hidden in strons chests concaaled in
- mysterious hiding-places and they wrote lons and mterestlnp
letters to the absent ones full of bu51ness and news 67

¢

N

oA

So whlle the noble woman was marrled for her dowrj, her manaperial .

ta.lents, her bra.very, her skills in housew1fery could do much to preserve

*

i

her hus'band's fortune. ' o ‘ @ ,
e ..
© . . o o * ’
Surmary ' \ ' . . . a

: The feudal manor vas a umt of production. It was the visible ai'gn

'

. as well as the actuo.l source of a fam11y & wealth and power. Ma.rriape vas

4

the expl:.cltly econoxnlc a.rrangement whereby the mtegnty of that esgtate

'was ma:.r;tamed. A woman vas ma.rrled off by her fa.ther to her husband for

]

'the agrrandizement -of her fa.thqr-in-law's gstate. ‘and in order to relieve

".her own father of the burden of her uplteep. And thé vays vere many, snd

seldom subtle, to force the hand _of ‘an umri:}.ling young Mwoman‘sa' If the

‘ +a X f °

’
-ty ' ’ i
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match were economically successful and the estate thrived, only her

first-born son stood.to benef;t. Even she herself coul& be turned out,
though .not wlthout an income, upon the death of her husband - - P

[

Whlle hushand and wife were rarely alone torether they”coonerated N

in the management of their: estate, in malntalnlng the rood health and

conduct of their many dependents and ‘in receiyéng their endless suc— |

.cessigh of guests. . . . ‘ ’, o G
Thus it was that -

© ", at the beginning of the seventeenth century it was -
usual for women of the arlutocrncv to be very busy with
affairs - affalrs vhich - conce*nod thclr household their

estates and evon the Government. 69

. Havinr looked at the familie" of thesc th;ee estatev; it is now
n0551b1e to cons1der what happened to then as the capltallzatlonJof the

. 'economy proceeded. Vhat was the rature of the bourge01q family and the

nroletaraan fanlly which énerged from. these feudal famlly structures?

o7

\ . THE TRENSITION TO.CAPITALISM

Y
.

The4%0urreo:s:e~—whvrever*tt*hus‘gou the upper hamd
" has put an end to all feudal, patrierchal, idyllic relations.
It has p1t11essly torn asunder the notley feudal ties that '
bound man o his "natural superiors" apd has left remaining .
..no other nexus between man and man th callous cash payment ...
! . The bourreoisie has torn away “from the family its sentimental
veil, and nas reduced the famll. relation toa mere money

relation.” 10 g

The feu&al famlly of all estates had rested on 1ts access to the

" means and material for the reallzatlo of its 1abour. The hlgh stan

-

v LT " o v
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As an institution, the frudal family encompassed close to the totality of .

Y

" most peopie's lives. Men and women were both integrated in the econony

of the houéehold, and werce dependent on their own and each other;é labour |
. ° ) ’ 3 {
for their livelihood. r . , '." .

-

Bﬁt(this»inteprution‘of men and women within the household had been

. N f

synonymous with the social relations of feudalism., And the "tearing 7
x A 4 \
asunden"'of those relations meant the separation of labour and capital,

production and consumntion, vork and home, work and'domesticity and public

- ‘ ' . . L4 ’""

,and private lives. . : : . ,

. | - )
What were the processes which began to disturb "the feudal,

.

- .

patriarchal, idyllic relations" between noble and peasant?

A cyclical movement was deyelopinp between the increase in capitai‘ ’

sccumulation and ‘the prowth in the landless population. The first wes

¢ .

‘possible in part because of the risinpg food prices resulting from the

expanding population of towns and c1t1es,.7 But in _turn the population of
¥ ' - g ,

the-towns was being drawn from the growing population of landless. peonle

P

" seeking to sqll\tha%f~iabour} Peasants, were beinp evicted f

. » -
th{gygh enclosure laws and through the conversion of land from tillage to

i S .

.

pgéturg.Yz The aﬁb%ition of feudal tenures in IQhQ removed the final

. < a

Although three-fifths of the cultivated.land

v

was still -unenclosed in 1642 & rural prolétariat bf_some half million wds

’brakes'on this process.

being caught between thé rising prices and the punitive wage structure.’3
. : - ‘ . '
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The feudal household of all‘estates shared in the. fate ‘of other

I
-~
‘

' » - ® . - . T, ,
feudal institutions. . D . oo

-
- +

| . .
'From the Peasent Family to the Family of the Proletariat =~ '

Y ¢ . . -
» "At' Leeds in Kent, when it was Lumoured in 1608.that the ‘ )
tenants' leases would not be renewed) it "went so near ... the
hedrt" of one "poor and simple man, he lived but few days .
after, leaving behind him a poor wife lying and three small - : "
e chlldren having no other dwell1np, nor meens but the alms of ,
parlsh to go on.' 7h N a ‘ ‘ "

Perhaps the poor wife was then moved t6 lament - that is the gtrouble

with men, you can never count on them. For when peasant families were

evicted from the land, marriapre ceased tq,be mutually beneficial to -

husband -and wife. The days, of interdeppnaence vere numbefed. .
) —- . »

i ’ \
‘The econoyic basis of thé peasant fem11y had been its land and its

. access to common lands. The enclosure laws, coupled with the ev1ct10n P

>

-

of tenants from thelr holdings separated. the people from the obwectlve

., conditions for the realization of their labour. 'A.class of landless

)

pecple totally dependent on selling, their labour beran to grow qujckly: /

. ] . A v
.This emerging proletariat was also swelled from the ranks of cra¥tsmen f

.

‘,and tradesmen, ‘many oflwhom we;prISging their indebendence. Their self-
\Jx,'q,

sufflczency was being eroded in two complementary ways. On tﬁe one hand,

merchants set up craftsmen in the country51de - the so~called putting out

'

svstem-751 Their pos1txon dszered little from wage labourers. At the

' same time they provxded conpetztzon to the exzstlnp 1ndependent producers ‘ \‘l

whq were then pgraduslly taken over- by their suopllers. ' ' N
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A new famlly structure was 1n the naklnr, and w1th it the alteration

of thc llfo condltzons under which the najerity of women had lxvedy/

The \
landless poor were forced to rely entlre]y on %}llnp their labour in ordéf// |

to buy what @hey needed., And if thev dld not se}l their labour they _ ] B

) pheoreti;ally did not Fat.‘ Willinnness and agility to lebour wereino .
Jé@ker sufficient to ensure survival. ﬁ?en success iﬂ sellinp their labour was .
not enourh. For wares had beeq‘fi;ed_for aﬁ are where they were ;nly 8 - ! i
upplerient to a family's livipr. And.whenvgpher sources of susteéance ‘

-
[

s_ were taken away, wares did indeed prove grossly, insufficient.

. "One fact #lone is almost sufficient to prove the o T
inadequacy of a labourer's wape for the maintenance of .
his family. IHis money wares seldom excecded the estimated L
cost of his own meat and dr1nk as °unp11ed by the farner.

' - 76

.Hé could clearly not afrord to support his fumaly; he. was, none-
L \ théless, held responsible. The rgsuits of these changes for women ﬁeré; . .

devasteting and® far-reachins,
- oy . '

)
R

‘The Conseoqucnces for Women_ . s
o S e e T - SRS B s e

i O i _
; .
. / - . . . .

The peasant woman had laboured long and hard every day. But that
.

.
° -’

/,’—~\§he shared w1th the men of her class. 'When'she was ev1ctef)from the land

N "she 1ost the means to help prov;de a 11V1np for her family< 'Producing at

home had at least, left her in the same nhys1cal locatlon as her ch11dren.
* Nursing a baby, supervising a youn chi;d,.preparing meals had.beep part
= . " « . . . * \ . M

3 * -

. of the general labaur.

3 P ' ' . [
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The neaf'renesq of her hu"bnhd's vares presentéd Yer wvith a grinm
choice. She could sell her own labour power for_half of-what -her husband’

made, ThlB would further endanger her children's, surv1v&l throurh lack

'

of supervwmn and w1thdrava1 of lactation. .Or she could stay home, 1f‘

[

.children o

4

rd - ’
indeed she-had such s place, andsl_'isk starvation for herself and her

. © \ 3

I
.

The productive unit of husband and wife was thus shattered.

’ v /

Marriage becameé a liability for men while ‘at the same time women's depend-
. \ . .

ence unon it was increasing. Marriape became her food ticket, and an

inadequate and sha}'y one at thﬁ oo p /\

A man's oblmatu}n to prov1de for his wife and children was

-

enshrined in the Poor Laws by capltalist farmers unwxlllnrr to pay adequate

wares a.nd land owners umullmg to pay taxes for poor relief. For men

- °

marriapge became thelr duty to the state, women their burden to support.

. “n

Single WOMETT KHOWH “to Be with- ‘child b by “a stranpger were
promptly and foreibly married, sometimes the brideproom having
to be brought to church in chams. Such pressure was not' for

the sake of’ morality but to 'save the parigsh harmless' since

by this means it freed itself from the responsibility for mother-
and ch:.ld "77 . ¢ .

+ A man's only way out to save }us own* skin was to desert hn.s fam:.]qr

as this excerpt I‘rom the Second’ Humble Address from the poor weavers

. ,md;catea .

“"That the Poor's Rates are doubled and in some places trebled
by the rmultitude of Poor Perishing and Starving Women and :
Childrexﬁ' being come to the Parishes, while their Husbands and Fathers

R ,' not ‘able to bear the cries which they could rot relleve, are rled

into F‘ra.nce «.» to seek the:.r Breach 18

42

-
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Popular mytholopy had it th.at the woman was busy making a home for
}Ier husband and chlldren. That seems unlikely. She had peither the
materml nor the psycholosical means to do it; indeed by the time she was
t\a. ;gergeratlon or “two from th¢ land she did n,ot' have the tra;',ninrj, and

) ' e
Jnowledme either. She was part of the private world, yet had no néivate

vorld of her own.

i

"Thre; starvation and misery described in Quarter Sessions
vere not e/xceptlonal calamities but represent the ordmary
life of wamen in the vage earning class, The lives of men were
drab and monotonous ... ,(but) the labourer while emnployed was
, well fed for the fermer did not rrudre him food though he did

not wish to ‘feed his family. There was geldom .want of enploy-
ment for agricultural laebourers, and when their homes sank into
depths of wretchedness and the wife's attractiveness was lost .
throurh sl oW starvation the men could depart and berin-life anew o
elsew}vere . ‘

79

The phenomenon of the desertéd wife wa.s; therefore, becomipg a

¥

N v

commghplace. What about women whose husbands stayed? They were becoming

"donflestic drudceq .for their workmp hu‘pbands "rather than partners m a ‘

R L3
family workshop". 80 ‘ :
. " W\? o - ;o T ' . ;
~ . : The Bourgeois Family . i
. , - N ' i by ‘
N © : .
‘ " From the latter half of the fifteenth cex'\tury/ a growing number of
/ meri were: accumulating capital through‘ arricultux'-e and trade.sl In the

L

course of tfhat accumilation they developed a lifestyle, values and family "
i

' systenm tho.t vere’ appr’oprlate to it, That part of t?e nobility wluch sur- -

vived, and indeed became more affluent, found it econvenient to mcorporaﬁe
. v , w .
much of what was new in their own lives.

-~




The &Ytcome of the Civil War can be secn as the victory of this new
class of peoprle, the bourpeoisie. This vietory ensured that the State would

not interferc with, and would indeed support, its interests. '"From 1688

onvards Enrland was, for the vropertied class, an exceptionaliy free society

5y contemporéry Furopean standards."q3

~

The femily of the bourgeoisie lived off his capital which he accu-

‘ ! ' '
mulated through his exploitation of workers. This state of affairs had

?eveloped in different ways. The successful craftsman started to hire
others tolwork ?or him. When his wérkshop grew larger he removed it from
his home. 'iis grdwth had indicated that he no lonrer ‘required his wife's
labour its qenaratlon from the home removed any likelihood of her partici-
pation.ah The yeoman, who became & partlcularly successful farmer, some-

' 4

times hired a 'voman scrvent of ‘the best}sbg&" so that his wife "dotk s
not take the pain and charge upon her" 85" Th;;\;ésultedian a household-
and in & family life very different from those of the .feudal estates.
‘The growing effluence of the~bourﬁ;oisie:wag ﬁ?ovidiﬁg:them with
the Teans to buildﬂlarger; more comfortable hou;es.86 They wefe buiit as

specificakly prifafe dwellings for three interrelated reasons: First,

they were only places'in which to live; they were no lonser places for
' Y

g

product1on as well,
Secondly, they were designed to keep out a world whlch was now

teeni p~u&EB undesmrables. The unemployed, the landless, soon became the -
_begger, the varr and the crlmlnal Servants once classed as faithful,
L&

trusty and child-like were now defined as part of the threaten1np outsideé

l :

’»




' '

" redefinition of the family as members of a cloge,

from the world,
In the course of these develonm

which was to set the pattern for women of the

a
-

ears.

4
The Consequences for Women

/

8, a|new role emerged for women

45

ntimate proup apart

e

4
\

ir class for three hundred

\, o

l .
\ ‘ -

Vo S

When the home no longer included produ%tion, and servants were still

. Dplentiful, idleness became the new status symﬁpl for women.,

It was a

‘ value still in an early enourh stagre to be cri&iciied. Men used .to "court

-

"housewifery and other economieal virtues then

P

. \
John Evelyn.

and:choose~wives...for theéir modesty, frupality,

1
teeping at home, pood

i; reputation"88 lamented ‘

1

1 -»>

Samuel Pepys finds numerous occasions to complain of his wife's

desire for money and hpr'costly extravagances.

annrarent than real is revealed by the cost of

for one guarter - £55 for his,

k-3 for hers.

That these were nore

eacﬁ bf their wardrobes .

1 N LI

As one edltor commented,

"He ev1dently renretted the £12 much more than he d1d the £55 "89 ‘

Bourge01s women can be seen as. parasltes,

and luxury "the parasltlc llfe of 1ts women

_chlef characterlstlcg/Bf the papvenu class’

n 90

publlshed at the turn of: the seventeenth century 8 tlrlzes their life.

1V1ng a life of ease
has Heen in fact oﬂe of the

"h Town Ladles Catechlsﬁ




!

=

'How do you ermploy your time now?'
'T lie in Bed till lNoon, drecs all the Afternoor, Dine
in the Fvening, and play at Cardu,illl Hldnxrht
'Hlow do you pcnd the Sabbath?® ' ]
’ 'In Chit~Chet. : ‘

« + 'What do you talk of?'
"New -Fashions and lew Plays.'
'Pray, Mrdam, what Books do you read?!

= 'I read lewd Plays and winning Romances.' oo
" 'Who is it you love?' . \
& '"Myself.' . ! ’ :
‘ 'What! Nobody else?’ ' :
'My Page, my lionkey, end my Lap Dor*‘.'g1

& ‘ Y
On thé‘othcr hand, can it be saﬁd that this life of uselessness waa

'chosen'? Mary Astell writing A Serious Pronosal to the Ladles,

.

" For thelr true and_Lyeateqt 1ntere"t in 169h thourht not. "What'noor

*

46

woman is ever taught that she should have a hirher Desien than to net her*“

? "92 . '

a Husband Tt was in her husband's interest that she was kept at home

o>

and unoccupied. He wants a wife

"an upper servant, one whose 1nterest it will be not to
wrong him, and in whom therefore he’can put preater Confidenite
than in any he can hire for loney. One who may breed his T -
Children, takins all the Care and Trouble of their Education, -
to preserve his Name and Family. .One whose Beauty, VWit or good
Humour and asreesble Cenversation, will entertaln him at Home
vhen he has been contradlcted and disapp01nted Abroad ... one
whom he can entlrely Govern, and consequently may form to his Will

S and Liking, who must be his for Life, and therefore cannot quit

his Serv1ce let him treat _her how he will. "

93

. Astell 1it on two of the reasons why the bourgeois woman was encour-

ared to play a 'parasitic' and dependent role. First, h?r husband had to

will his accumulated wealth to'his.legitimatp heirs. Unlike the‘nobility

"who beqqéathed name and fortune to the oldest son only, the bourgéoiéie

treated all their children equally. For capital, like land, was,infinitélj
! '

divisible. But unlike land it was infinitely expsndible. Since all his

chéldren_inherited equally, he did not wish to be in doubt about the

'

" . - . Ll ‘.

e o U




> feudal tlmes thelr place had also been n the«—home. But the bourrre01s :

4
<)
K] )
LY
i
TN
[ e
o »
T
’
.
Ny
f :
1
-
.

Y

I

prison. ‘ 4 : L

! . . .
politics, the professions trade, land, thé colonies. Elizabeth Janeway

v

paterhif:y oi"nny of his children.

' Secondly, Astell realized thaet the family was & izaven from the world.

v

But shc saw it as & haven only for the hugband; for his wife it was a

! 1
¢

\I}%}e capftnllsm dld not bring a'bout the treatrent of women &8
. J ~
p\?){)erty, thelr role in the- centre of thls narrowly domestic scene arose

dlrectly Qut of the breo.kdown of the umty of capltal and labour. +In

» e [

A
L3

home as ohly a place to live, not a vlace to work, only a place for one's
8 }

ot

fa.mly, not the crossroads of the coxmnuxluty.

l

As the woman's- environment - the home - shrank in.size and scope,

~

the man's world was expanding. TFor him it was a new world of business,

’

W9l

expressed it welr’t "Man* 's World, Woman's Place." ,

\ .
\ / > 1 ' I
i f et
v - . ! . et
. - . .

 The Bnbom;ﬁeoisement"of the Noble Family
””’“::-_ - " TR - . v < . { . !
T : ~ e e

T}gturn of the century was“ "5063 timg' for the English aristocracy. -

S [ . -

foa ' . . . ¥ . i . ’
For cehtunes the feudal land ar angements had served them well. Now ¢
. ° ' - ) ¢ ' - 1

- .0

theypwere bé'ing challenged by a rew breed\of lando r who hire& only the_ L
'labourers that he needed, ra:ised 'ents; ewts ‘who could not pay,
“worked hard and a.dopted the more fici‘ex'lt fa.mingﬁethods that were being
deve10ped. ‘ .

S 'I,'hﬁ,e new methods - land rqxnage and recla.matlon, the use of’ N }
;ertphzers, hedgmg and d1tchmp nclosed land - all requu‘ed capltal.gs {;




[N

. & changing lifestyle.

AL . ' " ! . -

B
¥

‘Racking rents and evicting tenants required the abandonment of one set of .. "

‘v‘;lues, its renlacement with gnothér.96 The investment of capita.i in new

. 3

procedures instead of the displaying, of wealth in potlateh fashion requireéd
- - : [ £ )
v , r{vj N
Certain individuals failed to adapt and thereby faced financial ruin.
The Enrlish aristécracy as an important end powerful sector of the popula-

tion survived. Tts survival involved the partisl embourgeoisement of

. goods reduced the need for a manor's ‘self-sufficiency..

their houscholds and family life. . N ) Lo

i

The Noble Voman: From Feéudal to Capitalist Society

+ . ¢ P N
. 3 .

The noble worman hnd enjoy\cd o high stendard of living in feudel
times. ©She was not, however,rwitho%xt obligations to'those p)éople wvhose
labour made it possible. She had far more leisure time than women of other

claajéa'.\ But she put in, by twentieth century standards, lon}; and busy

a . ¢
+

days.

AR

The éax;italization of the countryside transformed her role. No
longer was shé foreman of o huge productive estai.te, or hostes,s. to s.xll vho
came in their mixed pursuits of business and _ﬁlleasure. The nano-r vas
becoming 8.. private havn;a run by servants who(had' once ningled with their

/b
master and mistress but wha were now relerated to the back stairs and

servanta quarters. It was shrinking in size wus the throngs of servants

vere pruned dovn. That together with the growing availability of consumer

»

s . ' v

B .
’ @
' . ‘ ‘
. 1
. ' - f



‘business and polities.

49

>
Y

The nobility whieh.kent up tdqn houses rrew accustomed to purchasins

.
,

i ° + : .
what they needed, and these customs carried over to their country estates..

', a
As the productive processes carried on at the manor declined, there was

less and less for the noble voman to do. |

At the same time, the men were becoming increasingly involved in

.

i

-

ondon, the wives bépan to

ﬂs—the~men~beﬁanwtofspend—mo

1n51st that they epend 'the season' ther¢. Two ménages weré often set up

and there was far lesgs for them to do in London than in the country The

’

vomen's sole preoccupatlon became the s001al 11fe to which men retreated-
vhen their business had been conducted.
= . The efficient investment of capital beﬁhnlto take priority over the!

malntenance of the hospitable pgreat house. "The Feeninﬂ of open house’ ~

“to agl comers gave way to the 1nv1tatlon tO versonal fr1ends nT Ben

Johnson pointed out the rationale for thﬂp change. ’
"That ancient hospitality, of which we hear so much, was’ \\5
in an uncommercial country when, men, being idle, were rlad
to be entertained at rich men's tables. - But in a commercial
country, & busy country, time becomes precious, and therefore
hospitality is.not so much valued ... Promiscuous hospitality
- is not the way to pain real influence ... No Sir the way to make
.. sure of power and interest is by lending money confidentially .
to your neighbours at a ‘small interest, or perhaps at no 1nterest
at all, and havxng thc;r bonds in your possesslon. 98

But this flégglnc of hospitailty was not oﬂly a prazmgtic economic

decision. It represented & growing need and desire to keep out the same

.

elements which promoted the brivatizaﬁion of the bourﬁeois family: the

1ncrenszng nunbers of landless poor, "the many-headed monater" 9 : ~/

.
o
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At the same time as the world was being ke.pt out of the’mgmor, the
world inside was beiing_lsggre(;atcd into 'us' and 'them' 'll'eplacinr' the ina.ny
glight differentiations which\had charapteri;.e;i feudn.l,socief.y. Servn.nts:‘
quarters were springing up; f;amilies retired into living ‘rooms ar;d bed rooms,
vhere scrva;nts were rﬁ‘hn for when ,needgd.mo The children of the nobility
stoppc;d minﬁling wit‘h the servants and bastards; the treatment of servants

and children, once s0 similar, became sharply differentiated. But while

their children were sepgrated from servants and bastards, they were not ' made

>
[

!

" ‘equal among,. themselves as in the bourpcoisie. For among the nobility the

o s . . ' . . 10 '
principle of primogeniture was retained. ! As long as the land was the

|

source of a fmv\ily's'wéa_lth"its inteprity had to be maintained.
The decline in the physicel size of the manor paralleled its &

decline in psych‘olo'g-ical size. There vere fewer peoplé for whom the noble

woman was responsible, and less responsibifity towards those who remaincd. -
Relations between the nobility and its servants became more like capitalist-

. N ‘ "
vorker relations. . ) . o

LY

The values of the aristocracy did not chehre uniformly, but in many

«

ways the aristocratic womap’was beconming 'bourgeois'.. i

’ r
4 .

SUIMARY ' L .

-

[ Ry . . ‘ -

In' feudal society the family was the basic economic unit. Viewed

" retrospectively, it represented a unity of labour and capital, an inte- ) ',,
gration of production and consumption) work and homeé, work and domesticity, J
public and private life. The self-sufficient feudal family had relied on

B L}

B 13

*
+
“
+
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: ‘ . . ‘ . ‘ . | . .
the 1nbour and direction of husband and wife as co-partners in a serious

. .

i nndeavour: family survivel. For peasant femilies, for families in

B . -
eraft 2nd trade, this meant sctual physical survival. For noble families

it meant perpetuation of the family name, honour and reputation.

