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There has been an outburst of feminist criticism of
Shakespeare during the 1980’s apd 1990's. This feminist approach
has proved te bz one of the most lively, productive and influential
aspects of Shakespeare eriticism throughout these two decades. The
aim of this paper is twofeld: to provide a diagnosis and prognosis of
this phenomenon  The diagnostic process includes a comprehensive
sccount of the main tendencies, methods, principles and politics at
work within the field of feminist criticism of Shakespeare by relating
this field to the wider context of ferninist literary criticism It also
identifies the problematic areas that have faced feminist eriticsin
general and feminist critics of Shakespeare in particular, As for the
prognostic phase, it raises some generel questions about the firture
course of feminist eriticism of Shakespeare. It pufs forward some
suggestions es fo the issues that could be further investigated and the
guidelines that could be followed to address them.

It seers eppropriste to siarl in 1980 with the publication of

The Woman's Part’, the first enthology of specifically feminist
criticism of Shakespeare, In 1981, Elizabeth Abel edited a special
1ssue of Critical Inquiry on rather more penerzl issues of feminism ang
Jiterature under the title Writing and Sexual Differcnce.” Both these

volumes contain not only individual examples of feminist criticism,
but also manifestoes, general stetememts and proposals 2s 1o what
feminist criticism is mainly concerned ebout and what it is capable of
echieving. The Woman's Par also includes a selective bibliography
of what by 1980 could then be identified as the early feminist

'Carolyn Ruth Swifl Lenz, Gayle Greene end Carel Thomas Neely, ds., The
Wormnan'g Per. (Urbana: Unoversity of Dlmois Press, 1980},

*Eizabeth Abel, ed., Cyiticg| Taguiry. vol. 8. 1o, 2, (Wintcr, §581), This issue with
the eddition of same critical respomses, w2s reprinied as a book extitled Writing and
sexpal Difference. ed Elzabeth Abel, (Brighton: Harvester, 1982). Al subsequent
page references will be from this book version
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approaches to Shakespeare's works’ Although both these two books
consciously adopt a feminist perspective, they are different in their
basic attitude towards lilerary traditions created by male authors. On
the one hand, the contributors to The Woman's Part presume that
Shakespeare's works are a suitable focus for feminist critical analysis.
On the other hand, the contributors to Writing gnd Sexua] Difference
reject eny discussion of Shakespeare's texts and consider it marginal to
feminist concerns.

Indeed one of the fundamental debates among feminist critics
is the validity of crticizing powerful male-authored literary canons
such as Shakespeare or Milton. According to Abel, feminist enticism
should move from the primitive stage of identifying the misogyny of
male-guthored texts and cataloguing the problems of male-created
stereotypes of {emininity to a more ndvancad and redical focus on
feminist readings of texts by female authors* This woman-centered
epproach has become a dominamt trend within Anglo-American
feminist criticism. In her influential anticle on feminist literary theory,
*Towards & Feminist Poctics"(1979),° Elain Showalter distinguishes
between a "feminist critique™ with its concern about the woman as
reader of works of male authors, end what the cails "gynocritics” with
its concern about the woman &s writer of literary texts. Showalter
scems 10 be suspicious about the "feminist critique® because itise

*mnmoompu-ehm'chlhlmpnph} nui"h.ﬂtpt Kulm.mm

‘.12
*Elaine Shownlter, "Towarde a Feminist Pocties”, Women Writing and Writing

abowt Women. ed, Mary Jecobus, (Londen: Croom Helm, 19799), pp. 2231
Showalter repeats the same (hemes in "Feminig Criucism in the Wilderness®(1981)
in Elizabeth Abel, ed, Writing and Sexuzal Dilference, op. dl., pp 9-36
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“historically grounded inquiry which probes the ideological
assumptions of literary phenomena” *

One of the problems of the feminist critique 1s that it is
male-oriemed. If we study slereorypes of women, the
sexism of male critics, and the [imited roles women play
in literery history, we &re not leaming what women have
felt and experienced, but only what men have thought
women should be,”