¢

Women played en import_ant role in production and manapement |, result..
ing in & "certain rourh and ready equallty“lo bctwccq@\them and their

"husbands. "It is not too fanciful" surrested Viola Klein, "to .deduce that
0 : N ’ ' \
the knowledre of their equal "worth" ‘nroduced in wormen a depree of self-

The grovine penctration of capital into the cconomy undermined the

basis of that family, destroying the unity of capital and labour within )

C .- 1it. DPessants evicted from the land became solely dependent on selling

—

their labour. As a result, the women could no lonrer combine in their
’ . s , . ... 10k .

general labour the bearing, birthine, suckling and rearing of children. -

Without land they.were bereft of%ay's to contribute to their family's

e s [ . .
livelihood. Who would care for their children if they went 'out to work'?
'}- € . ‘ . '
And if that problem could bé met, their wages did not cover their own .

. upkeep, let alone their children's. d ‘ £
Their depen&ence upon their husbands increased. Wives became |
financial liabilities to poor iabouring men;, thre.a.tsAto,their survival.

For the state, ‘havinp; made husbands responsible for the upkeep of their . St

s 3 3 ' ! ’ . ) 10 .
wives and children, thgn passed maximum vepe laws 5 vhich made \the execution

’ ~ ., "

i

@ of thoée ‘responsibilities impqssible.

|
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, ¢ In an sge when the numbers of destitute poor were i-apidly increas-

... 106 . -
g, vomen were over—»r‘epresented.lo.r Their pauperization led to

1

‘ . 108 . o S e )
sti@ét;.on, harassment by officidls, death while giving birth under :

. . 109 .
hedges p#d in ditches. For centuries their place, however mean and

|

precarious, had been as hecessary mémbers of a fanmily. This"family had

been undermined as an institution because it was no longer a help, but a

.

5 . . ‘ - - ! ‘
~hindrance to male survival. The desperate situation of many women at

——

3

the end of the seventeenth century thus ar;ose; There was no place for.them

-
Ty -

. A .y

to go with their childfen. At the same time; many other women began

to set the pattern for the. 'role women would play during industrialization.

They sold thelr labour for pitifully low vages, a.ddmg overwork ‘and

v it , o , \?
fatlgue to their peneral destltutlon. ;
An affluent bouraeomle dependent upon capital - that is, the surplus

value produced by the 1a.ndless - Was emergmyr from the better-off yeoman,
e o
craftsmen and tradesmen. It was in the course of th:.s separatmn between

labour and ce.pltal, produet).on and consumptlon, vork and home, v’mrk and

housework, pubilc and private that bourgeois women acqulred the particular

v

1dent1tv -which set the pattern ﬁrst for noble women, and much later, for

working women, The spheres of consumption, home,® domest:.czty and privacy

became their 'natural' habitat.

'

. Men were making-a new world apart from the home: a world of business,

politics, investment, law, a new capitalist and imperialist world. 'Sheila.,

4 B ‘ -

_ Rowbotham put it this wey. . L ,

—
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"The most cruciel factor in deciding the peculiar
helplessness of women was the exclusion of the privileged from <

production. As bourgeois man justified himself throurh his —N -
work, assertine his own industry and uaal’ulnes.% arainat  the
oo . . . . . > N ' .
idea of aristocratic leisure, his woman's life was becoming ‘ . *
. X wmeEe, '

' | ] .increasim:ly uselciss_. "1‘10 ’
| Even Mary Astell .and Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, both proponents of

female education, would not have espoused her "justifying" herself: throurh

14
~

. * “her work. . . , . . :
] . .Mary Astell: "They (men) mey busy their leads with Affairs of 3
Wﬁnﬁpewmﬁ@w in recommending C t

_ . : themselves to an uncertain Master, or a mbre Eiddy Hultitude, @ E.

. . our only endeavour.shall be to be absolute monarchs in our own : 1

.. R

1]
Bosoms. 11 o

- Leady Mary: "I do not complain of men for havings ensrossed the
government., In excluding us’ from all derree of power they
s preserve us fror many fatirues, many dangers ‘and perhaps many

T Ly n ‘
cimes * 112

- et e o a2 e

Like the advocates of female education a century later, they Niled' -

| .
to sce any connection bet.ween education and work, That women's lives need

. not, and indeed should not, be productive was an unquestioned axiom by
' . ot A Y

the dbeginning of the eiphteenth century.

In this chapter it has been shown that womeh of all feudal éstates |

made imnortant contributions to their families' livelihood. The transi-

tion from fféudalism to capitalism removed conomic production from the

‘

. household. Vomen of the rapid

“groving proletariat were. left dependent

people beca threatened ingtitution: men had little to rain from it
. . t ) '_’ .

1 i : ) , X
and much lose, while women needed.a husband.more than ever. SRR




. The home for the women pf the newiy emerging bourpeoisie . was shrink-

4

'.‘: M ’ . . o ,
ing to the Doll's llouse. 'The women werc supported in style, but they

‘ . . . -

were peying a price. Increasingly, they were considered good for very

. ) . . . P .
. little. By the end of the:seventeenth century tw§ clear classes of women
. N )

were ‘emerping: one destitute, one privilermed; one overworked, and the . .

“other idle. | g

- " In the next chapter a femmlqt perspectlve wlll be used to try to

i

account for Xhe cnanges in mmt—wmermmrthe— ne

\

" 3e,ripd'. This w111 involve looking at the nature of natriarchal ideology

: .+ as it was propagated by the Catholic Church, and how it was eltered after
! ) ‘9 ., . K . e
- o the Protestant Reformation.

.
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. 4 CHAPTER 3 | ‘ )

) N , A

o 'IAE TRANSI" "ION I‘ROuI CATHOLICISM 10 PROTFSTANTISM o C .
’ A TRANSFORMATION IN PATRIARCHAL “IDEOCLOGY: ¢

? A° FEMINIST PERSPECTIVE ON THE CHANGING ROLE OF WOMEN ~

o

© TNTRODUCTION

In this chapter the basic ideas preached by'tﬁe Catholic Church

q

" about the family, women and sexuality will be touched upon in order to

. | ' Kl .
show why and how the Protestant predchers undertook their transformation.
. 14

In na.}rticulag, ‘the Prgtestant. id,ea.s"a.bout the relationship between.

husband and w1fe, sexuality, love, )emrrmgre and divorce will be discussed

’J{ - AU

in order to draw out their mpllc'atlons: for the position of women?

s . 3

CATHOLICISM, WOMEE AND THE FAMILY

"In the woman wantonly adorned to capture souls, the
garland upon her head is as & sinple code.or firebrand of
Hell to kindle men with t..at fire; so too the horns of
another, so the bare neck, so.the brooch upon the breast,
.~ 80 with all the curious finery of the whole of their. body.
- What else does it seem or could be said of it save that each
is g spark breathing out Hell-fire, which this wretched in-
-cendiary of the Devil breathes so effectually «eo that, in a
. single day by her da.ncmrr or her ‘perambulation throﬁgh the .
, town, she inflamps with the fire of lust - it may be - twent
. of those who behold her,. damning the sculs who Goa has created
ST " and redeemed at such a cost for their salvation. For this very
. purpose the Devil thus adorns these females, sending them fort,\\
. through the town as hJ.s apostles, replete. \uth every 1n1qu1ty,
C . mahce. fornication.™ ]
Extravagant words. ,But John ﬁromrard, a prominent rourteenth century
‘ r
Dommlcan , did not depart from the substance of clerical thought throughout

the mlddle nges when he penned tjtose lmes. ' '




The position of)the Catholic Church on women had been fashioned from

the combined mysogyny and ascetism of Paul: women vere evil-and sex was

evil. The object - women, and the activity - sex, were part of the same

process. It resulted in Paul's famous dictum, "It is food for a man not to
touch a woman". . {
’ . . ! . T . ‘ ' o
There was another side to the Catholic teachings about women. The

Virgin Mary and the female sairts provided,an idealized vision of woman,
— 1

chaste, virginal, lovins and otherworldly. Whlle this only served to

choice for the weak;-an unconsummated union, recommended by Erasmus®

accentuate the failinrs of mvﬁwomenW softeneHhe—e?feetSreiLf—
the uncompromslng God 6f the 01d Tc"tament. The medlatlon of this sofv-

enlng was the body of a weran., It is s:L(fnlflc‘?it that the hll’hG%A

ism of the Church included-male and female imares.
..' But the relationship between them, as befits images, was spiritudal

, ' R o . . |

not carnal. And to this day the Catholic Church has pyeached the moral

. superiority of the célibate l_ifé. Norrfal married life was a third-rate

P

vas second-best. ' ‘ toe

.

. -~ [y ‘e .
The .Catholic Church was hepemonous in the feudal world,‘the sole

moral authority, the only educational ,instif:ution. Its views 'on the
. ' ) ) : 77\
nature of women went almost unchallenged,. It was the a.rtlculate bearer,

the .enormously influential proselytizerof pa.triarchal ideology.

Given ‘the church's views on sexuality and women it appears, para-
, y P

_doxical that it coexisted with courtly love,, that it permitted men and

women with money ‘and \p‘ower\great freedom to en\e{ and ' leave ma.rriage,3
L o . * ‘

4
- -
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————— virtuous—and-holy, to keﬁp_ﬁhﬁm_ggllQQEELJEETarrled'

‘\famlly life.

¢
o

thnt it hed so. llttle ‘to say about the proper ‘conduct of conJupal and

There is the cynic's explanqtlon. ‘that thc church was con-

N ‘

cerned with makinr and keepinr the peace with the rich .and powerful,

-that it has always shown amaziné facility to adjust to social conditions.
That may be. . . '
‘But there is an explanation which flows from the church's own

~

viéq-df—the-world. Firstly, its concein was to keep at least some men

The souls of those

* . -

who daia marry were.not as worth saving.
4 T ,

~omen it would not havL made mgch sense to develop greatlexpéctations

3

Secondly, given-its dim view of

" of then.

There was, therefore, little time or energy taken in defining

or monitorine their behavior.

If they could not be convinced to be
gloistered virgins"and thereby remove themselvestpé ijects-of'temptation

" for men,h the ‘attitude towards them tended to be one of laissez-faire..
. , \

The result was the church's considerable tolerance of a great fange of

behavior tﬁat would come under attack after the Reformation. ’Child

.
!

marriages, annulments, the keeping of lovers and mistresses were all
v @

either openly sanctioned or tacifly 2ondoned by the church.

The Protestant Reformstion changed all that. In the-course of

1ntegpret1ng the new rellglon preachers recon31dered and altered the
tl These

?
Catholic posikjon on all aspects or the family and family lite.

)

changes - in the_prope: relationship between husband and -wife, a&tltudes

towards sexuallty, 1deas about love views on marrlape\ahd dxvorce -

1
together transformed,the ideas and attitudes gbout women. The Protestants

< ' .
' % . v

changed the face of patriarchal id?ology.

& \
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What was it about the Protestant world-view that made it incompatiblen

/

vith Catholic idess 6én the family, sexuality and women? L

- { s , ) B
. ‘
i
'

/ THE PROTESTANT WORLD-VIEW -

-

"The only way of 11v1nr acceptably to God was not to
surpass worldly morality in monastic ascetioism, but solely
through the fulfillment @f the obhpatlona 1mposed upon the
individual by his position .in the world."

- . sl

¢ -

Three related develonn_lénts proceeded from this doctrine. Firstly,

the Cathglic belief in the moral and spiritual superiority of celibacy
' . ‘ A .
was attacked. The family man in an¥y calling had as good a chance of

being afiong the elect ag any priest. Some said a better chance.

"Celib cy,’" ranted WilliamuGouge, a prominent Puritan p;'eacher, '

"is a Doctrme contrary to God's word, and a Doctr:me that |
causeth much inward burning end outward nollutlon, and so ~L
meketh their bodies which should be temples of the holy . r
ghost, to be sties of the devill,"T , .

Cellbacy vas not,, of course, banished to the dust-bin of Enrllsh}

(-

subsequently had to be ba.rushed or sgmetlmes worse, under the
'

Ca hohc Me.ry. And 'during the time of that Great Protestant, Henry VIII,
omas Cramner, vho had been indiscreet enéug‘n to marry & German lady, '

.

1 her carried around in a chest with ai holes in it whenever she left

—_— .

cod of all true. believers.? Trﬁe belief was a gift f‘yom N

—

5

— e
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the house'.8 Elizabeth vas said to de;‘lore marriame amons the clerpy, ’
- shubbing the wives -of bishoms ,9 ‘and &s late 'as the end of the seventeenth

century, the PuritansBarter echocd 5t Paul in describine marriape as a
) ' - B ' Lo ) ) T ~

-

» Mremedy agai'nst wst".10 7The weielit of Protestant opinion, nonetheless,”
came increasingly to reject ccli}.;ac; in fawvour \of nirriage.

. ’ , Secon@y, speaking with dod no lonfer required the mediatiog}oi‘ a

s priest, the intercession of the saints, or the interventipmof ‘Eihe W‘/irnin o

* . Mary. Thirdly, the ‘Bible was .place\d_in_i:he_hands_at;the-—lamersem—'ﬂﬁ-;—,—_ -
. ‘ * ) .

4

longer did he await a f)riest 's pleasure for the interpretation of God's

At L ' B . . —_
Vord. WY i ". A

-~
i

Behind these chanpes lay the r;lore,f‘undamentalfpoix:zt: that the whole

of one's worldly iife had to be lived in a rodly fashion The purpose of

Protestantism was "to enable men to live in this present world so as they

.
.A/ . o
o .

= . may walk with God even by .bringing f.hem from a general and confused thoupht

of Chrlstmnltle to a daily and partlcl)lar case of Godlinesse". 11’

= Since people passed most of their liveés within & family, the proper

conduct of family life was ho lonper only peripherally important. This

J

2l
.
h]

|
' nev mterest in the faxnlly was emphasued by the growmg recopnition of

Pl

the definitive nature of early‘aocialization and childhood. "1 am forced

. to ,)udge," wrote Baxter, 'lt‘)(e.t most of the ehiidren of the godly that are

e ~n
ever renevwed, are renewed in their chlldhood nl2

. R [N

The ra.mily, became the key to fulfi}llng the rather awesome goal

of the Protestants: that ordinary men and wofen should make & total

.comnitment to a rodly life in both their public and most intimate acts,

© B

in their daily utterances and secret thoughts. |- ‘

o m e gpaay
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But pranting each person the fight ‘&fid obligation to confront God,

directly, without ﬁediator, through prayer'and the Bible, had spawned a

&)
diversity of religious views which eventually de troyed the institutionalized

.

'un.ity of the church. Is it reasonable, therefore, to treat the effects of

(3

Protestantism on the family as if it represented one set of doctrines and
1 o | )

beliefs? . : Lo , .

N

-

7

Books have been wr:.«tten e lor:mp the dlfferences, doctr:mal and -

pragmatic, between Anp],:xcanlsm nd Puritanism. 13 Others, notably Charles,

b5 o ARSI o S I

a 3

and Katherlne Ceorge, hcw_e taken the view that there were ho" substantive

o

issues dividing Puritans and Anglicans: = .

"In our effort/to find a.distinmuishing line between
'muritan' and 'anrlican' ve have found no iisue, doctrinal
or ecclesiastical/of which we can speak in other than
', relative terms." T : 2y T e
/ . . . oy 1

‘fI‘l%is paper doq/J not need to taeke ‘suc\h a controversi“ahgj?tance ﬁeca&ﬁe,‘
.for' the aspects of }ié-otestantism releyant to this study, it seems lepgitimate -&"
to assume that n{ugﬁ l'e:ss divided Puritans and {\nglicans than br?gr;ht éhem'
i:ogethei'. This is the position of Schucking, who observed: ) : ,

"hovever far apart such people (Baxter the Puritan and Jeremy .
Taylor the Angllcang were in their dogmatlcs and in their views

on church government , they -ware to—an aston1sh1n(r depree in apree-
ment in their ideas concernlﬂp Ygactlcal conduct, in such matters
for 1nstance as family duties. " - '

1

-
There is one quahflcatmn to this position: the far-reaching

" : o

effects of Protestantism in articulating and propagatinr‘a pa.rticula.r kind

of fam:.ly centred a.round a pa.rtlcular kind of woman. stemmed ﬁ'om very

«

L.

s:unllar vievs whether they §§ere enunciated by Anp'llcans or Punta,ns.

&
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’

gramaticnl‘ly dif'ferent effect on the family’’ and for wome .16 Even this

‘ ¥
Le:':ceptiorx tended to loricnlly extend, rather than negate, t} xhore
" widely held beiiefs in the sanctity of the family.

The Protestants 'did not pu‘ll'their idea of the family out\of the

-

dez}r to the pearts of the preaohors. the family partner thin whlch \Y

s . r .

F 3
fmml;es -of the Old métmrent ‘ ’
“ .

» \ - . e K 4 - 1 o . L
The‘Source of the Proteqtnnt Coﬁcontldn oi‘ the Fﬂmilv ’ .
‘ ’ " e s .—_T-. .

“{

'I'h. first sgurce were thc"r:inilie" tr yhom Christcmher Hill has .

"thc inaustrlouv middle sort" 17 The Rt:formnt;.on hm} occurred
>,

\
i - called

[
' s
)
)

at. a time- when the’ econoz«;c Qowen‘ of the craftsmun and. yeonan 8 houqeholdq, ;
S A .ﬁ’t ) ~Mn » R
) vh1ctha.d b?En 1ncrennng for two

[y o~

In these fan\}lleg, the ftxther was the und:.sputed senior partner of an .

ccnturles, was annroachlnp its zemth.

"
.

“

1ndustrlous ana thnvmc househ( ld vith ]'I.ts extenslons Ain the fa.x'mstend-

and vorkshon.}g This was the kmd of fam.l:y from vh).ch many Protesta.nt )

. * ¢

preachers had come.ao 'I‘hear fa.thers had been

yeomgp and t)us wvas often
‘ v

A 3

whut they were Ptoo - at least for 'six days of

‘}-."

%ﬁc vne,k.
1

©

Th

'l‘lué kind o fammly made up the most 1nport‘anf‘“'part of the preachers'"

¢ congregatlgns. “ Noble fam:.llea 'ha.d ?hen\ ch\nlama,aa the poor probably

d:.d not go to C'hurch 23

te

~*

*

S TSN

- The second souree vas the’ ﬂ;d Testament.

@

t

-

»

To' the Bible-reading

¥ .

-

'"Protestant,px:eachers thqse fmnhga p.ppeared to be contemporary versions
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of the preat patriarchal families that they were rediscovering in the
0ld Testament. Sé)mckir‘m wrote

"... the Enplish Puritan sought to shape his life by the
examnle of the Bible and pa.rx-,_iéuarly that of the 0ld
Testamént. Thanks to this, the preat historical achieve-
‘ment of the Jewish neople, the creation of its own form of
the patrmrchal family., cains an importance for postertty
which, till %ov has'been insufficiently appreciated.’

b
The patriarchs of the 0ld Testpment had }xot only guided their families'

~ economic des tmy but had directed thelr lar('e households through their

" spiritual crises, l‘foidmg them;aelves responslble only to God Himself.

.'Having becn displaced by Chris£idnity with its army of saints and S
prlests they were resurrected as role-models for the seventeenth century ‘

'Engllsh,householders. For the Protestant dem.al of the need for a

mediator between God and man had left this spiritual ro;le iurtly dormant.

L

Prt‘atestant'prenchers began to urge that heads of houscholds move :'m,tq ‘
PR . v

, te pgap and play a semi-priestly role in guiding the 'spirit“ué.l life and

godly behaviour of their families,? ) '

(] PO

The kind of family the preaqher"s vere viewing and exp;ri.encina
in Elizabethan England, and the role model provided by the 014 Testament -

patriarchs 'feaulted then in the family being seen as a "little church,

" 26 o 3 ' Ty ""QZ,

._n la.ttle state”. ) ! R - Tl oy, et

? Ly - il N '-L_‘— s
s - . Y -
L ’ [ Vi

7\ - DMEELFVATION OF TME FAMILY . NN T

N Family life had to be made equal to its task.. And in-language’

varyinh in tone 'ﬁom sober to .something close to enthusiastic abandon,
: |

' .




- descriptions and prescriptions of the, newly ganctified family poured-out.
- o @ . ) t

i "The family" said the preacher Gouge, . .
S® S
. T : "is a semlnarv of the Church and Commonwealth PIt is as
a Bee-llive, in which is the stocke, and out of which are,
sent many swarms of Bees for in famllleq are all sorts
of people bred and brourht up; and 8ut of families -are
they sent .into the Church and Cormonwealth ... whence it
followeth, that a consciorable performance of domestical
‘and household duties, tend to the good orderlng of Church
and Commonwealth ... :
Besides a family is & llttle'church and a llttle
, Commonwealth ... whereby tryall may be made of such as
are fit for any nlace of authority, or of subjection in
Church or Commonwealth. Or rather it is as a schoole
-vhereinthe first principles and prounds of pgovernment end
subaectlon are 1earned° whereby mcn are fitted to pgreater: . -
matters in Church or Cormonwealth." ’

The ugé of the word scminnry is not accidental nor thé use of

R

'¢hastity' and 'virpinity' in the -next quotation from Rod@?a. Vhat they_'* g
<« wanted to emphasize was the purity of the nairiage-béﬁ, the holineos of
¢ oonjggal lo;e. \\
' ‘Rogers echoes Gouge's sentiments, but in-mone flamboyant 1anguaée.

"Marriage is the pr;servatlve of Chastity, the Seminary

of the Commonwealth, sced-plot of the Church, pillar (under _

} God) of the world, right-hand of providence, supporter ‘of . s

s laves, 'stats, orders, offices, rifts and services: the glory

. of peacc, the sinewes of warre, the maintenance of policy, . .
, L the life of the dead, the solace of the living, thg ambition

T : of v1rn1n1ty, the foundation of countries, cities, Universities,

' Buccession of] Fanllzes, Crownes .and KlnndOmes Yea {besides

the being of these) its the welbeinp of them being made, and .

,,Jnudiunnmm‘iEwéxcellent in them, or any other thing, tgg very . R

‘furniture of henven (in a kinde) depending thereupon. ,

PO
-t

. L

d o : ".. Such descriptions attest to the new regard in which the family was .