At the same time, she (s clearly excited about "gynocritics” which
emphasizes the "psychodynamics of female creativity™:

Gynocritics begins at the point when we free ourselves
from the linear absohnes of male literary hislary, stop
trying to fif women between the lines of the male tradition,
and focus msiead on the newly visible world of female
culture®

Argumenis ggainst the exclusive focus on the femele tradition in
literature and the creation of a separate canon of women's writing have
stressed the disadvartages of isolationism in women's sudies. For
example, Myra Jehlen deplores the femimsi tendency to create "an
altermative context, a sort of female enclave apart from the universe of
masculinist assumptions”® Her conviction is that feminists should

continue to challenge the dominant male culture by examining the

“Elaine Showalier, “Towards a Feminist Poctics®, op. Gil., p. 25

i, p. 27

4. p. 28

*Myra Jehien, *Archimedes and the Paradox of Feminist Criticism®, Signs, vol. 6,
po. 4, (Summer, 1981), p 576
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traditional patriarchal canons in literature from a woman's perspective.
She cven wams feminist critics against the temptation of rebuilding a
ghetto where women studies will proliferate while having lirtle impact

an "the universe of male discourse”'” However, Yehien's argument

for the separation of aesthetics and politics in &n attempt to achieve
objectivity in reading, seems to undermine her emphasis on the
political need to "engape the dommnam intellectual sysiem directly”
with a view of changing the umiversal male perspective in eriticism. !
Jehlen's wish to distinguish between acsihetic and political reading is
also reductive in its aflempt to solve the problem of how to approach
literery canons which have been acknowledged as sesthetically
veluable but politically distasteful ¥ Jehlen's assumption that literary

iexts can be read objectively, is anpther conlentious issue. What
feminist cnitics must avoid is & form of inverted sexism where a
simplistic notion of a universal male consciousness is displaced by yet
another, albeit a female one. As for, Jehlen's method of "radical
comparativism", which she uses to compare Henry James' A Pprirnit
of p Lady with Edith Wharton's House of Mimth, it does not prove
praciical fbr feminist Shakespesre critics since there were hardiy any
comparable women dramatists o (his early peniod.

Arguments in favour of conducting studies of canomcal male
guthors challenge the assumption that there is a direct and defpile
relationship between the sex of the euthor and the literary text. In her
exploration of the relations between women, {emininity, feminism and
the production of texts, Helene Cixous indicates:

Y4 p. 577
i
“See Toril Moi, Sexual/Textus] Politics, (London: Meihuer, 1985), pp. 80-86.
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Great care must be taken in working on femining writing
not to get trapped by names: to be signed with 8 woman's
name doesn't necessarily meke a picce of wriling
feminine. It could quite well be masculine writing, end
conversely, the fect Lhat a piece of writing is signed with a
men's name does not in iiself exclude femininity. It's rere,
but you can sometimes find femininity in writings signed

by men: it docs happen."

In her essay, "Notorious Signs, Feminist crticism and Licrary
Tradition™, Adrienne Munich also chzlienges uver-s:mplmx notions
that neatly equate euthorship with gender perspective. ' Moreover,

she argues that feminis1 criticism itself has sometimes reinforced
male-authered fexts and that it is this two-sexed culture that has
ultimately produced gendered polarities which inform all its writings.
With parucular reference to the Book of Genesis, Don Quixgte, and
the Oresteis, she claims that the treditional canon "may notbeas
masculinist a3 some femmist cnticism has assumed”. In fzet, some
"eritical dlsamm has tended to be more misogynist than the texts it
examines”. Came-quemly she attacks the assumption that feminist

critics should limit themselves to femaie-euthored texts. According to
Munich, rejecting the work of male writers would be reinforcing "a
primitive 1sboo forbidding women to zpproach sacred objects”.™

Feminist critics of Shakespeare find these issues of greal relevance.