)

P Ll

held. But for the family %o,be 80 elovate& meant'that attitudes towards ',’ \ "1

L sex and women had to bg.s&batantialiy ch ged. For how were men to live IR




K : | | -
" ‘morally impeccabl® lives copulating with the evil scductresses which popu--
lated Catholic treatises? Eerhnps'thé Protestant preachers were hot

consciously motivated. They, nonethcless, went obout the task of rescuing

'

sex and women from wﬁat they saw aé the worst slurs of Catholicism. As.

a result, althourh "love and marriage ... was only one among“the'many
. . J

topics of Puritan edification ... no topic underwent a more interesting

or di§tiﬁguished dcvelopment".29 w}ight cohfirms this in his mdssive

study from literary sources of the middle clasg in~E1iznbethan England.
B
. "After the break WIth the Church of Romquw1th its
) conservative attitude toward all sex relations, new J
opinions ‘regarding woman, marriage and the home gained
favour ... No lonper ... was virrinity held to be the
highést food but a Lchas tity of marriapge wes pglorified by °
: . the Protestants. Az Puritanism further modified Church
d * beliefs, the 1nsxstance upon the sterling v1rtue of the

home became louder

A ' In their many sermons, books' and proclamations on the family, the

} prenchérs did not stéy in the realm of high flown rhetoric. Rather they

-
1

dealt qulte prec;sely w1th all aSpects of famlly llfe. “the relntionship

betveen husband ana wlfe. sexuallty, 1ove marriage and d1vorce, leavxnn

IS

little to the imapination of their congregants. Each of these areas wll}

| . , ~
4 be discussed in turn. °

3 , '

}L .

i v . " Relationship between Husband and Wife

v . bentral to the runnxng of a atable and godly household waa a proper

‘»nrelatxonshlp between husband and wlre. Here the Protestants undertook
a dellcate balancing act between two contrad;ctory 1deas which, 1f they

v did not keep each other 1n checkaould destroy the harmony of the household,

t

S
i

.

. s - S
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\ : . . . | \
the stability of the society and ?he‘working out of the divine plan, Onfl

the one hand, there was an ideal projected of close and loving companion-

ship between*husband\gqg;wife\ On the other, there was an insistence upon.

the suﬁoFdination of the wife té‘;;;Z;;;ﬁﬁﬁiif31“‘ThE‘morémtheffirst vas -
emphasiz;d,'§he greater the feu;, seemingly weil 5dst};ied, that wives
would éspire to equality vith their husbands. .But a concern §ith the .
éecohd~to the exclusion of the first woﬁld not have .invested the family
with the émotional co;tent necessary to produce fai?hful and responsible.
husbands.,

For the Protestants there were thrée'peasons why a man needed a

wife: procreation of children, the relief of conpupiscence and the mutual

4 -

sociely, help and comfort, that the one ought to have of the other.32

This view contrasted with the view of Aquings33 who had submitted that in

. every way except procreation another man would have been a better com-

panion for Adam than & woman. The Protestants dwelt long and lovingly
on the mutual cbmfbrt husb&nd and,bife should be to each other. Some

of the ministers' marriane services, notably Gateker's and Boxter's, |-

went further and asserted the primacy of mutuhllhelp over ppocrention.ah
Vhether the ordering was cﬁanged or not, preachers agreed that matriage

was a state Co ‘ ' PO \
"wherein one man and one woman are courled and knit together
in one fleshe and body in the feare d love of God, by the
free lovinge, harty and pood consente|of them both, to the
entent that they two may dwell together, as one fleshe and )
- body of one wyl ih the equal partakmn ofiall such thinpes, as \
cod shal send them with thankes gevynge "

]

o

31
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The forms of this mutual sharing were not; of course, to be left

JR—_

to thce discretion of the.married couple. Long lists of duties, correct g

/- behaviour, proper forms of dddress were expoufiled. .All had much the same
v -;. ‘

» ring because they stermed from one overriding perspective: that the man

, was obliged to provide cuidance in all things to his wife, and his wife

was bound to}obey. These were prood Catholic sgntiments.
‘Like the Catholic Church, Protestants also turned to Paul most

often for his unequivocal statements: "Wives submit yourselves unto your

"

dih husbands for the husband is the head of the wife." "Man, i[ the image

and glory of God: but the woman is the glory of the man." displayed
no reluctunce to call upon Paul when apnropriate, and cast him aside when \

he made less popular statements: "It is’ bettcr to marry than to burn”,:

»

for'example, waslconveniently overlqpked.
Paul may have been their chief historical source for statements on

female inferiority, but they were nét at a loss for their own words to

"emphasize their deep commltment to the pr1ﬂc1ple. From Miltoq'siﬁoetry, e

. n 36

"llee for God only, shee for God in him ,~ to the more prosaic and

| threatening lanpguage of William Whately ceme’ the same sentiment. s

., "(E)very good woman must suffer herself to be convinced . 4
in judgement that she is not her husband's‘equall. Out of
place, out of peace and woe to those miserable aspiring -

. ghoulders that will not_content themselves to take thelr

: place below the head."37

«

.l The preachers were dellverlng a double message. It was compounded

by the one. exceptlon to the otherwxae unqualxtzed obedience a w1fe owed

+
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" and delipht, willingly, readily.and.cheerfullyf.hg The Anglican Jeremy

y .
- . . ’
!
.

her husband; it was not greatly dwelt upon by.Protesggnt<preachers'but,
. | : E T ST

!

the tent of masculine édpremacy".38 A vife was instructed to disobey her
. ’ L] . )

'nonethele£§3 it was, in.Haller's words,/"the camel head of liberty within

husband*if‘there was no doubt that in e ryiﬁg out his order she éguid be
disrcparding one of Go&'s.:.Thut such a!bhinm mighf.happen,stemmed fron
thé spiritual equality between husband and wife which meant that God
quld communicate as easily with one aQ‘theuoéher.39

Every peféon had his own source of God's w;rd. The family Bibie
readings may havelencouraged.devotion to God. But it was also to givé '
men and wo%gn ideas that had not been in tbe.rgformérs' script.

The redeéinition of the f;éily involved a reworking of ﬁhe cleriéal
vievs'bn'sexualitj; Therle wereitwo aspects to this process: on the one L 4
hénd, neﬁfattitudes towards marital intefc;ufée gad.to Se deve}opeﬂ; on

,‘ "
the other, the Catholic views on the sinfulness of extra-marital sex - \

o

had to be articulated with new vigour in order that it could be distinpuished -

‘from the 'pure virginity' of marriaFé.

Their*egcep&ance of conjuga#ity has led some writers to stress that
the Puritans re-establdshed the naturalness of sexﬁii‘iﬁEEFEBEFEE;ho-"est_

congressus viri e* exoris natura sua res indifferens neque bona neque

I
.

mala".hl A couple should proceed, according to Gouge, "with good will

>

‘Taylor cited, "a desire of children, or to avoid fornication, or to lighten

and ease the cares and sadnesses of household affairs or to endear each

other"!3 as gufficient remson for marital intercourse.- There are many

Y
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.
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_admonitions to those who' mirht choose a celibsyi'marriaae in the mistaken

‘belief that it would be moré fleasinn to God. This is in contrast to the

N . < '
. Erasmian view that marriare differed little from virginity and was = -

inn

perfected in abstinence.

\ 4

™

Their condemnations of the sin of adultery, on the other hand, have
. led to the more popular association of Puritans with sexual fcpression.

. Sebastian Franch, for exémple, saw, "the significance of the Reformation

: wk5 i

in the fact that now every Christian had to be a monk all hi&\iife.
“For as.much as the Protestants insisted on the purity of marital .
4 ’

4 . : .
~ sex, their proclamations on the sin of adultery were, "stronper -than

] 46

anywhere in Christian literature". "Adultery" intoned Andrewes "

is
of all sins most brutish, and maketh us come nearest the condition of

veasts".*T "Mme laws of God shoulde be obeyed and fulfylled, whiche ) ; )

' o

commaundeth ﬁdthe the aduitercr and the adultresse to bee stoned unto

L8

' deathe", ~ thundered Bacon. These outpourinss seem to have been brompted

by three conéiderations. First, thére.was the fear that the new tone

,  givén to marital relations might have some’' carry over to sexual relations’

in general, that the acceptance of marital sex would somehow open the door

‘to. rampant promiscuity.hg = )

i
~

Secondly, the'Protestants,°in'contrast;to the;Catholics, %nsisted
on ‘the sanctity of the family and its ﬁtabilitylovef time. Adulterous -
oo relations were seen as the greatest threat to the st le kind of family o
‘ ";ife which was so esgentiai to the good‘govérnment of \the commonwealth.
- ’ .‘Their writings about marital sex,refeal a third mpotivation.. Between
the concepts of virginity, on the one hand, ané adultery, ‘on the other,

-4

A, o




1 ' marriare had a difficult time being defined for itself. For if marriaéé{w‘
* in one breath was praised as 'pure virginity', in the next it was castigated
g 86 a potential whorchouse. ' 'lleither are husbands to turn their wives into

vhores, or wives their husband into whoremasters, by immoderate, intemper-

‘ ate, or excessive lust".%0 Many such cautions ahd prohibitions accompaniéd

their assurances that the "marriage bed was undefiled".

Frye tries to resolve this contradiction in Protestant thought by

;

documenting the Puritans' acceptance and approval of conjural love. What |

they disapproved}and feared, says Frye, was lust in marriage, that -

"immoderate love whose very violence precluded it from maintaining the

stability necessary for the marriage relationship".51 The Puritans- did

gee lust as a temporary passion akin to "fire that is kindled in the

i

stubble (and) is soone put out",?2 and ‘theréfore, not compatible with the
solid mafriagcs for life which they advocated. But this point is crucial
for understanding those who see the Puritans intrinsically linked with

{ s

sexual repression: the language that they used to describe lust ip the .

same as that used by the Catholic Church to describe sex, 1s it not

difficult, therefore, to avoid the conclusion that it was the Puritans,.

4

rather than Masters and Johnson (as Germaine Greer would have it) who
"supplied the blueprint for standerd, low-agitation, cool-out, mohogqmyﬂ?53

" .And they did it precisely by avoiding-the specifically erotic'ﬁspect

of, wvhat had been seen by the Catholie Church As the 'disease' of love.
' ' The, Catholic Church castipated sexual love. But it more than

recognized its potential intensity, and assumed that those gutsidé its

+ : ' o,

*
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*d

exclusive celibate circle would expérience this "freatest bodily pleasure".sl‘

The Protestants, on the other hand, would have liked to lersislate lust out

of marital intercourse. .Bolton cautions that the marrisge bed, "oupht

¢ -

by no meanes to bee stained ... wit? sensual excesses, wanton speeches,

foolish dalliance" > while Robinsoh reminds his readers that a ‘man may

play "the adulterer with his own wife ... by inordinate affection and

w56

'

The redefinition of sexuality by the Protestant preachers urged

the repression of ‘the specifically erotic component_of sexual love, a .

process wﬁich was to reach its full flowering a hundred yebrs latér in

4 -

the Victorian belief in the asexunlity of women.
; |
. .
Love

It is scarcely‘ fair to the Protestants to separate, eveh for purposes

|

of analysis, their views on sexuality from thei¥ attitude to Xove.
Schucking argues that the PuriteHs’ greatest cultural achieyement'wns
t}{e bringing togét'her of spirituzl and. sensual love into one unifying -

experience.57 His value judrem&pt aside, t_he'substnn{.ive aspect of his

.

remark is persunsive., For the Catholic Church had seen spiritual love

as directed towards God,’C while the courtiy love tradition had sbsolutely
denied the compat ‘bility ;:’f( love and marriage.sg ' T
o The (Protes,tants,,in c'ontrast to both these models ,‘l me‘l'ded the

roles 6; wife end mistress i;to one, and urged t‘hut'marital love shc;uld
be pa.tterne‘chl upon' devotion to God. This love is seen as an obligation,

one vhich they might have preferred to be able to legislate. Unless both

o)




- . of the. marrlage partners ‘love each other «es "with an 9:rdent love, they

I : ° L e . .

4
\

cannbt but be damned!, 60 warned Whately. B ';§.’ L !

> Not that younp men were adu}‘sed to marry for love,.at least cegrtainly
¥ ' B 61 .

not for love alonc. Those who did were 'poor greenheads", = and would live

to rue the day. The encouragement to choose a "fit wife" was as close as. .

?

most preachers came to making lov? a precondition rather than the result
of marriape. While virtuousness was the first prerequisite for choosing

a wife, second -in irpport’.ance was that she be "fit‘..62 Iﬁ ﬁxodern_ parlance:

-

she should be 'right for him'.

"Thereforc a godly man in our time, thanked the Lord . -
+  that he had not onely given him a godly wife, but a fitte X
- wife: for he soyd not that she was the wmest nor the .
‘holiest, nor the humblest nor the mojdestest wife in the C
world but Lhe fittest.wife for hime."03

‘
o

.Bome showed more inclination to consider the feelings of the young
»

men. Gataker displayed pax;ticular sensitivity. . , /

"A Father may finde out a rit vife and thinke such a
onc a meet match for his sonne, and his Parents may bee also ‘o

of the same minde with him and yet it may be when th have’ ,

done all they can they cannot fasten their affec B .. ’ ' .
There are secret lincks of affection, that no regsén can be ’ ' '
rendered of: 'as there are %Pbred, dislikes, thaf can neither : -

be resolved or reconciled." ’

The idea of marrying for love, though hedged with many cautions, .

was given a foot in the door by the,Puriténs. Tts 3.scendancy' tg the

- chief ideological underpinning for marriage wruld e.’waé:t'another century, - &

0

i
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tMarriage and Divorce

] o

a
’

Discussions about getting into and out of wedlock'welje problematic -

- for the Prétestan{tfs. Following from the "Calvi_nis‘t dictum that "children

owed absolute obedience to their parents on pain of death'_',és, Protestants”.

believed that it was the parents' obligation to choose suitable mates for

theéa children. The'ir_ children's duty was to accept, the choice.
Yet it is possib’le for' Lawr'ence Stone to have attributed a pre-

ponderant part to the Purltan ethlc m "slowly weakening in thé laté
&

sucteenth agxd early seventeenth centurles, .the doctrlne of the e.bsolute“

" 66

rlpht of parents over the disposal of: thelr children How can this’

apparent cont.rndietion be explained? v N

The, Protestants were very concerned with ;t:able, non-adulterous,

life-long marriages. The selection of a suitable spouse' was, they knew, ‘
rudimentary in attaining this goal. This led them to instruct younp men

' , N N . . :‘ “ ! 0
: on these natters at length. The instruction in itself presumed some

freedom of choice. Preachers wvere begi'nn'inr; to cau_fiously enunciate the

child's right to at least a veto over ‘a marriage partner proposed by his

Parents.67 ’ ' S | . ' - :
. — '

At the same time, there was 1ncreasmg pressure from ch1ldren for v,

some freedgm to chootse.G8 For marrying an appropridte woman had become

especmlly critical since the Refonnatlon. The Protestants had made j
petting out of a marriage impossible exce;—t for adultery. While the ‘ i
Cathoh‘c Church had not sanctioned divoree it :mﬁ had:grea.t succession i
|
'I

of "evasions, fictions and loopholes". These, according to O.R. McGregeor

a

4 w
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% ‘
. ’ . ‘

A - '
'*had made the mgd1eva1 system tolerable in practlce" 69 Powell went

further:' o
"so tanrled was the cas u;;vy/respectlnp marriape at the
beginning of the sixtecnth century that it might be said that

{ « for a sufficient con31derat10n70a canonical” flaw might be-
~*  found in almost. any marriage.” ‘ e

Tﬁe.Protestants abofished all'these_popish remnants: adultery -

became the only way out of,a marr1npe.7l The contradiction between this
- D
/// o posztlon and thelr v1ey of marriage as "a sveete compound of both rellc1on

" 72 - ‘

and nature was put succlnctly by John Nllton.

"Among; Christian whiters touching matrimony thére lie
. three chief ends thereof apreed on; godly . .Bociety, next civil '
< - and thirdly that of the murrlare—bed Of these the ‘first in
name be the hiphest and most excellent, no bantized man can
deny ... but he who affirmés adultery to be the hipghest breach,
affirms the bed to be the hirhest of_marriape, which is in
truth & gross and boorish opinion.”" 3

. ' But thé,least cencern of the preachers was with internal eonsistency. “

The family was a "seminary of the Church and Commonwealth"QTh Upon it

depended thé preservation of both. ‘

They had been willing to compromlse on the right of parents to choose
thelr chlldren s marrzage partners. . The fu31on of spiritual and sensual
love had made the choice of a wife too important %o leave to parenﬁal

d;scretlon whlle the tlghtenlng up of the waysto abandon & marrlace had

. .
made the cho:ce too 1rrevocab1e. R o :

But there would be no compromisé on the grounds for leaving a

’
<Y

marriage. DPeople, agreed @ﬁe preachers, had to learn to choose the.one

they love and ;ldﬁe*‘lihe ::an‘s they choose!T?

Lo
- s ¥
PTG

v




v

4

~

&lly, to an improvement in'woﬁen's~positiop.' On the other hand it led

'o . ’ ’ . . ’ . .
. o A ‘ :
’ THE TMPLICATIONS §QR WOMFN: A WIN,: A LOSS OR A DRAW?

1

\ — ~ .
g s -~ ' e
; ’- e .
» - -\ N

\ o

. : * N * - . f
The Protestant ideas on the family, ‘the relationship between -

v

.husband and wife, sexuslity, love, marriage and divorce, were carefully
M ’ . N - 9 M

«

spelled out and full of contradigtions. They had implications for women

- . '

that resulted in a new conception about their true nature and é‘moge

precise perspective on their provper role. ‘@ o

[

Ak But contained in the ncw were the images from Catholicism which

had only been'half-discarded. That alone would have made the results .

L]

\

of Protestantism for;women complex and difficult to unravel. The

= . S, e
iQ?ernal contradictions posed by Protestantism itself further confounde
1% .
AN .
that. process.

3 .,
~
- 0

© .

1

On the one hand, Protestantism tontributed, hovever unintention- -

to a more closely deféned~§yd limiting role fpr‘women.(yThere wvere '

several aspedts to each side which ‘can now be draim out.. o e '\”

. .
3 « - . b
v ¢

An Improvement in Women's Position:
From Natural Allies of the Devil )
- To Godly Companions of their Husbands . o

°

Women - ‘Apostles of the Devil? N ;

. q “ . . « toe N
Overvhelmingly Protestant preachers, insisted that they were not.
They rejected the idea.that women were evil for tvwo.yeasons. The first "’

related to their new conception of the family. The family.thatlthq‘preqchers

‘had in their minds ‘was the household of the ysoman ercrattsméh.' For the,

.




v

i' 5 . . 'p s -’j > .
prehéhcr‘ thev were nlfg‘"]lttlc chu;ches » sﬁirihzglly as well s

/ : ccnnonxcullv xoﬂf—suf}101cnt. Thzq new mofal sﬁqturc of the fanllv had
A . I
s , nn')novxtnblv vlevutlxr Jnfluencc onvlhe tone in which wvonen were dis-

\J‘\ T C‘\?:; ‘.\.d

7

A spiritual unit likc the Protestants' gémily necded menbers
A - %

capable of n hx§hlqtnndnvd of

,nvqu of vuhonﬂluum$o Le nptcd

[N

Lo . Seconly,
<@

" the Yedefinition of sexuality -

morqlltv. 'Doctri

.
.

s

.
t

]

es emphasizing the evi

he réjection of celipacy .

o and the elevation of conjural love - undermined the Catholic position
Y . ! 1 - ." LY p] ,
' ‘on the evilness of women. Kdtharineoﬁogorb hns pointed out that whi

/ -
!  there is n6 ncdossnry reintipnship Uotveen a conﬂcmn(tlon of s exunli

N (Y

and hntred of Voren, the connection is "abhorrence of

. -

tlour. Since

o

u\" »~

10 nbhorrvnco of thoe

sexual oljcet ... ruilt feelings

abhout @

< leads

. LT ° - .
. . ‘ . 6
are convenientlp, project i as female lust and seductlvcnoss".7 )

.

"

¥
-
I

The phenoncnon of. sceine woren’' ns evil did not suddenly ceahr.
. ;
R Wripht observed, ‘ .
A - . *

a
- . o ?,
< -
PN v 13
e .

4 0 .
' ¢ ) . 4«
: Mt 38 tywe that thkre vag ne dimidution of interest/in

A ' the aau~hters of Dve,"T7 = v ,

;

N . LA N .
! 5 \ » N '

‘ ‘ Rut, he continuesd this point of view was being challenfed.

P

. - ’ o "ﬁcspxtc thomweerudepconcc of nedieval condemnat1 ns of o
: 3 the femdle gex, "R new note of respect wan creeping into the .o

rorular Qlterﬁture ns writers reflectine the trend of/middle

class opinion urﬁae to defend womannanaxnwt her traducers. w78

-
As. enrly as 1598\ the 1nf1uent1al.?ur1tan Robert Cleaver severely T

! P

&udmonxnhed those who-belxeved in the cvilness of’women, R

’ . ,

- .
.
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. ."So that a wife is called hy God Himselfe, an Helper
and not an impediment, or a necessaire evil as some advisedly
. - doe say, as other sorc say: It is better to hurne a wife,
than to marie one. Araine if wee could“be without women, we
'could bLe uithout preat troubles ... These and such like sayines,
tending to the dispraice of women, some nnhcm\mly and indis- ’70‘
creetly dbe -vomit out, contrary to the mind of the lloly Ghost. "'~

! The challenre to the ddct‘ne of trg_e evilness of women had been ’
W , ,' C . . S
sounded. . 2
1‘ '

. Wonan - Commmxon nnd hLe _l\_vnnt,e

|
"God made the man Admm aliopether perfccf set him in
Do s the Paradise or garden pleasure and’ nftervnrds sn.vd 1mmedmtely.
Wt ‘Y It is nodt rood that man rhould be nlone. , .

' . ‘The Protestants interm-qted this to mean<that womah vas man's natural
. - " .? . . . .

' soulmaté and helper. In the families that 'they observed and experienced,

\ .
women were econonic.co-partners. They’simply extended her role as econonic

i

helpmate to spiritual and social arenas: : o
" "nusbands and wneq should be as t.wo sweet t’r:.endl; bred R
under one constellnt;on, tempered by an influence from heaven,
vhercof neither can give any great reason save that mercy ggd
",

X ‘;Q prondence. first made them so, ,an‘d' then made their mfxtch ' | .
v, As llaller obser\}ed "the nore impartant the family became to them ‘as
s - ' " an mstxtutzon, the more 1mpor,tant became t})\e role they found themselves | /
j ! ] B assigning to ‘'woman in ‘the life of man". 81 I

‘
-

L]
.
i

. Spiritual Equality . “,

- f . ,,“

\ . »
- mnle basm spiritval eq;aa).:.ty betveen men nnd vomen 1a uu ) damental

¢ ' M 3%

Chnat:.an tenet 82 t)'\?e Prof,eatantn took specnl puns to emphaaize 1t~i It

for nan.

'toliowa from . theu' manteme that \roman ‘was & fit c/ompamé:

’ = 1
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men.

)

,defined it, wis, an "extremely 11m1ted'one.

tion 1n the ClVll War Sedts which fldurished during the period of relxpxous

s

P4

"Some v1ll not allov her a soule; but they be souleless
God in his Imase created:them, not Him onely, but Him
and ler-

5.2 Some . v1ll not allow her to be saved; yet the
Scripture is-‘plaine; shee. shall be saved by child- benrlng

It wvas plven prhctacal appllcn-

toleratlon permxttcd~dur1nv the Interrecnum.ah

the pract1ea1 prob]en of a believer cohqbltlng with a nonbellever. The A

P

sectarxan view advoeated se

women were not discouramed from leaving their husbands if those'ﬁnfortunatea

£;é\{:ffneratc.
. AR

~ v

were qof among

s

!Lratlon from the unrodly. This meant that

the carly 1640t's we find evidenc;

husbands and ﬁakinr'ncw alleéedly for reasons of Conqclenc5£/ 85

of scctury women eastlnr off thelr old

w83

' The concept of spirltuul equality, as the maxnstream of Protestantism

The sectarlans denlt Vlth

"

Thus Keith Thomas -documented that "from

Prrgbyterlans were, in® fact nga1n§t Pellnlous Toleratlon because,

stability of the househ&ld, they m?ght ‘have added - a fear vhich proved

all tooreal in the history of the sects at this tlme‘

demanded Kather:ne Childley, "what author;ty (the) unbelievingwhusband hnth

o

"I pray xgu tell me",

they arpued, it would threatcn the authorlty of the fnther,86 - and the

over the conscience of hms believing wlfe"xt 1s true he, hath author;ty

over her in bodily and c;vzl respects hut not

_COHSCIQHQQr

remarks from the preachers' that a wlfe s stbmission 'not extend 1taelf to

anything- nwaxnatnthe wxll and Vord or God"

‘e

8 /

.

RN

88

|
?o ‘be a 1ord over her

A
\

/,

_ a

It ia'only the tdne not the*aubstance hﬁich iffercntiates ﬁer'

-

)

;
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" The Protestunt preachers witnessed their own teachings nbout, ' '

a | " \ spiritunl equality beine used to, undérminn.their central concern, the : i
. o , ' )

. 3 . o _ . . .-
stability of the family. ‘ ) - ’ o

Sexunl Mouality

. . - N\
- The Protestant caripairn arainst adultery was very clearly aimed at
Ve G ' . -

-

K] . i
"men as well as wonen. .
A . . . ~
A single sexual standard wes urped for, "althourh a wife's infidelities
L Y

nay cause greater disaster 'th the family, the same sin in the‘husbahé;is
| ' 89 L

no less iniouitous™.™ WMmile the Protestants insisted on marital fidelity.

for the rood of men's soulsgo'and for the proper rovernment of the common-'

wehlth or'féﬁilie their teachinrs also constituted a major attask gg

‘»\,- ~ ~

1
the double Qtﬁndﬂrdcg Their' rejection’of the double standard contributed -

- - "‘7\ . ,'
to greatly intensi{icd sexual repression for men. ﬁut at the same tlme,-

I

1t prov1ded support to wonen forxthelr right to equality in sexual conduct-

-

In the seventeenth century sexual equality-for vqmen could only
. / «
have been sebured at the prlce cr 1nten§1fxed repress1on for men. One ps
\ Lt ¥
the’ sects, the Rantcrs, trled to base sexual equallty on the prlnclplb of

'

sexual freedom. Proclalminr the pranelp&e of ‘free love ror men and
\
" women, they trled to combat thb éexual gu;lt of their ane.ga And yet,

-

as Chrxstopper HI11 has pointed out, .there, could _be no sexual. rreedom for

women vxthout effcetive mpthods of b;rth control.93 W1#stan1ey polnted

]

oy

. g
PR Vs T )

{
out the impl1cat10ns for vomen of tpxa/route to sexunl»equalxty.
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"The mother and child be{fotten in this manner is like to ..

and recard them no more than other women ... after he hHath had

his p'leaqure. Therefore, you women beware, for this ranting
practice is not the restoring but the destroyinr power of the ol
creation ... by seeking their ‘own freedom they embondape others.

r/

The vepy biolonical differen‘ces precluded equality in ‘terms of

.

-
[

o

cesel

have the worst of it, for the man“will be Tone and:lenve them, B .

acxual f‘reedom in the seventeenth century.

\

Only.by restricting the sexinl

!‘reedom of men could such equahty be reallzed.

By doing this, the Protestants

enunciated perhaps the strongest dg)fence, h1therto in recorded history, of

& single standard of sexual horality for men and women.?? .
. ' . <

Control Over: Her Dody , . N Co
s ; — 8
. - ‘ 3 : T .

- The attxtude to love, to the I‘Bmuly and to adultery led to pressure

; from sons tha.t they be permitted to choose then- own wives. ‘
Wmnen w !'e mdlrect benchcmnes as their ripnt to a veto over a .

N
>
[y s

propoﬁed marxriane, vhat Stgne descr:.bes as "this slfrmflcn.nt advance in

tha mstory of | the. emanclpu‘tnon of. women vas accepted between 1560 and

+

161LQ. It was, of course, only the r1rht to re.)ect a shitor. A lay suthor

Q . h

\mrnqsi that a 1rgin should, ncver _express herself\posltwely lest Ehe be

‘ \
g, BW spegted of " omewhat too warm desmres

. »

w97 .

n.‘ #
-

'\' ¢« by -
" “ . ’ s
J

,t"

Whethexl— in thé interests of fa.mi.'rjr harmeny, their more elevated

@

conceptypn affvomen, or some genumely humnmstzc sentiment , 98 hus‘bands T

- N

vere counaellLd to be kind and cona;derate to the:.r wives to ret‘rain from )

criticumg them publicw” a.nd to chastue with moderation. The’ ripht to
beat one's vire. ,atul emhrme& m the! 1av, vag apee:.fically forb:.dden

g L ’

by the pre;eheré,u S

. e




Thonas A'quimis had nrantéé men the rirht to beat their wives pro-
vided that they did not kill them (r modest request ) 200 A11 the Protestant
ureachor: forbid corporal pumnshment nlthourvh the tone of .:ome of the
prohﬂntmns is .somewhat susvect mller co11nselled that even if a Imsbtmd
had a wife "of a servile nature, such as may Lm': bettered by beating' he mu..t
" refrain.}0? ’ ’
/ ‘

A llore Closely Defined Role for Women:

"Art thou to make any choise of a wife
Choose thee nn housevife.'ygq

-

An_Inferio~ Partner . ‘ ' \j

‘

" The Prote\stnnts urped Tlizabethan houscholders lto be the aplrltual
/

"leaders of their I‘amhes. Yhile the Cathollc Church hud ‘relied on prlests
to }\eep 1ts flock i‘rom straving;, the Prote stants ms:l.sted% that it was the
proper duty of fathers and husbends . "A Family is & naturall and simple

-Societie of certnine persons, havine mutuall relation -one ‘to another,

N R
Tunder the private ('overnmeht of one, w20k . . y

\

'

The woman acqulred es 8 result a lwe-m aplrltg‘nl adv:.sor.

Chr'istopher Hﬂl cmphnsxzed th1s pomt: tha.t one person 8 authority meant
oo : . . ’ \

another's aubmission. R SN

- A . ~ \ -

2

. "At the same t:une that his respons,:.blhty ‘for the moral
, velfa.re of his household enhanced the dipgnity of the father of \
the family, as Milton noted, the dependence of the rest of the
femily upon him was incrpased, including,of course, that of his
‘wife end children. He was th&\xr mstructor 1n matters of ",
conduct, ™05 | b

-
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* husband. That notw1thstand1ng, she owed him obed1ence because he vas her
) ’ - 1 - )

" the mfluenee of humanist thoughtno were providmg an env:.ronment for an

-
v a—

s
;

3

! # The spiritual authority of the husband had a necessary corollary:

the inferiority of his wife; This. inferiority stermed from two spdrces.“

-

First, the nature of women suited them to a‘]ife of submission. ‘Bioloaical
&nﬁlonies vere popular.in suppo#f of ;his position: men were the head; .
womeﬁ the body.' "The man was noﬁ crcat;d for the woman, but the voman for
the man, who is the rlory of’ God,. the woman's head, and every wuy fittest
to be chlefe commaunder 1; the vhole Family and household."106 ‘ -
Secondly, her 1nfer1or1ty waes 1nherent in her role.  Protestant

preachers did allow thut a wife m1rht be spiritually greater than her

husband. "For the evil quality and disposition of his heart and ;érd,'doth
. ' ! , ‘ .

. .
not deprive a man of that civill honour which God hath given unto him, 207

All this is not Qefy'much different from Catholic teachings. The

rather minor differences result from the insistence on the“priest—like

rqfe of the husband, and from the constant reiteration of the theme of

wifely submission. -

The real 1mp11¢atlons of thelr nrose&ytxzatlon on remale 1nfer10r1ty

very time when women of. the gpper classes wvere becxn{ifg to rece1ve

excellent educations, nnd when vomén of the bour300181e were flndxng time °

to ‘emulate, them.lOB ' !

, ' . ) ) ‘ B ' -
. The breakup of the:old feudal structures, the weakened moral position

|

|

]

]

i
are more profdund than thxs. For the Protestant teachings began at the ’
‘of the Catholxc Church the general renaissance in lifb and letters,log




"No sooner was she & woman than presently o wife,

7 e SR s,
R

82
3
!

!

unprecedented exnansion of female learning and status. A'contemporary
historian, William VWotton, looking back on it in 1694, wrote that there

werc "no accounts in history of so many truly great vwomen in any one age,

as ore to be fouﬁd‘between'the years 1500 and 1600".lll

'Reflccting this situation, and undoubtedly encourasing it was the

"popular controversy about women" 212 qhig exciting century-long dialogie:

produced gputsy defences of female virtue and learning ds well as vitriolic
diatribes apainst them. Women offered their own most compelling defence.
"If we be weake by lature, they strive. to make us more.
‘weake by our llurture. And if in degree of place low, they
_strive by their policy to keepe us more under ,,._lest we
should be made to vindicate our owne injuries." 13 - j

2

-

The Protestants’ teachings on female inferiority have to be seen

. *

arainst this backeround to appreciate their‘full'signifiéancé. The
Protestants werc not just in dialopue with the Catholic Church but with

the whole "popular controversy” about women.

~

This helps to explain why women were unreceptive o the mesaage of

© their inferiority. The preacher Gouge lamented that Inferiors "thinke

their burden the heaviest and drc loathe to bear it" and of all inferiors

[} . ’ .
vdmen vere "the most backward in yielding subjection to their husbands".llh

¥

.

x
n115

"
1«

+ . ' Since it was the role of the family which concerned the preacpefg,:

it'{s'a literature not on the image/éf Qomén but the nature of wives which
-is  their legdéy. This contrasts éﬁ%h'Catﬁolipiém. Fipst, that Church

‘had female relipgious imagés'worth& of the highest devotion from men and -

«




women. The Protestant Ghurch banished {hese and retained only Jesus

. Chrigt and his Father, the stern and- der nding God of the 01d Testament.

Secondly, the Catholie Church had provided an institutionalized alternative
to marringe for women of high pirth. Life in a con 't could be, at the

[

least, a way out of an anticipated marriare, and at the most an opoortunlty

ﬂor leadcrthp and declslon—muPlnn.ll6 In any casé¢, it vas a 11fe in

which woman was the Body of Christ, a role which, denendlnn on the cir-~
cumstances mipght have been more comfortable than as body to ;\fiﬁsh and

bllod husband.

[y

< The suppresslof of convents left only splnqterhood as an alternative

to?marrlage: a thought which must have 1ed more than one unwxlllnp younp .

ﬁoJan to the altar.ll7

Mary Tattle-Well and Ioane Hit-lim-llome certnxn]y
* ‘considered a husband no pfize. - ' C:C:)/ﬂ\'-
"If there had been any lawful way for them to have had .
Children without Husbands, there hath beene, and are, and °
will bee a;numberless number of women that would or will 118
. . never be troubled with wedlock nor the knowledge of man."
. - , : ’
: ¢ The cleriecs 'saw no othér role but wife rqf"women. The‘hgfnessfng

I3

et 5 =

of the Marys and Ioanes of the world to home and husband was their avowed

purpose.

SR
A Proper Wife

|
i

7.

‘" VWhet should she be 1ike, ‘this proper wife, this only semi-mythical .
119

°

" - creation ofﬂ%hg Protestant preachers? . First, she had to be pgodly.
. For would not a woman vho loved and obeyed God also love and obey her

» . . -
L 4 L

!
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. submit to the inevitable with patience and goodwill'.

o
Y

husband in Whose Imare he had been crea.ted? Bridpet Cromwell received thm

P

letter from her' famous f‘athe;’ shortly after her. marriage.

"Dear Heart, press on let not husband, let not anything
cool thy affectlons after Christ ... That whlch is best worthy
of love in thy husband is that of the image of Christ he’ bears.
Look on that end love it best, a.nd all the rest for that."120

" Arise L‘vans was ,1mpressed by the women of his household, who insisted

"that they thourht upon God at every breath they drew", 121

She should have "that forgetfulness of,};elf vhich causes her to

122 The perils of

N '

" childbirth in the. seventeenth century, if nothing else, made such a quality

‘combined with podliness a formidable source of strength.} Alice Thorton

i

wvrote of the 'pirt.h of her ninth child, only three of yhom ssurvived infancy.

¢ "After this comfort of my child I recovered something

of ny weaknes.,, better rccovermp my breasts and milk, and
giving suck, when he thrived very vell and grew strong,
being a lovely babe. But lest I should too much set my
heart in the satisfaction of’ any bles;mp under heaven, it
seemed pood to the most infinite wise God to take him firom
me ... And, therefore, with a full resignation to lis. %ovi-
dence, I endeavoured to submit patiently and w1111n01§ o part
xn.th my sweet child to our dear, and lovings Father. nl

»,

John Banks admired the same qua.llty in his w:.fe who was never known

to murmur, tho' I was often Concerned “to leave her wlth a weak Famly" 1?“

T

A woman should have "that modesty .which led her to be' qulte ignorant

125

of her merits'. This might have been the only characteristic of

Y

Margaret Cavendish, the Duchess of Newcastle, which ‘the nreachers could

have applauded. By her own admission she knew no housewifery126

according to Pepysaj'all .the toxm’-tal?\:‘.’s)ow a-days of her extra,vagenees " 127

and

T

. .
o ) . .. -
T . . : ' o> g 3




- were, to put it kindly, a bit ungven.

]
)f‘ . A i

! -

But she did write, "it cannot pb ’exbectedf t,,Aat I should write, so wisely

-

or wittily as men, beinp of the cffeminate/ sex, whose brains nature has
: f

mixed with the coldest and softest eleménlfés".lza ' . ’ '
With alll t'his a woman hzxﬁ/to f)ef/fc’}'i/eerful, emifc and of cquable .

. temper, particu.la‘rly towards her ht\éugnd, "shun\uing all v:’lolence and rage,

passion nnéi humor", 179 Eyen\if she w}re matched with a "c‘rook'ez{:) perverse,'

peerhane”" and "wicked" husband, it wa h'er duty to' be "milde, mee?:e,‘ Eentle

' G 130 A | L : ‘

\

n.ngl obedien

These ‘were the traits which # joman would bring to her calliyg. A
131

man cxercised his c¢alling in Commonwedlth, C\mrch and llome ; for the

’ 132

woman it was only the last of these three. Dverything within the hore

must be frurally and thriftilysdone shd her children broupsht up in a

v s ! ¢
Christian manner, and all she set her pand to 'even spinning, sewing and
d" 133 . !

3

knitting' done as to the Lor

John! Banks was fortunate; his wife Pleased him preatXy ix} her cullinf\;.

il

"She was a Careful, Industrious woman in bringing up of her children in

‘'« pood order ... 8 I-‘leet—]leip and a pood Support to me "... always ready and

. ’ m&‘. .
nl 3!‘ " ‘ o

willing to fit me with Necessaries. . Samuel Pepys, on the other hand,

- . an admittedly less virtuous man himselr, ﬂ}\\ad a wife vwhose™domestic talents

.o ¢

1

"Home to dinner, and there I too
blackness of the meat as it came out o the pot to feall out

- with my wife a.nd my maid for their slut
, ta'ble 3 v

and so left the,
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'How man}/ husbands fared as_pﬂqr]y as Pepys is unknown. Cle;arly _
f1izabeth Pepys had not donformed to the standards of the Protestant
imuge-makers o : : ' ’ 4

e The txme-—consummg and 1mporta.nt te.sk of catalomunr the virtucs
’\ \< Y
of & pood woman and the dutleq of a proper wvife had bcen underthken with a

venreance, "The clerlcs had locked women 1nto one role a role sanctloned
136 . w

they said, by divine, na.tural and human law”, - : .

The imare of the pood wife supplanted that of evil v.‘roma.n'in'rreligious

literature.

The Shame of Spinsterhood ~ ' . .

As lonp as marriapes were arranged, failure to marry was the fault -

of one's parents. As frecdom to choose and be chosen gained support, not \

attractihg a husband became a-reflection on oneself. ' There was no escamg

’the anguish and pain of being unchosen: " the last of the—Enn,lish nunneries _

v AT
z

had already been auppresaed. - ] ' \.-

, e -
The rightI‘to veto a marriage partner, & landmerk in “‘per}sorfal freedon

. had, therefore, a definité underside for wsmen. _ _ //
" Her new pro’blem vas to attract a ma.té vhile appearing passive afid .

uninterested. '.I'he lpt of the. unmarried woman had often been unhappy in
feudal times. It would ‘become .a predictable misery as love and the freedom
to choose one's love became enshrined as the only legi%i’mate basis for

marriage, and as marriage became the sole respectable gpal for women.

EC S S
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The Cathoillg Church connselled a cellbate life as the most perfect

‘ agr of ]ovmr God . Throurh such a hfe the twln ev1lo, womgn and sexuahty,
i . " . -~ N

- could be resisted. ' t- e K .
The Protestants disagreed. They sourht a saintly life not in
escape from, but throurh immersion in, thc world; God was besceched to

"so smrltualue our hearts and "affections that ve may have heavenly hearts

" 137

in earthly employ'ments Motivated by this world-—vmw, they developed

a new.and elevated conception of the family. 1In the course .of this trans—

<! . Y s . - >

formation they redefined the relationship between husband and wife, and

- dealt at lenpgth with questions of sexuality, love, marriafe and divoxjce./‘
Throur,ﬁ these discussions, ‘nd also more directly, they took on the Catholic
E 4 ) n L
- . conceptlon of wvomen as cvil, and found it to be utrue. . , 4

’ .

In order that man not be forced to face 11!‘0 alone,%od hnd created
voman AS his helper and companion. . Man wasg t.o wed )aer, bed her, love her
- ' and keep her tiil death. Perhaps in 'that‘order. For the Protestants wcre’
‘, vacy abouti‘l)ove ‘as a precondit;o}u' for marrila‘ée.l Unaccnstor;xcd Opti’m‘:n'"srﬁ‘,
however, madé thém reasonably certain that if the dccision to marry had

been visely taken, low‘re would surély follow.

' ' - * »”
Loving companlonshxp vas o 1y to be one of the, dimensions of the
(relationsh:Lp, however. The cther was the o‘bedxence n,wxfle owed her husband
r ' ‘ the responsibility to govern that a husband owed his wﬂ‘e. It took many

f : ’ ‘
rhetormal numpulntlons to put Just the pr0per aspect on the. relat:.onshxp.

.
\_¥
. .« . \ C ?- . t \
.

j
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Marriagre ves to be a sweet f‘riendship within a pover relationshin., "We

»

would that the ‘ran when he loveth .,hould rcmembcr his ,)uperlorlty" 138

: S v

went a popular manual on the subject,. In 1970 Shulariith Fir‘eston\éf'could
w 139 |

-
-
L -

prencher«- would have disarreed, their recocnltlon that there was a problen,

is unmlsta{mble. "of all deprrees wherein therc@ glfference betwixt ) -

person and ; nerqoh vrote Gouge, "there is the least disparity betwixt

nlho . S -

husbund and wife. . o .

\ d

-

There was also the least disparity, as it ‘turned out, betveen : g

virpinity and conjupality. The latter was 'nronxotgéd in imﬁges reminiscent
Y . vt
of the rlowinr praise cxtended to chastity in the Church of Rov'xe. It was

then contrn ited to lust and passmn w}uch were described with nuch the

- ~ . . /
. same laqp:uar;e Catho_hclsm had‘ reserved for sexual intercougse. wh11e Just

was seen as & "typicnl asncct of gdulterous relations, it was a sin equally.
«* 3 ‘ ’ B m
to be avoided in the ma.rrmpe “bed. ‘ ’ - . A
: x . - ' .
. ’s

"‘he importance which they attributed to 1-\a.rr1arre as .a stable, ].1fe-

“ write "power and lovd don‘t make it together thile the Protestant -~ .,

.

~

long relatlonshm led them to.kva,ve some support, pnmara.ly by inference, et

to t{le love mntc)»a over the.arranred mdrriage: "Th prov;deh a splendid

3

opportunity for them to expound on the qualities of ‘a good woman. -They

S . e

produ’ced a formidable list w’ith vhich a young man.should arm himself in

hls search for a suitable w1fe. ‘ ‘%ﬂ/ . )

Y

'I'lus is the role - the p{:per w).fe < that t'hey sw.?bs‘ta.tuted for that

of ev:.l woman, A vay out of ev:lness wa‘a ngr longer ogfered to- the fev, i
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. ’ as Brides of Christ, but to the ajority, as podly helpmates to their , .

’ ~ husbends’. That Vas o gain in\hun-m'r.rd\i\gnitx, - But the rules for her be-

’

»

. _over-estimated. The Puritahs said Keith Thomas "had done something to
~ , .

{

~

to redefine the nature of patriarchal ide

ology to suit their own vorld-view. -

X

e

raise women's status, but not really .very much",

What they had done vag

" ‘paviour nn@ character were so strinment, that.the result should not be’

.

. T I ‘The Protestant conception of women dévélpped in @ world that was

’ .~

T . increasingly being ghaped by the emerging'bourggoisie. The interests of.

i ) o | ~
that class and that of the Protestant preachers werecoineiding-by the -
. . . . ~ I
1 N ) RS . :I. ,‘o\" - . , .
: . end of the sevénteenth century. The effects of that nerger on the ,
. , N N . 4 o . .
. position of women in society is taken 'up in the coneluding chapter: . .
- - \ . . v .‘_ “ , » N
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e © THE CHANGING ROLE OF WOMDN T THE SEVENTEENTH CRy7URY:  — . -
THT: RELATIONSHIP BETWREN CAPTTALISM AND PROTESTANTISM :

» ' . ,,.:

-, o ‘ o : - . R L
; R D\\‘ . ~‘.\\ . : . S o ! .
j A, ., INTRODUCTION . - o
y - n .. : . T , . . , . ,. .
» Q" ! - . T .,
v . - - .t to v
\ : ‘ : This conclud r chapter wxll consider thg two related questlons
\r ™~ ‘ .
e wh1ch have motivated this research., First, the hlstorlcally spec1f1c ) .
» . b ‘ i .

™ !

qdestion: how dld the 1nterlock1nn histories of capltallsm and Protestant—

~~

. {
- ism tranaforn the poslfion of wonen in Boc;ekz? Second the qpestlon of ;
3 ) B the tension between a Marxlst and a feminist perspect;ve.. do they offer - {
. N - . - ) ' \
; . confllct1n”d rcdundgnt 6# coﬁpleneutary interpretations of woméan\sub- N
R ° : & i \\\\:’\
ordindte placc Eﬁrsociety? ‘ . : -
. o . PROTESTANTISM AND CAPITALISM _ ‘
- ) ) KR o AlD TNE FAMY ' ' ' ,
¢ ‘, M ~ : ¢ . r ' 9 ~ .
o N T T The Protestanta enunc1ated a new 1mage for” women e new concep-

[ i —

. " tion-of their nlace 1n-the coamlc order and transformed the 1deaa about

° . the f&%lly ‘and the prOper relatlonﬁhgp betwecn the sexen; that 18, they . -

\

-~ redefined patrxarchal 1deology. This new perspectnve was not fashioned

: , . ) .\ .
because af its particular appropriateness to capitalism,. On the contrary, .
i r s o e
. tpé:pxeachers‘of the early seventcenth centwry were expliditly enti- - .
. . ‘ L

. .
[y . ,

-capitalist., "In the Country," charged Bishop Hall, ' - B

»y, A

i, ’,s_,,.g'r -r‘.wx Yot

.t <
: ‘%T‘;r

gL 0

o b b}

\_«-h&‘& :
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v \\“ ' i ’ @ v
A . . ’ \\.\\ o ) . " ’
! \\\\\\\\\\\\ ' Mthey censixe not the oppressing gﬁhtjéanbn;fhgt‘ r ,
. - ~-tyrannizes over his cottn/nrs, 1ncroohes uken ‘his neirh- . ) )
" -, . bour's, 1nhcr1tnnce, incloses commons, &epqpulnten villares,: ) %
) i . scrumer his trnants to denth but the podr soules that when ' /%/
"they arc crushed, yield the juyce of tegrs, exhjbit bits of . o
ad . complaint., throv open the new thornes, malntnmnc the olad i .
wounds ; vould these men be contcnt 3 bo qulotly raclcd and ‘ .