“Helene Cixus, “Le Sexe ou la 117 (1976), b, Anncaz Kubn, "Castrarion or
Decapitgtion™, Sicns, val, 7,00, 1, (1981), p. 52

" Adrignne Mimich, "Notorious Signs, Fominist Criticism and Literary Tradition®,
in Gayle Greene end Coppelis Kahn, eds, Makng p Dilferenee: Feminist Literary
Criligism, (London: Mcihuen, ) 725), pp. 238-259.

M., p 151

. p 243



- 48-

They build up on current theories in critical practice, which question
issues of meaning and interpretation and how they are generated from
the interaction between the individual reader end the text. They also
drew on the cultwral materialisi approach that s2es art and the act of
imerpretation as reinforcing existing sexual politics. The mythuc value
of the Shakespeare canon is also seen within a culural hierarchy that
is arificially imposed. Evidently, male eritics have noted the potential
of feminist criticism to revise the Shakespezre canon end not just to
reinsiate the work of women writers and create g female literary
tredition with which they can identify. For example, Lawrence
Lipking observes, "something peculiar has boen happening lately to
the classics. Some of them now seem less heroie, and some of them
less funny™"  On the whole, feminist criticism poignantly questions
the criteria of aesthetic value in its re=cstimation of the true worth of
so-calied claesical masterpieces.

In addition to the eesthetic and political arguments that
emphasize tbe importance of the feminist eritique of canomical male
suthors, one cannot overlook an element of careerism involved
especiaily on the part of feminist eritics of Shakespeare Most of them
seem 1o have been reluctant to throw away their hard-won experiise in
Shakespeare studies in order to devote themselves entirely to the study
of women writers. Showalter speaks of a "divided consciousness” in

the struggle between "the professor, who wants to study
major works by major writers and to meditate
impersonally between these works and the readings of
other professors, and the minority, the woman who wants
connections between [her] life and [her] work and who is

) swrence Lipking "Aristotle's Sister: A Poctics of Abandonment, Critigg)
Inguiry. vol. 10, no. 1, (September 1983).p. 79
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committed 1o 2 revolution of consciousness that would
make fher] concemns those of the majority "

Cerolyn Swifl also observes that as a feminist cnitic of Shalespeare,
che has become a Twenured full prole: or™ while her peers who are
specialized in women sudies are ofien teaching part-time  With
reference  to whether feminist cntics should study and teach
Shakespeare, she explains

We recognize that we do not want to deprive ourselves of
the pleasure of teaching the playwnight who, with good
rezson, 15 estecmed the greatestin English. Futhermore,
we would then be leaving a powerful academic field to
colleagues who, even with the best of imentions, may not
satisfy the needs of female studenis any more than earlier
professors did L

Whether feminist critics choose to  approprzte or confront
Shakespeare, personal invesiment is undemable. The fact remains that
feminist cnticism wiglds political significance and cultural authonty
through its sssocigtion with Shakespeare &s s cultural icon who has
ecquired mythic proportions that transcend the limitations of national

identity.

Shakespeare also proves to be more susceptible 1o women's
eppropnation than other eanonical male writers Like Milion for
cxample.  According to Virginia Woolf, Shakespeare is her prime
example of the great artist's endrogynous mund, contrasting with the

¥Efaine Showalicr, "Towards & Feminis Poctics®, op. cil.. p 41
" Carolyn Swif), "Towands a Feminist Renaissance: Woman-Centring

Shakerpeare's Tragadics”, Women's Re-Visions of jhukespeare. ed | Marianne
Novy. (LUfbana and Chicago: Universiy of J1linois Pross 19903, p 212



excessive masculimity of writers like Milton, Kipling, Jonson, and
Worlsworth  She specifically refers to Miltor es the "bogey” beyond
which Iflerzte women st look in order not to shut out the view =
Irdeed, for most ferminist critics, it is difftcult to oppropriate Milion to
their cause or ewen reveal that the text itself is less misogynistic than
the critical discourse that has centered on it * However, 1t is still

possible to reread Paradise Lost within the limitzlions of itx gwm
historical context thal chould be distanced and dislocated from the
present.  The subtlety of the language can be emphasized in order to
show how it has affected (he Western culral construction of
masculinity.  The mele-biased attitudes that have become deeply
tngrained in modern Western thought cen also be exposed to show
how they in wrn consolidate the power and sublimity of the text.

The fzet that Shakespeare is less overlly misogynistic than
Milion hes tumed out to be a source of ingpiration for femimist ceitics
who have emphasized what they see as the positive and enlightened
aspects of hus  works Thus, they claim that, unfike his
comemnporaries, Shakespeare holds more progressive views sbout
women end thali he witily quesiions the limitstions of conventignal
gender definttions. These "Apologist™ or "Revisionist” critics hail
Shakespeare as a proto-feminist by demonstrating how his female
characters are not the crude stercotypes that take sex roles amd
expectations forgmnted.  In  this cense, Shakespeare’s plays are
interpreted 85 subtly exposing the culturally and politically imposed
anificiality underlying conventional sexnal politics, which emphasize

irpinla Woalf, A Room of One’s Own, 1929 (Cambridge: Canttridge University
Press, 1995), p 137

?l5ce Sandira M. Gifbert, "Pasriarchal Poctry smd Women Rearers: Refloctians o0
Mikon's Bogey™, 1978, PMLA 91, pp. 368-192. To oompare botweon contemparary
fomninjgt critics' respoase 10 Shakespasre smd Mibton, se m esthology of Fomimist
exys an Miltos, Miltos aad the [des of Womtn, ol , Julie Walkar, (Urbem:
University of [Hincsic Press, 19€8).
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male supremacy and female subordination as normative or instinctive
By closely examining Shakespeare's female protagonists, feminisi
critics point oul that characters like Gertrude, Ophelia, Desdemona
and Cordelia do have an existence end importance beyond the limited
perceplion of them by Hamler, Othello or Lear However, it 15 the
converional male criticism that has always prompted the study of
these women cheracters throogh the eyes of the hero or only in as far
as they can illuminate certain aspccts in the hero's psychological
make-up. Feminist eritics reasonably argue that women characiers
ofien sppear on stage without the hero and that they ere sometime
seen in reletion to other women. Henee the hero's view of them is
superficial and unrelieble  Altematively, feminist erities of
Shakespeare have thoroughly explored and foregroundzd the
imporiance of relations berween women m the plays. The extent to
which they confide in and support each other discloses a female sub-
culture that is separate from the male world because it is capable of
operating m terms of different values and attitudes For example,
women's conception of friendship can be rather complex. They can
becom? inends tn surprismg circumstances such as when the plot
makes themn rvels for the love of the same man Julia's sympethy for
Silvia in The Two Gentlemen of Verona and Viola's for Olivia in
Twelfth Night are two cases in point. Women can elso conspire
together o outwit A man just at the crucial moment when he thinks he
is triumphing over one of them by forcing her to bed such asin
Measure for Measure and All's Weli That Ends Well

Feminist studies in this area have indicated that it is not just &
male cnticel legacy of Shakespeare's works that has perpetuated the
misleading image of the patriarchal Bard. There is also a whole
tradition of theatrical representation that has endorsed the stereotyping
and marginaliring of women characters beyond textual requirements.
An inspiring essay entitled, "Playing the Woman's Par: Feminist
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Criticism and Shakespearean Performance’™ considers the waysin

which feminist film theonsts have revealed how cinematic
representation constructs the female as the object of the male
speciator's gaze™ It then raises parallel questions for thealrical end