9

- . o : rvoxlﬂd there vould be peace. 1

, It was not, theh, as apolonists but as’'.critics of the cmerping
. . , . . N

L

econonic system that Protestent nreachers developed*their teachiqgs~on weoren ond -

the fuﬂllj. Their ideas were motivated by their fércht prayer to "have LI

N -+

hnnvcnly henrtu in ecorthly emnlovmont" 2 and were patterned on the houne- ' ’
[} . . A

. s . r ] N .
. ’ : -

_hold of the yecoman or ernftoman. , *

-

A

v/’ ! .- N M -
c Pt Protestantism Was crossine historienl.paths and becoming

' . entwined with dapitalism. Tis particular form of patrierehnl idcélogy was,

4

) ~ " ’ *
- then, its~lf alterad,sproviding a remarkdbly successful - if only in terms

I “
'
. ¥ -3

- (" . ’ ' .
of its persistence - ic¢nolomical basis for the bourreois family. 'In fact, .

= it?would be more rcasonable iq say thot Ahe success of this Protestant

“ -
-y

‘ by the bourpeoisie. : : “a
\' ‘]l‘ "

i

The Femilr: The Last Bulwar) of Protestantism In Capitdlist Socioty .

= . . s : . K )
. f . \

With the rise of cnpitnliph the maintenance of the femily bLeceme K . .

important to ‘the very surv1va1 or the Church. Throuﬁhout the 1iddle Ages

.

S ' B the Chureh had laid down nornl precepts for 81l ‘nspects of soczety. As

. i Tawney wrotg,/' O — . o ‘ ’
"‘ ’ K ¢ - ] ’ ) ! ' * . l
4 1 o
; $ . / ~N ' . . , \“

e R
-
»

o A
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l/ontnblishod', includinr o de fncto &ovml‘nmty over th}e hurch. s 'l‘he, ‘
T/u

it, when ncccnr,m-y, by suitable dmmphne.

~ ’3 . . T
C~ \
ﬁ‘ - The challengre thc Church'q prcramtlvm cane frém the r:.err
7 I . /! .
hourrvem fne. "The loust of Conmons , and the class which 11; reprﬂf*ented,

had triunphed ?‘t"t. vv@ry pomt “es the rovrelrnltv of Parllument wy{
: P

! -, . 14

©

success of the ‘bouxr,eoiﬁin was part” tribute to° its power, and part to-

internul dinsem;ion within the Church which "mad’c it evident that no EE

- “

commsm ntandard existed whnch could bhe, enrorced by ecclesinstical mfzch:tmzry“‘5

. ’
r - —

( The Church d1d «not, howgvgr, ro ‘pvay, nor did religion di snppcar.
0 - . . . -~ ) ' , . 'l . \’\
Just'.in time, it hod -established n new, and by itc own standards, an Ry

importnnt sitn: in ’ﬁa‘i\éh to opernte': the Chrigtien home, "the Seminary

of the Comonwnalth, seed—nlot oi‘ thc Church, pillar (under God) of the .

6 . " a .
world ", . s .o ‘ . .
- P ~ M 0 1l -

» - ——— e

This’ home, about wluch they ‘waxed 8O eloquent was still the society-

-

\ [ - -~ « : e e ' -
° . i e . \\ R . 33
) - \:\a,\ :
¢ ' - 4 L t 0( Y] RN
. : ) : : ‘. T
df] }y' . “ - :' s ' ¢ .v« l \ ' ! \?!:
r o e " . ' Ad H
. "}lnyovoy Catholics /Anf'*licahn Lutherana ond Calvinists o gt
ray Aiffpr on dectrine or cecleriasticel foverrdment, Iuther 1
7+« and Calvin, Latimer sqd Laud, John Knox and the Pll[‘]‘lh / ‘
‘Fathers nve apreed that social morality. is.the pravince af /!
the (‘hnr(‘h, and rre preopared both to tench 1t, and Lo enforce

in mierocosm, the economically productive -household of the bqtter—off * .
peasant or craftsman. - ';I'h‘a world for which this new anb. el‘ova'ted .con-

ception of the family hed been develpped, however, vas- chanping., The ; -

households of. the less fortunate yeomon or tradessan were sinking inté Ny

v.

Y

-the swelling claBs of wage. labourers. The more muccessful ‘among them were

' .
. . . .

“becoming capitalists, increasingly living off the™sux Tus value produced

by others, s - ) \ ' ' ' ) i
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o »
: The homewas shrinking. No lonper wps it a place to produce, - -

rather o pla[cc to consume, ‘h'o lonper .a place. to 'work' but only. n place

to 'live'. A place for private ‘cmotions and intimady, a.place for children,

~

a world fof women. Thig was & far diffgrent home than.the ‘one in which the
3 * . ! P

Protectonts 'had so reccntiy enclosed the yoman as Food wife., And by =

3
-~

stroke 6;‘ historical irony, perhaps justice, when the wéild vas divided

<

in two, not only vomen bt rehnon itself waa relcpated to the home. The

Church 1ncren31nﬁly wou]d have llttle to aay ebout how t)‘mps were pro- ‘ '

duced, but only n’bout how they werc used. '
[ . o . R
- [ "Jealth," ntated Max wcber, "(became) bad ethically only
in po for ns it (was) a temptatjon to.idleneos and sinful '
. ' cmovmcnt ‘of life, and its acquisition is had‘ only vhen it .
, is with’ the purposc of la.ter 1:w1nr merrily and w:thdut care. 7
I)cfmmp private ‘moral 1tv, rather tha.n public standards becnamé the

last le(;gtlmate interest of the ‘Church, dnd the- ‘state contmued’_to ab}mow—-

«

Y .

[ 1edre “he, Church's.x‘ipht to influence in this spherei Thet.is, the men ’

’ i

" of, the state and the men of‘ the Church combmed to control *vomlin, ‘within.

thelr 'natural'! place wlthm the \t‘a,m:.ly “ Laws aﬂm&st-‘blrth control,.

"—R'”_“"*\* e
a.bortxon, dworce,,. adultéry ~ these were the moral’ principles which the
‘o of” . .
Church could cnd would defend . . ‘ ' ' ,

) 3 "

Ag /g resuLt the hbme became, by 1nference at first, and leter by -

-

def,mxtlon, the centre‘of morality. 'I‘he Church ncqumsccd in th:.s belief,

and 1n its corollary that the world of busmess was controllcq only by

» ,

"thg new science of Polztxcal Arithmetic, vhich assergs, et first with

hcsxtation a.nd then m.th confzdence, that no moral rule beyond the 1etter -

8 L . » . i [ )
" . L s o -
. s .
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. " The Church, once nowerful enouch to define the family, had become
.. dependent 'ipon it for ite own survivel as an institution., The Protertant’

I L4

’ . -~

intention that the héme be n moral and industrious plpee in the midat of
o : ' ’ - ' ‘

\,"‘. " a Todly.Commonwenlth of rien went'uxircnlized‘. Instend, .nérippe,d of its
. '!';:_ﬁ} - B preductive fﬁnctions, the home beecame a spiritual ;‘}tréqt,. in n'ced‘ of .
} ,: B protection 'f;rém an, nt bcn‘f.,, unoral world, . s .
: g . "I{'his dc;reiopmcnt wgix most’ful iy r;-mli?.c_d in the, boui-rv,eoin family.

v

The homé of-the ware labourer wes cqually unproductive but 4t could €8t

1 @

" afford the aura of morality and spiritual.{t\y vhich characterized the

i' o : bourpeois home. The effccts of the relationship between Protéqtnntin,m
\ ) + * ., +
. r ond’ Capitalism were thus felt very differently by bourpeois and working

‘

_clags women, o - .

~
-

4 Bourpeois Women . _ ,
© - R , .
. b

kY
- B ‘ . . - -~

. With the rise’of cepitalism had emerred & class of woren isolated '

s

*
£

'I" . "from production ond econcmically dependent on their,husbands, Their lives L

' " were ipcreasingly ‘dnds of ‘leisurr and idleness. "Why won't you bderin to

thmk and no loncer dream q.wny your tme 1n a wretched mcopitancy?" pleadcd

o~ ‘ Hary Astoll vith the 1ad1es 1n 1701. 'I'he worien whom she wag addrepsing

. were a far ery from those who had‘ been the mod~elé for the Piotestant -
. - conception of the pood wife, Rather, the worthy preachers had matched °
. the economic J.mportnnce of the ramzly wzth a ‘comparable ideolomcal
preaence tho economic partnerahip of hus‘band and wife with a sp:.ritual

The prgachgre haq,; ~4:3.11(3(1 women to an’

and emotional relationship.




i . . . .
~ . .

lntennlvely uct1vo okiatonce on the cmotnonnl and np1r1tua1 an well as the

l.phVUlca1~und nracticnl lcveT ".10 With the'rhmovql of productlon from

the home, the spiritual partnership was no lonper baged on %hc companion-

Shay

ship of work1nn in dnily life. The nature of the rclat10nsh1p shifted:

¢
’

the womun; the centre of the home, was to inject the gpirituality;-égrmth‘

o

- and emotional support. She was to provide a peaceful ret?en& in which

/ Vo '
her husband could refresh himself after the ringﬁxg and harshncos of the

wvorld,

\
> .

. . ) . AN
‘But her retreat from production had other, less &

for her husband, Whereas.oﬂcc indﬁstry ond thrift had been 3 népnrable

inteorests divcrned: his interest was to make money, hers to npend i§<\i
iticized

By the end of the seventeenth century bourreoin women were beinp cr

~

by the Protestant standards. Thelr.extravagances, idleriess, foolishness

. o i . ¢

steered o mmddle course between these tvo: ‘ . . o

"The tbxift’rg their rreat—scene of business and the ripght
S ' adjusting of, their hair, the prlnclpal employment’ of their lives.
The ,sorting or o Buit of rxbbons.la reckoned a very rood morning'
work and if they make an excursion. into a mercer's or a toyshop,
. . B8O preat a fatipue makes thenm’ unflt for anyth:nc else all.the duy
.o after.” 11 . k

N

. o

that she.was very extravarant and -used to pawn her clothes for money,"12

read a cburt (ﬁﬁiement hy 8ir John Holt, c. 1700. Pepys was one of‘the

v N

whlch aiad vex me "13 o . . ' o ]

R } ) . - "\

" first to ecord such trbubleg-- "At hore and~213§\fy\fi:e of her own accord
\: to have 1ald out twenty-f:ve shillinps upoq a pair-of p ndants for her ears

irable, conséquences

", were sources for gentle parodying and stinginr satire. The Spectator, 1710,

- Women wvere broupht ﬁo‘court'fon(ains'of extravegance. "It vas proved

(R4 >
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: Mary Antell was n Jane fem:nint hoping to rouse her rerafg repder- -

_shin into, an awarencns 'b\f the:r pomtnon. Hcr cmtm: ams thounh made from

the Wish to 'c)mnr-e not dnrcparnre women, were the some. “Con you be in. . s

]ovn with norv: tugc and folly? Caon you dote on o mc:&n, Jgnomnt and Jrnoblc

- 5
¢ Y ' - ‘ L

-

-

'I'her:c kinds of criticisms, whether prompied by ridicule or concorn,

-

becare lesn freauent during the cirhteenth century.. 'I’herea‘werc thrca fntere
. . . ,

relnted nrocesses involved in this decline. Pirst of-all, as lonr as o

[}

women ‘were beinpg judred by similor standards us men, their folly and idle-

ness vere neen as faulte. As -wonen, confined in their liomes, becamn seen

a5 a breed nnart, their wesknesses beran to avpear as virtues. Oliver | oo

[
| N . . .
Goldsmith, writing in Lodies Varazine, reveniled the raticnale hehind thig
. ., Py -
new sentiment, Cordemnin(' ’intnllironcc in women ns on affcéctation, he .
. X g )
condoned, "thcxr rventcol little tcrrom antzpnthle. and affections, The -

nltermte pan:cs of thlevca, spldern rhosts and thunder are allownblc to

i —— I3

¢

youth and beo.utv. (Fcnmme) mpcrfections wxll becorie them better than—— -
Memory is nh‘ért. nuallties once

the horrowed pcrfect:ons of men." 5
.. ’ ’ - - ) ~ ‘ . )
re{zurded_-‘én shameful had becors not only acceptuble-qbut natursl.

Secc;r;dly, ‘tho separa‘.tion of the home from the amoral world. continued
3

to add” to :.t,s' idéo]ogzcnl mportanca msisted upon by the Pro'centamtn.

"v‘

The }}pme bepen to be represented es g haven ;t"or, peace u.nd morality. 'I'he
foliowing passape was pu'bhshed in 1920 but the a.uthor quotes the nlneteen‘ch

century mgtorian, J R Green. e : . - .
, P ; .' . , . : - ‘l -

(1
v




“and purest. thing on cirth'f_,%lfcoupletl with the total involvement of men

stituting it with that of good wife.

. ,‘\ . ., M " ,
, S I
"In connidering our indebtedness to. the Puritans, it ahould
R haver be forpotten by thone yha value Jnrlish home 1ife’ that they -
. rnvc it to us, "llome, ag we concenvo it now," writes J.R. Green,
'+ "yng the crontmn of the Purjtan." Tf Puritanism eccanioned the
"orn of the pansion, the caprice, the subtle nnd tender play.of
. feelinr, the brendth of sympathy, the muick pulse of delipght” of
. the Ilizabethan are,."on the other hand life pained in morsl
mpeancur, in o sense of the difnity of rmunhood, in orderlinens
and caquitable foree., The larrer meniality of the are that had
.pasned oway was renmlaced by an intense tenderncns within the
narrover cirele of 4he home." Gravity and seriousnenn rcipned
therp, softencd -and warmed by family love, ‘until the home of the
honent .upripght T’nrhshman has become the nweetcat nnd purovt
- thinp on carth: . "

LY
[y

" _ "\ quiet ceéhtre in a troubled world, . =+,
A haven vhern the roush winds whistle never, .
: “And the still sails are in the au,nbeams"t‘urled.""lé'
Thirdly, the women's enclosure within this home, '"the sweetent
[ ]

U . = . . N -
- - - '
R ‘o .

ir:r the worid, led to the reversnl of 'the Catholic ideal of male apirithality,

female carnality; male virtue, female eviiness. The Protestants 'had, played

an /}'ntermediary part in frejectiné;"the congept of women as evil, and pub-

.
-t

By the nineteenth century she had

- in Rosemary Reughnm’q words ,

reached the apex. ~Bhe vas thé representation of"unfallenmmanity". 28—

L] A

. Her heart "enshrines the priceless pearl of wonianﬁood befo}é vhich gross

ma.n can only inquire and adore 9 It vas a kind of secular mariolorry,

20 althourh t.hero is e.lao a debt to courtly -

love. B

' N v »
.. - N
’

The edrly Pfotoatanéé would not have udmitted to e share in thi’s

s

¢~

imhge-creation. They had not belzeved that voien were n%.turally saintly. .

Virtuoua behaviour was a cont:.nuous duily atruggle gor everyone, not 1ensti l

. @
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'+ at th"t - 1t only ﬂm"ll"'d to women.?‘]‘ "'he mcﬁ‘cctlvencau of the I’rotentnnt'
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of nl] for womer{. Yet thov had 1doo.117.od marital love and the homn, ard

]' they had cnclof'ﬂd womnn An thc fumilv. F‘{:nally, the confinemer{t of‘ rehmon
\

'itso]f' to the f'nm: ly 'had helped to creante the iden of the home an nn iq]rmd ‘

of pencc in a' trox{bled world, of yomen es custodians of. poad%ns and

Vo . O v
. '

: D e
. . wOmen 5 {'Oodne‘lﬂ came from, ‘and could only be preu,ervcd throurh,

smrltual 1ty. . \

ot

\

isol'a.tmn from tho world. Women were seen as pure, 1nnoccnt, chxld-l:.l'e ‘
. |

|

|

and asexunl. Thely esexuslity also oved ‘a specinl dcbt to the Protestants.

-~

\ -

The ‘Protentants Nind deflncd, more exphhtly then ever before, a sinrle .

. l

sexual standard based on the non- erotlc ueyunl purity of the mnrrm.r'e bed,
. 7
on ont hand, nnd nhsolute nbhorrcnco of adul tcry, on, thc othcﬁ'

The double ntzm lnrd, howbvcr, ofter £ ourmhmr—, for cnnturien

3

was almost imr\nrvidus to Protontunj: tenchingo. So much 80 t‘nnt, clm-:mg

| ' o :
‘bhe Intcrrernum, when udu]tcry vas mndo an offense - and a capitul one
a 4

s

e s ‘- — JEp—— R —————

‘I + - e

tcachinrvn was covmoundcd by two developments. . 'I'hc nepnratxon of worlf and
home, with nore.l:.ty being confined- to the latter, p t fewer str;ctures

on the behaviour of men outside the home. ‘At the/same t1me; the ‘hardshipn

of working ‘class. lifé'werc-créatind a greatly exp?anded p’opulation of o ‘

prostitutes. and potential mistrensee.22 s S e o

d Relat:onahlps between these vomen tmd the men of the bourgeoisie
underm{nod the 'Protestan't :.deal of the f‘ulthful huaband. To these 1ial~so_ns
were attnbuted all theamad passion and lust. w}uch had~so uétringently

- l
bcen set apart t‘ron marltal oex, ,Wh;le men escnpnd into these ill:.cit . \\




.chastily won a priority, wrote Dr. .Tohnnon because Mapon thet all propertar
: : ’ ne ! » .

‘ . d1d llttlc to. rcdress thc 1mbulancc nroducnd in scxuhl equnlfty. .

P - B ’

-

g

home . e L S

v

r'ceqntiomiﬁim,'thc purity_/‘ conjnupplity fourished within thé bourpcoinie ¢

. , i } ‘ ! N ’{ . .

< * .!Me relipious ntrictuges apninst sdultery nroved ‘useful for the
k] « . f .

nred of the bhourpeoinic to prod

. .

DY

e only loritimuto children, Femalo

. ) . w . , /’“\
in the vorld depends". The esaence in the erine of‘r\n('lult‘rsry, "ig the ‘
. . ' s W v
confunion of progeny'. fTherefore, he added, "wise mnrrit-el women don 't
a 14

frotble thonnb]vcn ubout mf’ldclaty in their husbnndn (mnce they) impo:se

. - .

no basgﬁrdn upon their wives", 23 Johnson B conccs'nlon to Protestnnt

3 "L.'

'cmcmnra 1that a man who comm;tn udultcry 'ig crmmal in ripnt of God S

[y

'I’hc non—r'rotlc aspect of rmrxtul s»yuallty led the wuy to the O

t)]tmnte protoctnon for bour(mo;s n‘roperty the omhteonth century w;,t—

nosscd tho trmmph of the "new feminine 1deu.l af'i‘orded by Rlchardufm 8

\

Pamela (who fn.:mted) ut the first sexunl ndvance and (wan) uttcr’ly devoid

of’ feelmm; towards her admirer u%tll the marrlape hnct wag’ t:.ed" ?5
Leas than a cehtury lnter came the acceptance that properly brought-up

women expem?nccd no sexual feelings.‘ Y'Happily for aobi.ety the suppomtion
" ?6

N N -

“Women had finally been‘, colmired of the most ue:c':i.c.ms~ charge levelled at them

Q
that women possess aexual feelings can be put aaa.de us 8 v:.‘.le aspersmn

L)

AN e,
Perhaps ir o.ny one idea. of the Protestanta hag contr:.‘buted to keeping

by the Cathb&ic Church: the ‘deaire and pover to seduce men.

women vithin the home i the :.ntervem.np centumes, it was their marrymrr

of spzr;tfal and conjucr?o.l lové. Led to this by the:.r desire to lep:.t:xmate




100

(e ] o o LN : / f b
’ o . marriarc and av01d proﬁuncuitfy. the‘y devcloped it at. & propltlous moment ..

-+ in the history o’f‘ the family: Its cconomm f‘uncblona were declining; mon

=~
-

: ‘ ) vere no longper dencndent upon the lubour or their vives; vomen no lon/'er

T 3 R ¢ haa mportnnt rcenonslblllt‘JJ to fulfill within the hone, L

- - " The clevat;on of 1ove a8 hc ch:mf 1deolo(rlcn1 underyrinning f‘o’
morriape hm} becn s6 nuccessful in nuntaming +the nuclcar f‘nmly as on

-~ mst:tutlon that- 1t nppcnriu ng o brill1nntly eyecuted move by itn pPro- -

ponents.' Shulamith Fxreqtone, for- example, wrlten that "romanticism \

Y + ~d
-- 7 is a cultural tool of mile power to keep women from knowmr' their C()ndltlon "‘7

v' ’ LY L The Prcﬂ@stnntu aid not, ot‘ courf;c (rlve prlmacy to love wlthm

.

) marriaft. Whilo love may huv& 'chn, "the marriare vertue which singes : |

* Al 13 - 28
4 Huﬁzcke to thezr whole 11fe", it was most cortmn]y not itn substance.

.

. That was provxded by the econom:.c “and rnllmous pnrtncrshm of mnrr:s.nrc.
g‘: N ‘ . N . . ] .

AR R When this brpkc down, however, lovc vas loft as the cdle legitimote reanon N

;?' | ) _ . for marrianc‘.' The elcvutmﬂ of ]ove 1ncrcaucd the emotionn.l contcnt of the g

. _%l_ﬁ_;ﬂm . husbnnd-\ufeurelntiom:hx‘p. But for the\n.anj love wan gtill only part, and ) _
N N l . ‘ - a sl part, of\his life. Por wBrﬁen “St b‘ec'n/me their raison 18t8 . v )

& B ' 1 : - o ' "™Man's love ig of man's lite n th:mp apart a - ‘
- ; . 'ris woman' 8-whole exisfence" 29 . ] &

- o Wc:men 8 economic dependence upon thm‘o T huabnnds woR mntched then by

. ’

an eﬁmotmng.l dependence, their sense or self to come rrom the rcflectmn

L]

. in their be,‘loved's eye. , o :

vt



Nlot beinpg chasen to be a man'sa wifc meont n\at‘:}vinn a_home, not

B .