specifically Shakespearcan representelion to what extent and through
what strategics docs Shekespearean parformance also construct female
characters for the spectator’s eye? The suggestion is that abjectifying
and eroticising many female characiers on slage is a manifestation of
male sexual enxieties rether than a tnnhful dramatization of the role.
In alater full-length study entitled, Women's Weorlds in Shakespeare's
Plays, Ircne Dash studies how enticism and staging interact
synergistically as well as responding to contemporaneous cultural,
political, and technological developments, By enalyzing
promptbooks, inserted stage directions, production notes end printed
ecting versions of Shakespeare's plays, she demonsirates how vanous
actor-managers End directors throughout theatncal history have
exposed a personal and universal bias in their interpretation of the
roles of the women charscters.  Thus, through the use of cutting,
rearrengememt and rewnting as well as through editonal and critical
comment, Shakespeare's female characters have ofien been converted
imo whatever was seen as properly womanty at any given time. The
book elso opens other possibilities in order to extend the femimst
critique of Shakespeare to contemporery theatrica! practice

Plomine Helws, "PMaying the Womm's Pari. Feminit Crilicism and
Shakespearcan Porformance”, Thet Jourmal voldl, no.2, (May 1989), pp. 190
200,

PSee Launa Mulvey, *Visusl Plesure and Natraive Cinema”, Sregn. vol. 16, ao.

3, (Asrazm 1975), pp. 6-18 end Ametic Kobn, The Power of (he Insige: Essayg on

%mmmum&ﬂﬂ_iw. (London: Routlege and Kegan Paul, 1985)

treoe Dash, Women's Worlds in Shakespeare's Plays. (London: Associated
Upiversity Press, 1997)



Feminist studies that have exclusively focused on the posnive
aspects of the femele charecters in Shakespeare's pla:,rs Are pipneenng
end insightful in the way they foreground many issues that have
hitherio been overlooked and unknown. However, they are often
subject to the same kind of eriticism direcied ggainst feminist criticism
1n general, which (s that they are too partisan and subjective. In effect,
they are compensating for the bias in a critical wadttion that has
tende! 10 emphasize male charecters, male themes and male fantasies.
Ironically, these accusations are the same pitfalls of feminist criticism
that is devoted o the study of female authors only. It ts necessary for
feminisi critics to note how far Shakespeare's frmale chamciers ere
ultimstely restricled by the patriarchal structures thar mevitebly
dominate their lives. Female friendships, no matter how strong they
may be, are regularly supplanted by marriage Moreover, Helena and
Hermiz provide a counter-example of women who do not develop 2
sisterly solidarity but instead behave according to the male sterentype
which assumes that ell women are paturally rivals for Lhe attentron of
men When women have passionate gnd intimale relationships, 71 is
essumed to be an adolescent phase that they must cutgrow, whereas
men can comtinue to have strong Les with each other afler they ere
married ™ Apparently, powerful women like Rosalind and Porua have

to renounce their euthority when they become wives. Rosalind
furthermore reduces herself to the stetus of & male possession when
she says to both her father end busband, "To you 1 give myself, {or 1
am yours” (As_You Like It V,iv,104). As for Portia, she describes
berself untruthfully as "an unlesson'd girl™ unworthy of Bassanio (The
Merchant of Venice, I1I, ii,159). An spofogist feminist critic like
Mezrianne Novy jusiifies these situations by underlining the
importance of “mutuality® in Shakespeare's conception of marrisge.
She argues that mammiage allows women, though Lheoretically iaferior

*Puter Eritkson explores this imbalance in Patriarchg] Stroctyzes in Shakespears's
Drama. (Bakeley: University of Califormia Press, 1985).



to men undsr patriarchy, to be accepted in practice as real partners.”
However, other critics, including myself, find this defense not emtirely
l.‘-l:um.rinr:in,g,!-,ﬂr

At least feminist cnticism acknowledges some of these ereas
85 problematic and addresses them in explicit ways. There have been
many reassessmemts of characters that have long been recognuazed as
problems. These charecters include Katherina in The Temipg of the
Shrew, Isabella in Measure for Measure, Gertrude in Hamlet as well
as Cleopatra, Cressida and Ledy Macbeth, Some episodes especially
endings of ceriain plays bave aiso been sel down as problematic.
Kethleen McLluskie is probably justified in idennifying parl ofthe
problem in terms of the pleasure induced from comedy and tragedy as
dramatic forms. She indicates thal it may be easier for feminisis to
chatlenge or deny the pleasure of comedy in their struggle to withhold
their essent from the social approval of sexist wimour, bad it may be
more difficult to deny the "cmotionzl, morzl and acsthetic satisfaction
afforded by tm,gmdy“." The test-case here seems to be the ending of