‘ﬁuving n plnece in the world., - then. hous eholdn werc b\}s,/ and’multx—f‘acgtvd

thnrc ‘hod been wvork for the unnorried woman., With the passinrx of productmn

~ “

from thc home , thcre wag no role Tor her. <‘E»hv hed no huabnnd for whom to
£ .
create @ harmonious ond vorinm retreat from the world.
\ R \ -

" " "Mhe ‘subject (of surplus woren) aro'ased anxiety, fiet |
T because the numerieanl) superiority of women wrs sctually
-preater than previounly - the contrary was the case - but -
beeause there was no lonr,cr a uneful vnlace in the family f‘or

the nurpluu wonpn to play." 30

" Yomen had to cultivate those nua.lities which would make her eppealine

o

_f,o a mim. Puritrmu ha.d urred w:.veu be choacn for' their rrodlmetm, ungelf=- \

ishness, modcstv chcorf‘ulnesr- and industvy, I’n cnntrnst, Jamen Fordyce

v

nivised in 1766 that "men of sensibility" desire soft prettiness, frapility

-

. ’ M N . ¢ ) . . 3
and tenrfulnens in,women a8 well as cowardice.. Since "an intrenid femnle

1
secmu to rcnounce our aid ... we turn away ond leave ber to herself" 3

. ~4 R ’ : o [
‘;’l , . .
’

Proletarian Women

T . : oo

Nt

. 4 4
PO N . . - N [

S

posslblllties of retreut “from the vorld. ‘The women were depicted es evil,

v ot Vg
sexual dirty, passlonate in contrast to the pumtv pf bourgeom women.

’

|
ithout Qilrect uccess to productlon 511'.]1 total]‘.y 1na.dequate wapges, a hirh

proportlon of them supplemented their income vnth prostitutioh 32 With no

method of birth control, no means of protection from d:.aeaae, there is no

'

cause to romanticize the nccens to their own aexunhty, vhich was denied

1

bour(;eois vomen. "It is, of course,’ impossibla for us tq live upon (my

J . ' B .
“ - _ | C : /} .
S SR . - ’

The working‘class hone pr‘o'\-r'i.iiéd ‘neither ‘the mhtéi‘i@l nor the spiritual

PRI - . b
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a
\

wages )" ‘a woman told Henry Mayhew, "and *+he ,cér;sequeﬂce is I em oblipated

to.re a bad way ... I em now prernant ... If I had been born a ladv“, it ) :
K]

) would not have béen very hard to act 11)’6 one."33 Ir the chasZty of

after the bourgeois ideal of woman despite '"1'(.8 rlaring 1nappropr1ateness
' ¢

.~

bour[reo:Lv wome./n vas the Protestzmt eypresmon of’ marmlogy in capltailst \.\\\ )
soc1ct¥, the ga,‘]{‘grlty of wgmen? working’ women,‘poor wgmen, sometinme ‘ a -
proétitﬁtes' and t;}'\ei‘r more prof‘esi;iona.'} sistér@s,' carr{;'e;i the Catholic
ideas of 'female evilness and siductlvan?ss into the new: soc1‘ety. ’t
wlth what Zaretsky has called, "the proletariamza.tlon of pcrsona]: T

»

life"34 (a develoment which lles nearly twb centurles beyond the tame
. &

scope’ of ithig naper) working cless ‘women were expected to nodel themselveé

+o a life of to:tl" 35

7 What then of the deba.te between a Marxist and a femm.s»t perapectwe?

In’ sumnary, what' d1d they ea,.ch co'ntrl'bute to ﬁus study o{‘ the changing role

- 3

of women in the seveh_teenth c.:entury?

THE 'MARXIST-FEMINIST DEBATE:
AN HISTORICALLY SPECIFIC TIVALUATION

=

- Marxist Analysis: A Marxist analysis of the period drew attention i

.to the importance of the ’ﬂ\kdal mode of proﬂuétién in ugderstimding the’

}

crucial role played ’byL women of all estates in thet SOc:.ety. ‘At the aame\ .
170
tme it brought out the d:.fferences amonp women or dn‘rerent estates -

dlfferences w}uch for example, made it posslble for. Lady Marga.ret l{oby s

to keep a. (ha.ry, women of the yeomanry to 1ea.v‘e recnpes, ‘hd for mlln.ons

.of peasa.nt women to die’ leaving no record of theﬁigtay on thls eqrths

. - .. R '
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These dlfferences betwenn women crysta111zed and becnne polarlzed as the

4

3

fcudul economic nrranrencnts brohc down nnd as two classes, the bour—

»
- -

g901°1e nnd the nroletarlam emerped in, capltullst soc1ety. The women

.

of the’ bourpe01,1c were képt 1n phv31ca1 comfort, in id¥eness pnd in 8

state of total denendeqce.- Proletarien wonen’lived out’ & continuous \

I3

strupr]e, comblnlnn worklnp and motherlnr, in a desperate attempt tc feed

their femilies. , o s " L7

The Harx1 it perqpectnv showed that thc'ﬁgde of proéuctibn affects
e rl . - . ’ ',
the lives of women/within their households. Tt further revealed how the .

-exploitation of women of some’feudal estates,.and of women of the proletariat

.

L. .
. wvas manifested. . ‘ o . ot

$

. Put a MNarxist snalysis omitted questions cbout the differences o

(Y

betweeh men’and‘womcn, betwcen_thé different ideed a society holds about
s Ri

women aond gbout men; ahout 'how and why those idens changey quostiog;,

that is, sbout spetifically .femalle dppression.

Feminist Analysis: A fem

‘

perspectlve using the concept of

patriarehel idcélogy drev attention fo the role of the Church 1n propagat-

ing ideas about fq@gle inferiority,/about thq proper relntlonshlp between
husband and wifg, about love and sexuality.&lﬂm'did ideas~ab6ut these -
subjeets chanpge during the seventeenth;ggntury? The Protestant' erhrace

. s . .
, of 1life in the werld, its rejthion,of celibacy, led to & redical re~
appraisal of the famil}. The Protestants raised it from a third-rate-

plaée in the moral hierarchy to the status of "littleé church”, an ‘indis-

B i

pensable institution for the reqLing end maintaj . uz of the godly. Women

W s e




,;
* ‘ ' . ~
‘ 1

N . . kel . - A B ¢
' oo vere made fif for this new family. ¢hil. still inferior, they no longer

¢ . .
i . . . A
carriced the prenter share of respons;hlllfy for the évilness of humanity. .
- 4' ‘ r'd .

T™he feminist perspective shpyée how the manifestations of

’ ————,
) -

patrinrchui ideolory chanped without alterins the power relationship
. ! / ~ '

3
oy

— B . . . hd U‘
} between men and wpren. An. army of qu;g§< hardworkinr, %loyel and rodly
/ « . ‘ . .
: ) wives becone the fond dream of the preachers. - v . ) «

' ' o The dresm did not core.true. It.was aborted throuéh its historical

. : . ’

: contact with 'the chanping mode of rroduction. Understanding this. develop- :' .

3 y

! B ment required an analysis of the interconnections between the Marxisf
J . 'firdings' and the feminigt 'rindingslf

,
an f N ,

, . : . Marxist-Feminist Analysis: fThe home of the bourpeoisie was a very
; . L . - -

¥ L " different place from that of his prégecesbor on the land, in a craft or in / .

.
)

trade. Economically qpcakinn, it was merely a shadow of that self-

_ sufficient household. But the ideas of the Protestant religrion were

Ll

: ¥ B _investing the homé_ahﬁ family with an unprecedented ideolpgical iﬁportance.

* s * , “ . . . ‘ , N
, The “partnership of marrispe, economic and spiritual, eand sweetened
1 \ . . B . .

vith love; had been the Protestar ideal of marrispe. With the decline. ~

v . o & 33

K . of the economic functions of the home, the spiritual parthership under-

1 ) P

"went a parallel érosion. HMen were spendins most of their timg in a world
' ’ "t . ' ’ .

: . “~ ,  untouched by Yeligion, and their imare was changingsto suit ‘the world:of

S~

work, business,. politics. The ﬁérrihg; wag left with one spiritual partner, .

" the women. That was no longer a pa;tnersﬁip. Spirituality merely became
transposed into a quglity of the dependent and poﬁerlesslfemale member,

L ; The "implications were heedy: spiritual translated into innccent, innocent

PO .
<

into child-like.’ Bourgeois women, mused Reuther, were "helf angel, half idiot." 36

]

N ¥
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"The Protestant views on the chastitj“&f’the,ﬁafriaﬁe-bed coliiied .

.t Mﬁth-the‘separation of work,énd home. TIn that process they became trans-

formed into the twin belief# of female fripidity and male' sexuality.
’ A , .

Such men married t6: frigid women needed an outlet for their 'natural

4 - .
: | o,
. impulse". 37 mhe impoverished women of the labouring classes were +o
providc-it, beconing themselves the representation of the evil or fallen T
« i ’ - P 1 ;
. V?man . 4

Love had been'conceptualized by the Puritang as combining sensual |

and spiritual feelinps within a conjursl setting; ‘When love bejween two
/ . ) . . -

" people was elevated as the only reason. for marriape it wes o rross violation

I3

- . e N\ ‘ . s .
° T of Protestant intentions. _Eut.the development and maintenance of ‘a

. +  nueclear family useful to capitalist development owes a heavy debt to the
. " . . |

Protestant, idealization of love. - . )

o - With the separatibn of work and home, the role of the femily in
, . M 4 )
. society became ohscured. Family 1ife,tintimacy, sexuality, love -/and .
Lol ¢ , . , c *
women — came to be scen as totally separate from the economic system.

.

So did religion. Moral and ethical principles,wvere shunted into the home,

. the arena for private life. 'Meh were told how to treat their wives, their

" »
-

. ehildren, their parents, but;hot their workers, thein busines§ partners’

_or their customers. Women on the other hénd were told how to behave,
This relegsation of religion to the .home peve rulfatance to the prowing belief

that’ morality was an aspect of personal relations and, on the other hend,

further lepitimated the ided thatutbé familj played no part in the -econory.

.
. ’
~ . - .
. f \ .
. -
¢ " , o e
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In this study, a feminist .and a“arxist nersvective illuminated .

.

differonf aspects of the’ chnrre~ in the p091t10n of women in the seven-
!

»

teenth certhrx. fhe 1doolJclcal mode of natr&archy and thp node of pro—

(R - « . ”

ductién lent themsclves to 1ndenon§ent but ﬁntcrlocklnv dna)ys1s.' This

“
P

persnective revealed both the djfferences among 'women and that which they
N - ” .

.share; ﬁhy then has.there been resiﬁtanee to this approacﬁ, why a debufe,'

between & larxist and ferinist understanding of the 'causes' of women's

vosition in society? .o oo o ' .
An answer may lie in looking at this debate as #n ideological’

dispute that arose as part of the history of arxism and feminism.

‘:\ . » ‘ ) 5

(0'

N\ ) .
- oo -~ THE MARXTST-FIHINIST DEBATE: - B T

K : A ﬂUEquOH OF ID“OLOGY .
Vg ‘
_Marxi’ﬁs heve been anxious to maintesin . that the 'wioman question'

'

“can be deanlt with adequately within their own framevort:. Coﬁseqnently,

. . . [ .
when there have been aspects of contemporary women's existence that cannot

R N

be easily identified’ as 'created' by capitalism,.they ﬁave defined them as

n 38 '

“'nstltutlonal remnants left over from feudal structures

" Secondly, they have been unw1111ng to abandon the anthrcpology of
+ Lewis Morgan as presehted by Engels.ag While the positing of a matriarchy
prior to the accumulation 3§ surﬁlus wealbl, h4s been discredited even by

Hnrx1sts, the%e has still been an une531ness bout considering the con-

o

: sequences for women in any soc;al ‘systen, of bearlng the greater burden of

perpetuating the apec1ee.
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) Thirdly, the erucial strurple for Marxigts in the class ‘'strupple.
L1 5, . ! ¢ * . ‘
Their priority has, therefére, been to definc‘tﬁ¢ nosition of workinp

' n

. cless ‘wonen within that context. !arlenc Dixon expressed why Morxists

‘feel the position of women cannot be amalyzed in and for itself. -

"The ethic of sistérhood disﬁuises.aqd mystifies the - =«
1 . - internal class contradictions of the wonen's movement.
b e o upeéificall , sisterhood teniporarily dlsgulses the fact that
t N ®

all women do not have the same: interests, needs, desires: ‘
& wvorking class wormen and mlddlc ¢lass women, student women ‘. , =
N and professional women, anglovhone. and francophone womeén have - N
' more conflicting interests than could eVer*be overcome by .
T~ ' . their common cxnerience based on sex d1°cr1m1nat10n. The -
A T ;lluslons of sisterhood are p0991ble because Vomen's leeratlon

.is a middle class movement '~ the voices of poor and'working class

PR .-Women are only 1nfreoucn11y heard and anp]ophone and francophorie
‘ o voices are heard separately." 40 . . —

. . R P

¢ Turnine to fen1n4em, ite hfqtorlcnl roots 11e w1th Ybourgeois women,

> - . - . and their’ p051t10n in the late nlneteenth centurv. Their 1life of'ease T e

- ‘ .and luxury, atop~a pedestal, concealéd4the useJessneés, idleness and

A . \
v M . A

’| L dependence of their pé%ition., Millicent Fawcett, one of the,ieading
;English feminist;, described how she was étirrqd into'actio; for "the
W%ﬁen's Cause"” when rhe futiliﬁy pfifeminige,existehce'yas brourht home
'to her in a flash of\éuddén insight.” She overheard a conversafion'between

°tWO women making small artlci%r ot lace to be sold for charLty.\ "What do

you‘flnd el ._pest??_asked one. "Oh, thlngs that are redlly useful

utterflies for thé hair," waa the rep

* sufficiently- ‘rtliqc for éhem to chailqnge ot&u'L?z .
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- vhich the sexes relsted, rather than class, Shulamith Firgstone'wns the
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The ccntru% igsye for some women became thc\§usgg-like system in

{

¥ »

most articulate advocate of thnt'position.

: . "The contemporary raglcul feminist p031t10n sees, fcn1n13t
icsuen not only as vomen's first priority, but as centrsl to any
larper rcvo]utlonmry onnlveie It refusecs to acccpt the exXistineg
leftist nrelysis not because 1t 48 too rqdlca] .but beemuse it ps
not radicol enourh: it secs tlhe gurrent leftist annl"als as
outdated ond unperrlcldl bocuuseéfblg“nnulysl° does nét relate
the structure of the geonomic clhsgs syntep to its orimina in\the
sexual class system, the model for all other exploitative ”yltCNQ
and thus thc tnpeworm that mast be e11m1natcd 9rst by any. true

revolution.” W ' .
Y . . .

Throurh this period there have been those vho nttemnted to use both

LN

a Marxist and a feminist enalysis, This uosmtlon has, on the one band .

rccownlved 1hc 1npo,~1h111tj of anzt:atlnp an. offectlve attack on women'"

. oppressipn without challenglnn the capitalist systdm of economic . exploita.. o

tion. On the other hand, it has dvwelt upon the centrality of specifically

female oppress ion® the psycho-social syétem in which all women 1live out

their l]VCS, the way the fanily oneratés to keen women in en inferior placc,
. . . 4 i ,

. the reqponq1b111ty of caring, for chlldren all the unnatural buxdens

arlnlng from the natural nrocesses of benrlnp and breastfeedlnr chlldren. -

The difficulty vith ithis approach has been the rush té,espabliqh

-

donnections‘betwecn exploitation based on .class and oppression-based on

.

gex. The conclus:ons of this study indicate that they first require

B S
—

geparate analysls.

.

‘ Thls approach has revealed how.the genesis of the preaent-day famlly and

the rolea that women play within it ‘can be found in the 1nterlock1np and

’ s

overlapping histories of the capitalist mode of production and the Protestant

form of patrisrchal ideology. A ‘

ek

e o Ty
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Alice Clark declared that "coming evenppAcaét Epeir shhdows‘befére
them", and that the shadeh in the lives of Gﬁién‘in the sgvénteenth
century ere s;ill‘tﬂose of our contemporary iifo.44 The working woman.
with no place Lo-leave her child, fﬁe upper-middle clnss woman economically
and emotionally depcndent upon her'hstand, tﬁc privatized'nature of the.

family'%hich resists interférence even in the case of battercd'éhildren,

h 4

. ' _the problermstic nature of a loveless marriage’, the social and psycholosical

. . .

dilemmas for the -unattached woman: these were not agpects of feudal 1if§,

but they were emerging in the seventeenth century snd erc still matters of o

o

r
' personal anxiety and public discussion.
' '

A Marxict and a feminist analysis have shown how these perticular
y ’ ’ . ) " J

dilemnas, which are manifestations of the position of women in this society, .

.can be seen in t%e context of,and a$ intrinsically related to, both the

[

- mode of production, the ideoloricel mode of patriarchy and their inter-

connections.’ Juliet Mitehell reeched a 51m11ar conclusion in her studv

«

[
of psychoana]vsxs. But she went further\ enalyzing the mode of productlon

and, the 1deologlcal node of patrlarchy sepfrately vas not only essent:al

’

to understundlng the p031tlon of womenyln soc1ety but\also provided the
me&:s for seeing how it could be transformed. " (

"o put the matter schematically, 1h analysine con=-
temporary Weatern socicty we are (as elsewhere) dealing with
e e e~ tWO-BUtONOMOUs-areas ‘+—the-economic-mode—of-capitalism-end— - - ——— —-
the 1deolop1ca1 mode of patrmarchy. THe 1nterdependence be-
tween thenm is found in the particular expression of patrlarchal
ideolory - in this case the kinship .system that defines .
i patr1archy is forced 1nto the strazrhtJacPet of the nucleer,
'faml]y. ‘But if ve analyse the economic and the -ideological
situation only at the point of their 1nterpenetratxon we
gshall never see the means to thelr transformatlon. 45

3 ‘ , '
’ =~ V! ‘ L
. . . , .




R i
.

n ' " . -.FOOTHNOTES
- CHAPTTR, 1 - ’

'

1. ~ C€.CG.-Clark, Thc novnntecnth Cnntugx_(Oxford:
1947), p. dix.

Clarendon Press .

2. Julict Hltchell Wopcn g Fs fate %‘11(1(110«"01!‘ Penmnn Boo}fn, 1973)
po 6)' g 5

3. Shulo.mith Fircstdncs ’I'h Dialectic o‘f*ﬂeg_c (Frormore, 5t. Albans:

Paladin Books, ']972 -};"l( .

b, Ibid., p. 43-5, p. 103-21. - ,
~

5. . Bro.m'a Mapns, "Theories of Vomen's L1bcro.t1on," How Lc-ﬁ; Revicw,
. €6 (iar.~Apr. 1971), p, 84, . .

.

€. Ahce Clark, YMorkinm Life of VWomen in the Seventeonth C‘enturv

(London' Dutton, 1019). , ‘ ,

York

, 7. Fric Wobshawm, "The Crisis of the ‘Seventeenth (‘nntnrv - 11, " pact
 and Present, 1. € (lorjt), p. 63, T I -

a 8. Yax Weber, The r’rotestdnt Fthic and .the Spirit df Capitalisn )

* (New York: Charle'x mcrlbnor s Sone, 195 ~

3 “ ' , Lo

- i 9. Karl Marx, Cmuta.l Vol. T (TTcw York: _International Publishers,

‘) \1967) LD 3_)“ B ’ i 1
» ' 1
. . . Q

: 10, Friedrich I‘nrrels, The f‘ond::t1o§1 of the YWorliing Clans in ¥nploend,

| w,o0. llenderson, ed. mxford' Busil Blackwell),1958., .

]

e " 11. R.H, mwney, he Aﬂrarmn ‘Problem® in the Sixteenth (‘enturv ‘(’hew

Burt Franklin, 10C1), p. B09, Aldn Fveritt,

TFarm Lahourers” N

in "‘he Arrarian Fmtory of I'n~land and Vinles,

1foom16ho Joan "hirsk,

V.G, Hosl ins,

ed. (London: Carbridme University Press, lO(?f
_The Vidlehd Peasant (London: .\!ac.hllan, 1957)

125 ﬂiauracr!)obbmﬁtudares 7;n~thchve103ment of Caplt-xlmm (I{ew York: .

New World Paperbacks, 19%7), p. 18, o :

- v

13. . Karl Morx, "The Dourgeoisie and' the Counter<Revolution,” in
Selected Worlrs Vol., I (Moscow- Progresa Pu‘blis‘ners 1966), p.. 139.

W Marx, epe eit. S '
15.  Mitchell, op. cit., p. 182. ..

. B
. [N +
H




7

i

\ o S g e L

, M r
- A , ¥
. .

16. Viola Klein, "Ind&qtrlnlzzntnon and the Chnnplnp Role of Uomcn,
' Curronta.mcnolnﬁv (1963 ls) p. 30, )
171, Pawney , op. c¢it. .Thirsk, on., cit. Hoskiﬁn, ﬂp, eit, 3
18. Chrlvtophcr %111, Society und Puritanism in Prﬂ~Revolut1onnry
. Inpland (London:-Panther Hooks, 19697, p. 261, . o
19. Klein,'on.\ci‘t. , D. 28,
‘20. Fileen: Powcrﬂ "The Position of Women" in The Leraql of the Middle
Ares, C.G. Crump, ed.,(Oxford: Clarendon Prcss, 10657, p. th.
21.  -C.IL. Goorpe, "The Making of the Fnplish Dourpeoisie 1500-1750,"
Science and Socicty (Winter 1971), p. ho5. . C
22, John Robinson as quoted in C.I. Georre and K. ‘Georre, The
Protectant 1ind of the Reformation 1)Tﬂ~16h0\(Pr1nceton'
” Princeton Un vcrwuty Preqs, 1961), p. 277. _ .
23.1  Webver, op. cit,, p. 103, (:;///
2k, Putmore Coventry, ‘as quoted in F1i Zaretsky; ! 'Capitalism,-F
" and 'Personal Life,” Socinlist Revolution, N. 13-l (Jnn.prr. 1973)
p. 102,
. Karl Marx and Tr:edrlch anelq, “Manlfeato of the Communist Party," .
© in lnrx and Fnrels, Levis S. Teuer, ed. (llew York: Doubleday & ‘
. ‘Company, Inc., Anchor . Books, 1959); p. 10 g f ot
3 o a

Y

CHAPTER 2- o
=S ' N s &

1. Karl Marx, The Ggggﬁriése‘(Middlesex: Penmuin Books, 1973), P. h?i.

2.  Dobb,

Qg. eit., p. 230, i
T 3 Christophdr-Hill, Reformation to Industrial Revolution (Midalesex,.
' * .-‘nuland Pengtlln BOOkB lqag s 5. 3) . 20 " o ) -y “‘“—‘_‘-*—~—-.—_ N

'S Marx, o 2. clt., p. W71, , , . . /

5. Klexn, op._cit., n. 250, This requires sone qual;flcatlon. ﬂouseg
ust be cleaned, meals prepared, clothing washed 80 that vhat
18 bourht with the wages can be used. This labour is housework.
The sipnificance in capitdlist society that it has use value but °
not ex ange vn]ue is most 81mplv expressed by the common apoloey
that on 18 Just a housewife"

e s o

I




10.
11.

12,

17.
18.
19.
20,

-
ey

22. '

 n. 33r\

M%;A-ﬁ&l«uLaBlett

A

GiW. Tusrell and X, T‘us'wll ""he anvhnh Countrywoman : :
Farmhouse ! :(\C1'll '1"|(wv l 00~ 'l“ﬂﬂwzl\ndrow olro'w 19,;'%5 p

110, | S , .‘-L*

Hoslins, on. '.cat., p.

Clarlk, on. 011.., . 12, "

P

Prter Los 1ntt "'hn Uarld Ve Heve Jort (New“York: Charler Seritner's
Sons, 1965}, p. ﬂt ) ' ‘

~
-
'

Vnlly 'Secombe "Nopsevork under Capitelism,"
T:. (“3 («Tr‘n. ]973 ~ p- 5.

lew Left Review, . -

A

"‘hc Matng of Yoren in (‘n@_dn, Thr'\ Renort of the Roval ('o"mmmon

o\ o

-
i

Clark, op. cit., p. 11. K

{arl Unrx, "Fstranged Labour," “in The > Feonoric 6nd Ph:lnqonh:c .
Vianueeripts of 10Wh, Dirk 7. Struﬂ’, ed. (qu Yor}'- Intornntmonal e
Publishars, 19045, p. 111, !

.

Philinne Am 8y, ("nntu“u"‘ of CM'ldﬁfmd A Docial I’lhtorv of Fam]v
Life (rew Yorlx. “}‘{'andon House, Tne. 1952) P .;C(

. . ' |

Clark, o' cnt., D 3(‘1. Y /”\} . ’ ' -
Arils, op. cits, m 9, ° ‘ - o
Pover, i,n'CrunI:, op.cit., ps 433, g - ‘ v K

’

v ‘ -

Tawney, op. cit,

’ .
Fveritt, in Thirsk, op. eit., p. 403.
" Tawney, op. cg‘.t., p. boh,: . ' L

on, clt., P. 12, . .

e —

_Hoskins, op. cit., p. 141, Dobb op. cit., p. 60 o -

*

Wallace Notenstein, The Dnrlish Peo_p_lp on the Eve of Coléhization '
1603-1630 (New York: llarper and Bros\., 1954), p. T0. !

Hoskins, op._cit.; p. 17, Clark, op.deit., p. 43, . ' , \
¢ - . ::
- ' ' s . ' . L
2 Y rl’ 1 \ !




r6.”

28,

., ' C e 29

: 32.
W

(] B 33.

’ 38'
, \'- ) 39:

Lo .'

[}

37- -

Tvney, on. city, p. 409.

o

.(Pcu VorL. Bnrnvw and loble, 10h°) hh i .

s P

N . "o . - ¢
Cenpbell, ov. cit., p. ?51. o
Power., in, Crump, on._cit., ». h?% oy

14

There wnq a worP—hcn¢--onnratnon in fpudnl society, wh1ch urove out
of its bwn social reletions, mho villein had owed his lord A certein

“ number of days work’ on/hls land imeexchanpe for his own small plot.

'(anney, op. cit., p. 41) And the villein's wife 'would vork their:
ovn land to nrov1dc food for her family. This custom, which by the
seventeenth century had been re laoed by rent paymentn, had produced
a k1nd .of work-home dlchotony //

\\
o

HoskKing reports thet in Wigston in_ the first helf of the sixteenth

cantury there may have been a dozvn men who would have becn

deserited incontemporary records s 'labourer' out of a total of

some .seventy households but gome of these woulﬁ equally vell have

been called cottapers and as such -would enjoy an estate and stnndard_

of livinr equal to that of a small husbandmen" ("ogk1ns op. cit., ,
p. 147). : | .. ‘

J.D. ‘Chambers, I'onulstion, TNconomy and fecicty in Preindustrial

England (London:. Oxford University Press, lQT?)ﬁ'p. ho.

‘Maurice Aahley, The Stuerts in Love. (London- Hodder and Stoughton, 1963),
ls 57. ' ’ . . N

s

- —
vy
‘ B N ¢

Campbell, gn. cit., p. 256, ' ,

Laslett, op. eit., p. 149,

Clark, op._cit., p. 145.

Ibld y .o o o -

>

Celia | rxennea as quoted i 1n“CIE? p. czt., P ; 627~——-—m4

Ibid. ' A
' Gervase Markham as quotéd in Chrzstina Hole, The English Housew1re
in_the Seventeenth Century (London:-Chettp and Windus, 1953), p. 99.

gadppell, op. eit., p. 258, L S v

- P

Ty




hé,
.

h8.

Ashley; pg.fcigg, p. Sh..
Tuid. - . oo
_ Hosklnq, on.. cxt., n. 167.

Dobb op. 01t.,,p. 8s5. T C L

' Alfred Plummer The London Wenvers'C§_p_n? 1600-1970 (London:’ e

ard

.Clark, on, eit., p. 157. . \ ~

* Hole, pp, cit., p. 102-3.

Tusrell, op. cit., p. 28, ' ) ' :

_ Stone, op.:eit.,yp. SO.

Ariga, op. cit., ». 393. ‘ =

Campbell, op, cit., p. 286. L .

Thomas Tussnr a8 gyatcd in Noteqtelg on., cxt., n. 76.
K]

~ <«

Foutledpe and Kegap Paul , 107?) r. 63.

Laslett, on., cit., »n. 1. "

Levrence Stone, The Crisin f the Aristocracy 15%8-1640 (Oxfora:
Clnrendon Press, 1945), p. 509. )

Tbid., p. 398. ’ . T
Stone, on. cit., p. 591.
Producing = Eﬁstnrd vas only a crime for the lower orders.

‘)
Wi Ay

Rose M. Brndley, The Fnelish Housew1fe'1n the neventcenth end ' .
Tnnhteenth Centurics (London. Tdvard Arnold, 1912), P 131.

Fole op. 01t., p. 119. _
Avids, on. cit,, p. 396. L ' | t ' - -

. . >

Ipid., ' ‘ L _ SRR T I
\ . ’ ' . &
Power, op.- cit., p. W22, coe, : . . . : ' q




* 720 |

73.

15..

- T6.

,"we Dinry of Lady “orparet Vohy, 1)00 11605, Dorothy M. lieads, ‘ed.

Dl’_‘i’,’ v, 02, i' oL ’ - -

' Ashley, ong 1t., P. 301 ' . T

,Hargarct James, noc1n1 Problems und Pol:olkpuri g the Puriten

Dobb, op. cit.,:pm 231. : o

o ———cysde st

, on. cit., p. T38. ‘Povier., on. cit. Clark, on. cit.,
lS-?BL Noris rtenton, Shie Tnelish ”nnnﬂ 1_in qutp.l_ZLondon:
Georre Mlen and Unwxn, 108 57), no 148, ' ’

372
a
3
p—t
—

o

5 opa, op. cit,, .p. 738. , , )

T"?v anr- Goormn Routlodpre and nOPS Ltd., 1030) p. 5-6.

’

Hole, op. cit., ». 51,

CJérk, o, cit., p. 1h,

Marx, in Yeuer, gn:.cit., p.'lO. _
i1, Rerormntnon op. cit., p. 61, "Higtorians are coming norejund\\
more to arree thot canital mccumilated in asriculture, often in the
form of small savinge, may in the lorp run have been more impnortiant

. than the contribution of trade and industry in thc years prior to

1688." (1i11, p. 62).

%

Revolution 1640-60 (ilew York: Barnes and Noble, Inc., 1967), p. 2bl.
Hoskins, op. cit., p. 170. Everitt in Thirsk, op. cit., p. L0§.

ZPun1t1ve is herc meent very preclsely. Both Clart and Hill arpue
. that the object of low wages was to eliminnte. ware labourers as a

class. Those who implemented the wage- structure mirht also be
capitalists who therefore depended on the aveilability of such
labour. Their fears about the social consequences of a wapre
labouring class, on the one, hand, and their need for it, on the
other, produced the contradiction. :(Clark, op. cit cit,, p. 90,
Christopjher Hill, A discussion of “Work and Leisure in Pre-Industrlal
Society " by Yelth Thomas 1n1Past and Present, N. 29 §;96h), p. 63-k,

Hill, Rgﬁormation op. eit., r. 147,
1

'$We?xtﬁfjgzgj§g§3‘qniﬁ§?;~"‘ e

Clark, op. ait., p. 118,
. 3 ‘




Dorothy lMarshall, ."The ‘oia Poor Law 1662-1775," in Dssays in Feonomic

(London' Arnolad, 19577), n. P90,

.

‘Ilvtorv E. ’I. (‘pruu-l ilson, ed

’ 13
Clark, op. eit., n. Jlfz»,,‘ . ﬂ

Tbid., p. 86. . ‘ o "
1 asnsucioisdnitg | p » . ’ (:) -
Chrigtopher Hill, 'I'hr- (‘entur;[_ of Rcvolutlon 1(03—3;7113 (London:

Sphere Books. 10697, . 20k,

“ ¢ ~
Georpe, "The VaKinf © of‘fﬁe*?urmh—%ourptaorrre——wr—préasalul*
‘ . 0

Stone, om. c1t., p. 671. N , X “
Hill, Refogn_gt_i_o_p_py_. cit., p. 1bk, / ‘ ‘ f : 3 . T
_Clnrk on. cit., 2 235, L o T ‘ .

4 'f& .. . [
Cmnpbell op. clt. it., p. ?13 '-r// ’ ot . ~N : . .

V.G I‘oskins

" y 5" 1
'The Rebuilding of Rural Fn(rland,; 1570-16h0," Past
and Presgent,

= b (1953), p. bh. o 4. 2
. g/ I g N
tichael Valz f, Thé Revolution of the Saints (Cnmbr1dge~ Harvard

University i’reqs, 1965), p.- 389 v - N

3
M. Ph:,]:l:‘.pf~ end V.5 Tomkinson, Enrflmh Vomen in Tife ana\ Letters .
(London Penjamin. Blom, 1926), p. 7&) . . . ..

Samiel Pepys as quoted in Ibid., p.-83. - . o , '
Clark, op. cit., p..296. ~ .. . "+ | SR v S

Phillips, op. cit., p. 102. ' ~ ‘ . .
.a.rp‘a.ret George "From Goodwife to r‘astredw The Transformation .of -
the Famale in Bourgeom Culture," Science:.and Soc1etj[ (‘%um“er 1973) ,*.

_p.. 15h. . . , .

¢ s oy

Flizaheth Junevav Man's World, Vomen's Place, °A Stu'dy in Socinl
M‘[thnlog,: (Hew Yqrk:. "'illian orrov & Co., -1971). A

[} Y
Hill, ‘?eformatlon op. Cl‘b., p. 66. ‘ . .
I—b}.(}-'. '°‘\"g" s :. ’ : : 4 {‘ o . ’I-— .




»"‘"""’r v

————— et ““deﬁmﬂr“ 'mhe»peowre—flm;;lc ~unstable, incannble of

-

Stone; cp. c1t., p. G6O,

"i11, ..ccne‘*',_i. git., pJ ?65.

"

Christopher "ill, ""‘hc ‘mny—Headed Monater in Late Tudor and Farly
Ctuart Pnhﬁcnl 'l‘hm)'mr,' in From *he Peonnissrnce | to the Crunter
Pof‘nrmbw_on f_iiqy.q.__;_n’_lf_gqmm of Gnrrett 'etfmrl*r c.or) Car‘rer, od,

(Tav Yorl: Tendom Veuse, 1065). p. PO6-375.  "Most : riters about  °
nolitics during. the. centurv before 16h0,) amrecd that demecracy was

, rationnl thourht: the headlpsg r«ultltude, the manv-headed. monqter. L

100. Stone, on. cit., n. 669. - | Lo o ‘ L
101. - %bid., n. 671. T S . .
. 102. ' Power, on. cit., p. th ; ) . - S o
- ’ . I\ I ' ‘Y 'Q’
'+ 103. Klein, on, &.\, Ne 27 ) . ; . . b
. s . i . > ‘)
10h.. Clark, ép. cit., n. 58, K . ° N .
N ’ » ‘ . o . )
©105.  Tbid., ps 65. o T .
1{‘:6.,',’ “Hitifeeiely—on, cit n, 25k ’
. . e o -
107. Clark, on. cit., p. 92 ’ :
108, - Ibid.s p. 64. - - : )
109. . Marshell in Carus-Wilson, op. cit%, p. 298, ° . .
' 110, Sheila Rowbothan, Women, i?es:. tance and Revolutwn (I\ow York: 3
. Vintage Books, 19'(14) , Pe 129.° o ) SR %
: B
111. Mary Astell, A Serious Provosal to ZXhe Ledies I‘or the Advancement -
of "'hem' True and Greatest Intere*t ('London. lTOﬂ D, 159, ‘
o
— 112, La.dy‘.Montamx as quoted. in .ﬁulhpg, on., ‘cit., p. 184, . ) {‘f
t ! . ': ; . ¥ . \ 3 . i" [
CHAPTER 3 - , . o : A ‘
F . . . -

1.

.
-

2.

LT S R

Katherine M. Ropers, The "'rou’blesome Helﬁnate, A Fistory of‘
Misomymy_in Literature (Seattie: Washmcton Paperbacks, 1966), m. 69-T0.

Ronald Mushat Frye, "The Teachings’ of Clessical Puritanism on Connugal
bLove," Studies in the Renaissance IT (1955), p. 148.- . o




g g s

O

. John Lanrdon-Davies, A ¢ hort ¥intory of Vomc*n (New York: Vikine Preu 5,

] ‘ 7 i

Stone, op. cit., p. 655,

' N

1927) p. 28k,

)

-

TR £

ek SSRGS

e

, v
‘5. . C.H. and K, Goorre, op. cit., p. 29.
' 6. We¥er, op. cit., ». 80. . : il ’
. 7. William Goure as quoted in ficorre, C.l.and K., opn. cit., p. 265-6. \
! 8. Ruth- Willard Hurhey, Cultural Intercsts of Wémen in }‘r‘rrland from : o 7
“ l)?’& to 16L0 Indlcated in tho \lrltlnw _gf‘__jr_l’o_v_non T{mnu‘blnshed T,
" Ph.D. Thesis, Cornell Unlvg;s:tv 1932), . 1h2.
9. A.G. Dickens, The Enplish Refc Rcfornatmn (London B.T. Batsford Ltd. N
1961&), D. ”hé[
10. Levin Sgchucking, The Puritan Family: A Social >tbdv from the ) &
Litecrary Sources (New York, Schocken Bobks, 1 9”97 P ' '
' . " . P
11. ‘Richard Rorers as quoted in Morran Tyonway, The Godly Preachers of .
the Tlizabethan Church (London: Ipworth Press, 1965), p. 139. \
12. Richard Buxter as quated in Oven C. Watkins, The Puritan Fxperience
{ttewYork+—SehoekenBooks,1972) , p. 53, ~ : '
13. J.F.E. Neiv, Anr;,lican and Puriten: The Basis of their Onnosition -
1558-16h0, 19Ch. . T
. 1k, C.H. and X. CGeorge, on. cit.; ». 405. . L [
T s, Schucking;, op. ecit., p. xiii. | : o - . c;~ )
16.  Keith Thomas, ™omen and the Ciwil Uar Sects," Past and Preﬁert N
. N 13 (1958), p. 332-57. ° ,
, . - i N -
17. .Hll]., Society, op. cit., v. {&35 . . -
18, Ibid., n. bL51, ' -
» ¥ 7 LI
19, Tbid., p. Lbh,

- 22,."

Ibid- ) k

Dickens, op. cit., n. 2h5. ’ ' , ' , .

Ivid., p. b35.




* ‘ ] . ),"’ 7 % "6' l" gt 3 ":.,’ “5“ ' e .
’ { I kl ) N ¢
. 119
-~ ’ ' \ ’ r - | ’ s —-—
; .+ 23.. ‘Notestein, op. cit.,’p. 8S. ) .
. 4 1 .
) Schuckine, on‘. cit., n. 20. ‘ o , .
25, Will, én. eit., p. U51, ST
. \‘ . .,
N 26. William and Malleville Haller, e Puritan Art of Love," I[untmpdon
Lﬂ)rpr_%? "unrtm'lv N (]Oh?), n. 238. : . ‘
\ | . !
' . 27. \.’1‘111&"1 GOU/‘_’,E ns quoted in Tvid., p. 247,
. 28. Daniel -Rosers as quoted in Ibid., v. 246, )
29.  Ivid., p. 238. . .
30. Louis B. Wrirht, Middle Class Culture in Flizabethan anland
(Chapel Hill: Unlver 1ty of ltorth Carolina Press, 1935), p: 203.
i 31.° Maller, op. c1t., p. z3)-—7? Frye, op. ecit., p. lhf‘i-—SS. Schucking,
3 oD. c1t., D. lu-)S . .
- , 32. Book of Common Prn:,rer'of 1.5k,
33. - C.H. end K. George, op. cit., p. 263. . ~ !
3, Jemes 7. Johpson, "Enclish Puritan Thought on the Fnds of Marriaec",
Church. History Vél. 38 (1969), p. L29. ’ ’
- ' = . .
35. Heller, op. cit., p. 2U5. . N .
, 36. .John Milton, Paradis\'é\Lost. o . .
37. ¥illiam Vhatley SS quoted.in Haller op. ecit., n. 2h9. .
_ 38,  1bid., p. 252. ' : . o .
" 39.  Ibid. ‘ o : - o
E . b0. . Prye, op. cit., p. 159. A ' . ‘
: : L A s
R ° k1, Willism Perkens as quoted id Schuckinm, on. ¢it., ». 350
i . k2. William Goune as quoted in Ibid. ) '
? ' [ ] . ) s , . . v !
i <43, Jeremy Taylor as quoted in Ibid., p. 39. _ |
1 " bk, Frye, op. cit., p. 1§5. A . — . ‘ J
Y] . . .
= . - P U D i G : . -" N
;’i P . Ve R mwx,«.’ﬂ AT e N TG F e e ,' ; S t»?.‘;';‘,, FRETHN ‘r"r"}),,l‘é‘.,,ef‘ PRI o i, 1‘,{ A TR | i . R
A ) T ! ‘ ‘e B s :

TR




hELe

| . e . , n
Y \ " \
: © | . 120
Y A i1 < .
ks, Schastien Franch, paranhrased in Weber, dp. cit., p. 121. l ,
SN, Groree, OP. €3k, , p. 270, o0 o R
"“:! Ly, Andrewes as quoted in Tbid. - - ' , . '
Le. Thomas Beron no quoted in !l Georre, )
" ho. mhid. o ¢ '
- 50, Robert Clenver queted in L'ilsnérance. Jean, “Iomon in Purltnn ’T‘hourfht
(unpublished 15.A, thesis, 1eGiTl Umv"r=r’STl:y‘}ﬁ*r—i%—~~ —
.. 51, Frye, on. c1t:, n. 156, ' :
3 mRe——— ,
52.  Ibid., 1. 15T« ‘ . .
53. Gcrmnlne Greer, The Female *‘unuch (Great Britaein: Granada Publishinr
o d., lQTl): De T"l '/\/'\\ ‘ »
5’?. Thomas Aquinas quoted in T‘rye\} op. 01t., . 115? )
55. Bolton quoted in C.H. gnd K. Ceor(r,e, on. cit., ». 272. '
' 56, Robingon. quoted in. Ibid. R .
oT. SERAUCKINR, OP- Citss; P+ 3%~ . h '
- .- i ’.‘
~58, Lan(rdon-Da.vibs, op. ecit., n. 264, - ' - ,
59.  Ibid., p. 266. ‘ } ,
60. Frye, op. cit., p. 159, , L
N : _ i
. 61. Hnller, op. eit., p. 205.. - . ‘ j
. . N . * ) i
, 62.  Ibid., p. a57. ‘ - - . et
~ ". \ - ‘ S ‘ ‘ { '
63. Ibid. ;\. D ~—'59- M . > s -
6l——Gatalder &s: queted—m—L_.EspazamﬁL_om c1t., p. 138 ' .
65. t.n. ana K. George, obD. c'1t.-, P. 90; - T ) ('.
. . . ) . o | A4 . -
t66. 'St_:orle, OE- Clt'_’ p. 6110 - , . ! !
. . . -, * . . * - . . .
67. Michael Walzer, op. cit., p. 193. ? : < |
' |

: . . . >




) o

-

Stone, op. tit., n. G6k. " A . N
) o

leGreror, 0.R., Divnrcn in Eﬁg}nnd (London: Heinemann, 1957), p. 10.

Chllton Powell, Fnhil sh Dem qtlc Rnlatlonq lh87-1653 (New Yorl ,
Russell and Pu"sell 197?), m. ll. j .

— -

Some early Protestant prcnchers_ (influenced by their marian '
exile in Iurope) did admit to reasons other than adultery to end
o marriage; such men were oblired to recant by the middle of the
seventeenth century. (I'uller op._¢: cnt., n. 267) '

Worerq as quoted in Wﬁ

John Milton .as quo‘f:ed in Powell, ém. cit., p. ok.

Goure as quoted in Haller, on, c1t., p. 247.

I‘md., p. a55. - .

"

. "' ' ' '
Rogers, op. cit., p. 8. - , .

Urirht, op._cit., p. bGS.

- Ibid. erpht does not nttrlbute this "new note oi‘ resnect" for ° .

women to the Puritans, vhom he clanmf; rcduced the controvers v over

women ,to "course 1nv~ct1ve" and "ribald satire" but rathetr to burrher

writers—"tho—were en++1nrv‘ up some nnrhr landrmarks in the llthraturc

82,

) 830

of woman's ripghts” . T , -
) . ,
/ . !

Robert ‘Cleaver gs quoted in .'Espérance), op. cit., n. T.

Daniel Rosers as quoted in Haller,” op. cit.', p. 269,

Tbid., ». 247,

- . . ‘ &
C.H. and X. George claim, howevér, that Thonas Aquines implicitly
rejected spiritunl equality between men.and women,

Thomas Adams as quoted in C.MH. and K. George, op. cit., ». 82.,

¢
. , ’

Keith Thonas, on. cit., n. 332-57. . ’

' Ibid., b, 235,

3 . ' .
. o .

. .- 1 .
- .

¢
- . . , . -

. N N N L N
Hill, Society and Puritdnism, op. ecit., p. 1[|62. nooeo

)

s




* ¢ . ‘~' v [ fuf g r"‘*j‘ \-‘}" :’,i‘ P 1, b . - ) ! w\l.
S ‘Y .\, N X . s -, ‘{
" - Y - i R
‘ i
: . - a2
. ‘ \ ] \ . ;
P \ o ‘ ) c o ;
‘ T ) ,
1 871.. Katherine Childley as quoted in Thomas, 'pir;L_g_i_t_:_. ». 3ho,
8, Thones Tntnlier as quofed in €.V, and K. Gporre, on. cit., ». o8k,
30, ‘\.'illir%g (‘.cu:'n' as quoted in Vrirht, op. cit., p. 223. { o ' ;
90. Marparct George, op. cit,, p. 166. ' , : R
! . g M{’ . ‘ . '
PARE 91. Keith Thomas, "The Double Standard,” Journal of the History of Idens, .
¥ (19590), . 105-21C,
I 92, Chrisﬁoyher Hill, Te Yorld Turned Unside~Nown (London: Tenrle ‘
Smith, 1072), ». 257, - . O
: o ' ‘ S
03.  Ibid. . . - (
- — . Y ‘ ! ' 'y : ™
) ok, Gerard YWinstanley as quoted in Ibld a - " -
' . E
95, horas, .;h_e;_‘p_“ou’blg_%t‘quard on. cit., ». 203 : - o
. 06, StOﬁS on. cit., r. SOT. . : oL J .
e e s » & R e .
. o7, Rocers, on. cit. it., p. 151, ' s .
. . P ' TR ' Lo
: 98, Sierel, Prul N., "Hilton and the Hunannt {\ttltude tovard "onen-,
I Jnurnnl ofthoﬁﬁqtorv o _1dens .LJ. H9bU), . #3.
) ] 09. ' Vrirht, on. c1t., p. 2150, . ’ L
. * [ ! ~
100.'  Ibid. ) ' .
101, ' C.H, and X. George, on. cit., p. 284, , )
I 4 02,  Ibid,, p. 285. o, - :
B 4 7 - ¢ "’ ' " ’
‘ 103. ' .Ceteker as quoted in Ibid., ». 287, - : ' .
\ . . . . ' . ! . «
104, Perkins. as quoted in Ybid., p. 276,. T , _ .,
, - 0 coietyv-and 'V’_-ri*aniém, oD, :cit'. k3, ‘ :
i Soe3et: : -
! Y . . ' ~
| ¢ 106.  Field as quoted in Ibid., p. 27T~ - ' ‘ y
i ' ' . g
i 107. - Goupe as quoted in Ibid., p. 279. 4 o . .
' - - 108. Hughey, op. cit.,.p. 258. .+ -°
, - ,
‘- 109. Helen Ka.h:.n, ‘Controversial L: therature about Women (unpubllshed
) Ph.}Q. thesm, Umversrby of‘ Washmgton 193k Zi p. 125. , : »
if . ¢ P d
| - P : <
; 4 . 4 4 D. *




)

e A Pranen wdB PR 3 g SR Y, 1 B3N

e T TN

"110. Sier_tél,\()_vv_z_ c1t. ., p. h2-53, o ', N =
- 111. {ahin, le.‘__c_i_f;.‘_’, p. 137, )
112, Weipht, on. cit. \' S - ’ ’ o
. 113. I{'ary‘ Tattle~lell nnd I‘?ar;e Hit<Mim-lome in M. (‘}e'orne, on. cit.; p. ?-7.1.'
M, Gourre quoted in C.I. and K. Ge'orr;e op.. cit. 01t., . 163. . \ .
. 135, . George, op._cite, P 165 -7 —= — ——
. 1.1(;. La.n’mlon-—Dgyié,s . 9_1\_.:_;0;511*_:_,' p. 272, .
117, Stonc, op. cit., n. Ch6, o . " N
d .118. M. Georpe, én.;_q_i_i;_‘._, p. 172, : o ’
. 3 . RO ' 2
.119.  Taller, op. eit., p. 257, Co v -
120. * Oliver Cromwell as quoted in Sch\{ékinp;, op. cit., p. M&..
‘ " 121.. Evans as quo{;cd in Watkinf;, op._cit., p. S'S. ,’ .
b 122.° Danlel Popers as quot.cd in nchuckmr, op._ clt. cit., p. hh-
123. Alice Thorton, "The Autobiography of ‘Alice Thorton," by a Woman v}rltt
Jonn Goulianos, ed. (Baltimre, Maryland: Penpguin Books, 107h) D. T8,
124, Clark, op. cit., p. b _ ‘
125. Ropers as quoted in Schucking, on. cit., p. 'hb. ' F. "
126. Phillips, gp. cit., p. 62."‘ o | S ° o | “
| io7.  Toid.,p.6h. -, -
: ' 128. Margaret Cavendish, Duchesl's of Newcastle, "Froi the Worl;i"& Ol:'Lo,l"~
i in Goulianos, op. cit., p..55.7 o . ' o .
g ,129@' Gervase Marxh'am ag quoted in_ Campbell,’ M@‘_c_._,, v. d:;r. ¥ -T .
§ l 130. Gouge &s quoted in Haller, gm__é_i_._t_:_.__, p. 251, \ ' '
; 1031. Morgan, p_. CIt., P. ihB-—BL - | . ) X | -
‘ - ’ 132. The Geo%ges have pomted qut that in Berthold 6f Regensburgﬂ' T
2 catalogue ‘of vocations for the Catholic vorld, the work of the woman
' ::o::he Home 15 completeiy 1[;nor H 1t has not the’ status of a voece- )




N 133. Morpan; op. cit., p. 1h3. . -

.

¢
E B,
R s i ~

134,  Clark, op. cit., p. bh,

; ‘- . 135, Pepys as quotcd.‘ in Phillips, op. cit., p. 76.

136. M. Ceorge, ob. cit., p. 132, '

Co ., .

137. N Ul],hanfG/ourre as auoted in Richerd B, Schlatter, The Social Idesms
P of. Relirious Leaders 1660-88 (liew York: O¢tagon Pooks, 164%0), n. 187.

e,

», T 138, John Dod and Robert ‘Cleaver as guoted in Thomas,' MW“‘
| 139. TFirestone, op. cit., p. 139. , .. ) o ‘“l .
'_ 140. Gouge ‘as nunted in‘llaller, on, cit., p. 250. ' ‘ :
;L - S \
° CHAPTER M . _ » ¥ o S . B
.7 ’ . '(", o | . ‘ . 3‘ -

I .M, and K. 'Georre%n. cjt., p 151,

-~

2. . Goupe os quoted in uchlatter op._cit., p. 189.

‘ 3 R Tawney, Reliprion and the Rise af Ci-.p}tu ism (iiddlesex:
4 . o ' Penpum Bools, 1938) _m. 23,

.
Ll

P

Christovher H111 I‘conomc Prohlenrsa of‘ the Church from Archbishon

' L,
R Whitrift to the Lonrf ParYiament (Oxford: Clurgndon Press, 1956), .
. ) N . — P 3’[0..)0 ’\ .

. 'l‘a.\mey, Religlon and the Rise of Cnlutt'll.lsmJ on. c:.t., . 23

6. Dcmiel Rogers as quoted in Haller, on. « d{f. At., P. 2146

,
,
. .
Ve it ) L |
L4 oo . |
* .

5
6
T. Weber, op. cit., p. 163
B. Tawney , Relirion and.the Rise of Capitelism, op. cit., p. 2h.

. . ' ' » '
A Q, - Agtell VW TIT 5P~ -505 ! L. \ \ ,
. . . g 4 ———t—————— .

€

Y

\ 0.  Faller, op. cit., p. 257. | - S o .
11, The Spectator, 1710, qnoted in Phllllps, op._cit., p. 116

\ . .
o ' *




]
',

- L3

LA

‘Julia O'Faolain and.Lauro Martines, ed., Not in God's Imgge

a 12.
LZ : (New York: Harper & Row, 1973), p. 233. , ;
13. Samuel Pepys as quoted in Phillips, op. cit., p. 83.
14,  Astell, op. eit., p. 52. '
15. Oliver Goldsmit:h as quoted in Rogers, og. cit., p. 185,
16. John Flynn, The Influence of Puritanism (Port Washington, N.Y.: ’
- Kennikat Press, 1920); p. '75.
17.  Ibid. '
A ' v ) i .
18. Rosemary Reuther, "The Cult of True Womdnhood,' Commonweal (November -
9’ 1973), pu 129; .‘ ’
. - , I
19. ° 'Charles’ Kingsley as quoted in Rogers, op. cit., p. 189.° ,
20. Reuther, og. cit. | ‘ o .' . Lo~
3 |
21. Thomas, 'I'he Double Standard, op. th., p., 212, '
2. Ibid.; p. 198. i , e
A 23 Ibid., p. 209 : *
L 72 . . a v
.24, Ibid..
-~ "’ -
25, Ibid., p. 215.
.26, Ibid, , : ‘ A
27, Firestone, op. cit., p. 139. B T . { e
28. Henry, Smith as quoted in Hailer,'og. cit. ) o T
29, George Byron as quoted in Thomas, The Double Standard op. cit,, p. 209.
30.  Klein, op. cit.; p. 29. -
[
- .31.' James Fordyce as quoted , in Rogers, op. cit.. p. 186. /
. 3a2. . Sigsworthy E‘m. and T.J. Wyke, "A Study of Victorian Prosti:ution and ";,
Venereal Disease', in Martha Vicinus, -ed. (Bloomington, Indiana e
yvniverséty APrVess, 1972), p. 80. . '
33, '

v O'Faolnin,' op. .cit.n, p. 303. o
. toos

a4




£3 > LRI S ! . ! . -"r"h “
AT, e S e k cod i
‘ \\ 4 T - " ‘ -
: " S 126
. \ } N
, ' - A
- 34, Zaretaky, op. cit., p. 107, ] - } |
- — n /’ v .t
. — ) 1Y ,
) 35..° Pecer N. Stearns, "WOrking Clags Women :ln Britain 1890-1914". in
og. cit. .
. 3 : . * .
- 36, Reuther, op. cit., p. 129. 3 s . -’ ’
) 37. Thomas, The Double Standard, op. cit.,-..p, 198,
38, - Secombe, op. cit., p, 5.- o - ,
N 39.  Friedrich Engels, m;HMgMMHamfm Propem D
—_—ee———— Wnoscow. Progress Publishers. 1948). v
40. Marlene Dixon, "Ideology, Claes and Liberation" in Mother Wds Not a
$ Person, Margret Andersen, .ed. (Montreal: Our Generation Press, 1972),
. P. 229' . ] , Lor ! .,
v 41. Klein, op. cit., p. 28. g '
' 42- mtchell, OE- Qif-‘, p- 2.2. .
43, Firea’tone, og. cit., p.' 43. | , . i ’
44, Clark op. cit., p. 296, ' ) ‘ '
P -

Juuet’ Mitchell

‘5
Books, 1974) » P 412 » . . , R 4
) A b ‘ e
- S < - g :
. " 1 . . N . .
+ 1
. P : L
— . .
. -
¢ ’ - . ’
’ & . [ je
. ot . LI .
L3 . . 3
" A 4
- 2 .
5 .
M . ” v ¥ o .
‘ . . ‘ Tyl
[ EY . . .
. - - o JRS
s . N ot
. . Sy o
- . FY) 2 ;
B ; .
« .
-
< ‘ v .
'
? A -
+ [ ! ! .
.
t Q
- .
. - . -
- S
k) N .
' z S © ' .
.
. .
) N . ' an .
. ok T
- v ' [ !
x j N
- . % 5
fa . et \

.
. . .
. .
] " - f i L
' - . P . ¢ v ot ~
N o - * L, f Ty " v
-’ - 1 A .t 1 i
R - L] Y v, . v .
.0 R R I '
. 1 st S
L B




\
U TP oY

"

' O L f 127 .

- BIBLIOCRAPHY

-

- . ‘
'
. . .

L \\ Andersen; Marrret, ed., réher Was l‘Iot)n. Person, Montreal: Our Generation

‘Press, 1972,
2 ‘ . B
Arids, Philinme gdhturies of Childhood, Soc‘:ia‘l Historv of Family Life, ;
Tev Yorkt Rondom iHouse, 1662, T ?\ ‘ :
. _ ' ¢
. Ashley, Meurice, The Stunfis in Love, London: lodder and Stoughton 1063. -8

B B
i - N ¢ 5

Astell, kory, A Serious Proncse) to the Ladies for the Avancement of ,
‘ « The¢ir . True and Greatect T::terc:;t, Tendon, l'TOl. ' ’ ‘ \
{ . ! o '
Bradley, Fosec !l., The Furlish "ow’ew*fe in the .Jeventecnth and Wighteenth
Centuries, London: Ldward /frrold, 191? .

4

b .Campkell, lildred, The }‘.nglinh Yeoron, l‘.’ew VYofk: « Bernes and Noble, 1912,

Carter, C.l., ed., From_ t}w Rennirsance to the Counter~Revolution: Fssavs
: in ‘Ynnour of Gorrot 'Intt:nr-l;', nov York: Random Uout;e, 1965.
. 1 -
J s -
Carus-Yilson, B.M,, ed., I‘" gavs in Ticonomic Mis story, Iondon:  Arnold, 195k, '

v

Chambers’, J.D., Popu ]n‘mon L Jegrnovy and "oc:ot\r in F‘re1ndurtr1al Inrland )
Londen:  Adxfard Ur‘lV(—!T‘"l"V Prsmq 1072,

" -

Clark, Alice, Worling Life of Vermen in the Scventeenth Century, London:
-Dutton 919. . . *

- Clark, C.G., The Seventeenth Century, Oxford Clerendon Press, 191&7.-
) ' ' 4

Crump, C.G., ed.%, The chac;,r of the Middle Arres Offord Clarendon Press,.1965

Dickens, A.G., The English Reformation, London: B,T. Batsf‘ord Ltd., 196&.

. ,'V' . Dobb, Maurice, Studies in the Development of Csmnj.allqm New York: Ilﬂ"ew ! .
i : ‘ World Paperbaclfa, 19747 '

Enp,els, Frledrlch, 'I'he Condition of the Workins Class 4n Enpland, W.0.

Hentersom;—ed+,; Oxford; Basit mmzmu, 1958~

N , The Orlmn of the Panily, Private Prorsertv and the '%nte Moscow:
. ‘ Progress Pubhshfrs 1948, . i - ) . '

Feuer, Lewis S., ed., Marx and Enpels, New York: Doubleday and Company‘, ‘Ine.

. " Anchor Books, 1959. . , . ' I




/o « r ——
. ' o 120
-
) ' Flrestone, uhulnmltﬁ The Dxalect:c of Sex, Frormore ‘Bt. A]bans' Puladln '
Booln, 1972. i
{
- Flynn, John, The Influcnce of Phuritanism, Port Washinrton: Kennikst Press,
L R 1920, ' .

Frye, Ronald Mushat, "The Teachinps of Classical Puritanism on Conjurmal
Love,” Studies in the Rensissance JI, 1955, p. 1h8-59, '

) ' Tussell, G.F. and K.R, Fussell, %he Ennliqh Countryvwoman: A Farmhouse Socinal
Hlﬂtorv l)OO~1000 Andrcw lHelrose, 1953. .

1 —— . ’

e

, .. Georpe, C H., ’Tha Hakxnp of the }nﬂlnsh ‘Bourgeoisie, 1500-1750;"- %cnence— ———
, and f oc1q4y (Winter 1971), p. 385-h1k,

and Katherine George, The Protestant 1ind of the Reformation,
Pr;nceton Princeton University Pres 1061 B

Georpe, Marsaret, 'From Goodwife to Hlstrcnq' The Tran formation of the
) , Pemale in Bourgc01s Culture,”" Seience- ana ooq;gty (fummer 1973)
T p. 152-TT.

- Goulianos, Joon, By a Wonan Vritt, Baltimore, Maryland: Penruin Tooks, 19Tk.

Greer, Gernaine, The Female Funuch, Great Britain: Granada Publishing Ltd.,
1971. \

llaller, Villiem and lslleville, "The Puritan AFt of Luvu,ﬁ Funbinrdon
Library Ouarterly V, 1942, n. 235-72. .

Hill, Christopher, The Century of Revolution, Tondon: Sphere Books, 1969.

: : .

. - , Economic Problems of the Church from Archbishon Whitrift to
the Iong Parliament, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1956, .

. Reformntlon to Industrial Revolutlon Middlesex, Engleond: -
Penﬁuln Books, 1069. .

,

| Co- . , Socicty nnd Puritanism in Pre-ﬂevoiutionary Enrland, London:
A _ * Papther Boolks, 1969, ' ‘ g . ) o

'

S The tortd-Furned—Unside~Doun, Londoni fT&nrle Smith 1972.

5 Nobsbawm, Eric, *"The Crlses of the Seventecnth Century - II," Past and Present,
N. 6(195h), p. bh- 63 , '
o - N
Hole Chr1st1na The Lnrl19h Hourewife in the Seventeenth Century,
" London: Chatto and d1ndu3, 1953, : ' . o

4

1
i

"J

' o . R , .
o ‘ ) . . .
. e ) i o .
. ‘ . ! . .
P ) o , @ . P b - ’
- - '~ y
Jnsnm-nunnnamdﬂmawmﬁmﬁmﬁ:5zFi




Joskins, .G, , The *1idlend Peasont, London: HadMillnn, ]957

’ '"%n Petuilding of Ruro1 Tnrland 1570~ 1(ho " Past and Present,
. h(1952), n. dbSo.

Fughey, Pull Villord, Cultural Interests of Vomhn in Enrland from 15204 to
1620 Irdxdnt(d in the Viritines of V Homen, unryblished Ph.D. Thesis,
Cornoll Un:vor°1ty, 19??. ' . ,

N

Ivonyay, liorran, The Gndly ! Prcnchers of _the Rlizabethan Church, -London:
ipworth, Prcqs, JGGJ. .

Jameg , Harﬁaret Social Problems and Policy Durins the Puritan RnVOlutlon
1640-00, Lew York: Barren ang lioble, 1967.. .

Janeway, Flizabeth, !lan's World, Woman's Plaoc, A Study in Social 'vtholory,
' ilev York: Ull]lﬂm horrow & Co., 1971,

-

Johnson, Jares 7., "Enhlish Puritan Theurht on the Inds of Harriape,"
Church Ilistory, Vol. 38, 1969*‘) 429-36.

Kphin, Helen, Cantrovor sinl Titeratura about Women unnubljished Ph. D.
Thesis, Unlvoruutv of Washington, “193h,

Klein, Violn, "Indus trlallzatxon and the Chanplnp Role of Women,' Current
Soeiolory (1963-64), p. 27-33. -

»

Langdon-Davicn, John, A Short,History of Women, New York: 'Viklnc Uress, LEZ{.:

Laslett, Peter The World Ve llave Lost, New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,
196 , . Co -

L'Esperance, Jean, WOmen in Purltun Thourht, unpubllshed M.A. Thesis, llcGill
University,

Magas, Branke, "Theories of Vionen's leeratlon." New Left Review, . 66
(Ma.r.-l\pr. 1971), p. 69-92, . , | )

Marx, Ka.rl, Capital Vo, T, New York: International ﬁublishers, 1967.

» The Economic and Philosophic Manuscr1nts of 18hh Dirk J.

~—" Struik, ed., NéE'Y6FET“Iﬁfﬁ?ﬁﬁfﬁsﬁilf?nbtrshers, S64~ ,

, The Grundrlsse dedlesex: Penguln Books, 1973. .

- { -

' and Frledrxeh Engels Selected Vorks, VI Moscow: Propress

Publlshe!rs 1969,




;,:&j,f iy LR IR

T T Tl
By PO v
a4

=3

g

. . C 4 . 130

’ : I

Mc(‘,rego},-_o.}?. , l_)_ivorcc in Fnrland, London:'}leincmann 1957, p. 10, .7

~ « v

Mends, Dornthy 1., ed., The Disryr nf‘ T.ady harmro_@._}’obv 1599~ 160‘3 llew

’ York: Georree Routlcdfm u,nd Sons Ltd., 1930 . .
. [ : x
Mllton, John, Paradise Lost.
o X :
Mltchell Julict, Psychoanalysis-and Feminicn, Méw York: Pantheori Books,”
‘ 1n7h . e o ' ; . . ,
h . . -
» Woren's lstate, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1975. -
' v o ¥
Neiv, Anrl)can erid Pur:tar) "‘ho Basis of their @rowltlon ])58 l(lro
196’:. ) ' . ,

Notesteln \!allace, The un"l:!‘h T’eqplc on the Bve of Colonization 1603-130,
‘ L’ew Yor}: Harper an@ Sros., 19)1; ' ¢

4

O’Fnolam, "Tulie. nnd Lu.uro a.rtiiﬁes, ed., Not in God's Tmare ,§ liey York: °
Herper & Row, 1873, N o e X :

.
>

Phillips, M. and V.0, Tomkinson, Enrlish Vemen in Life and Lettors,
Tiendon: Ber."tamin Blo*? 1025. '

>

, Plumer, Alf‘rhd The T.ondon ‘Iom'c*r ' Commanr, 1600-1070 n: Routlcd}’e
and ¥érah Pau] 1972, - - !

Powell,.(‘hllton, nplich Dmma tic Relations, iB7-1653, liew York
and Bus ';e}l 107 ' . ' -

03

Reuther, Rosemary, . '"!ht.rCui‘t: of True Womanhood,” Commorweal, Novenfer 2, [
/ 19.73, D. 127-132. - . | ’
! { . 0 ’ 2
’Ropers (atherme My, he ’T‘roubleuone Helnmate, A Fistory
therature, uenttle- ‘Izw:hﬁ nrrton T’an@rbacko, 1066,

Sgyvny in.

”

Rowbothzm, Sheila, 1 nen, Resistance and Revolution, lew York: Vintare
Books , 19Th. n e '

. '
w o, -

’ . -~
Schlatter, Richard B. , The Sogicl Ideas of, Relirious Lesaders 1660-08,
New. York: Octagon Books, 19130. ‘ .

: N
Schuc}unn,Levfﬁ The Pur1tan Femily: A Social Study fron the Literary .-
Sources P’ew York: Schocken Bookq 1929. - 6

Secombe, Wally » "Housework undgr Ca.mtallsrr;," new Left Review, N 83
(Janv-FQb. 197)“),_ po "‘2]4

' - ¢ ,




B LIRS

- | C 131 .

"Sierel, Paul L., " ’11ton end the Jlumanist: Atta.tude toward Vomen, "
Journal of *he Fistorr of Tdens.TI (1950), B. 1;0753/
The Stefus of Yomen'in Cenada, Report of the Royal Commission,

' ftenton, Doris "bn Inelish loman m Historv, London: Georpe Allen and
Unwin, 1057

Stone, Lrwronce "’he Crisis of the Aristoeracy 1558-1¢ hO Oyf‘ord
Clarendon Prcqs., 1005,

Tawney, R.H,, The l\"r.n_r_l_gm Probvlem Jn the alrteent‘n (‘enturv " Vew York:
nurﬁ Frannm 1961, ‘ '
< » Relirion and the que of Cunltalwm Ihddlebey Penruin ?

- Bookq 1038 , ‘ -

!

’I'hlrs}‘, Joan, ed., The Arrarian I'j storv of Bnrland and Wales, 1500 1640,
London, Cam‘brxdr'e University Press, 1067 .

Ae '

_Thomas, Kejth, ""'he Double Standard,” _.I_@Lzlq_lﬁ__g_gl:ﬁe__ﬁistory of Idess,
XX S 19,:9' D. 195—?16 : . N

s

, "Jomen and the .civ‘i\l Yar Sects," Past and Present, N. 13

- (1958), p. 332-57. -

! ) ___» "Work and Leisure in Pre-Industrial, Socmtv A Discussion,'
Past and Present, N.' 29 (1964}, v., 63-6.'

A

Vicmus, Martha, Suff‘er and Be S‘cn 11, Bloonmrzton' Indiana Unzverntv
Press, 1972. :

Walzer, Michacl., The Revolution“of, the Saints, Cambridre: Hrrvard University
Press, 1965. .

Watkins, Owen C., The Puritan Ixperience, MNew York: Sdhgckqn Boo).eg, 1972.

. \l‘f’ebe; » The Protestant Ethic and the __Plrlt pf Cepitalism, New York:
N Ch( les Seribner ' s Sons, 19538. . #
\ |
. Wright, Louis B., Middle Class Culture in Flizgbethan Inrland, Che.pel Hlll
\\ Umversn;y of Horth Carolina Press,. 195. -
Z\s,retsky, I‘lx, "Cepitalism,”Family and Personal Llfe?" Socmhst Revolutmn, '
. 13-1% (Jan.-Apr. 1973) p. 69-125, -

- ; ) {, 7!

. .
o4 i

Ll

S '