King lear.  According lo McLuskie, when Lear enters with hus
denghter dead in his arms, "the most stony-hearted feminist could nont
withhold her pity even though it is called forth at the expense of her
resistance to the patriarchal relations which i1 endarses” ™  Peter

PSer Mariznne Novy, Love's Arp :
Hill: Unrversity of Morth Camplina Press, 1984).
T gee below, pp. 13-16

A bleen MclLuskie, *The Patrisrchal Bard Feminist Criticism end Shaksepeare.
King Lear xd Measure for Measere®, Political Shakespegre, eds. Jonaton

Dollimore #nd Alan Sinfickd, (Manchesier, Manchester University Press, 1985), p.

9a

g
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Erickson similarly attributes o Shakespeare pawiarchal values end
asserts that Lear at the end gets exactly what be wants from Cordelia.

Upon her re-entry to the play, she obliges Lear in the role
of the good, comlorting maother, to which he had ongmally
assigned her (and ip which she contrasts so strikingly with
the "bad mothers”, Goneril end Regan) .. Her
[Cordeliz's] husband  haviog been cooveniemdly
suppressed, she is both matcrnal and virginal, mmtunog
end nop-threatening.  However, this eppropriation of
Cordelia is not an ect of love but a violstion of it that
echoes end repeats Lear's ritual possessiveness in the
opening scene.

The emphasis on entertainment velue gives rise to the question of the
legitimacy of feminist criticism to diminish or even destroy the kind
of pleasure that the pudience have traditionally derived from
Shakespearczn, plays. Wayne Booth calls il the “scandal” of the
feminist critique whereby "1 find that my pleasure in some parts of the
text has now been somewhat diminished by my critical ect””

McLuskie speculates on such feminist productions that could be based
on a8 feminist critigue with special reference to Meagure for Measure
and King Lesr However, she rejects them becanse they require too
redical & revision of the texts whose dynamics ere based on male
tems.”  Ann Thompson equally rejects Michael Bogdanov's
production of The Taming of the Shrew for the Royal Shakespeare
Company in 1978, The produdion took an outright feminist line by

®Peter Enickson, op <it., pp. 112-114
'"'Wa'rm Boaqth, "Freedom of Interpretation: Baktin end the Chatlenge of Feminist

Crivcism”, Criteal Inquiry, Vol 9, No. 1 {Scpt. 1982), p 68
cen Mcleskie op, cil, pp97-98



playing agains the traditional meaning of the text. Accordingto
Thampson, the production was "got enjoyable ina sraighiforward
way" even though she believes that the audicnee oupht not tobe
encourzaped 1o experience the texi as "simply rolicking good fun” '

Arother ohjecton to such feminint readings is that they could
be imposing modem interpretahons on old texts  One response to
such an accusation is that it s illusory to suppose that ome can
approzch any text without considanng its modemn relevenee. Thisis
rot 10 deny the importance of the hustorical context in which the plays
were watten and produced. Tndeed, ot 15 by relating the socio-political
and theatrical conditions of Shakespeare’s time to our cont=mporary
sociely that one can get a better understanding and a wider perspactive
of the rclationship between the scxes. However, feminist enitics who
adopt a historical epproach are forced to recogmze the complex and
often comtredictory discourse of histomcal documentation itself
Moregver, they have 10 coniend with the highly problematic
relationship between literature and hisiory or art and life The plays
ere both aesthetic or fictional creations as well as histonieal or social
llustrations. Therefore, histoncal data cannot simply be imporied izlo
the plays or denived from them. Most historical feminist eritics of
Shakespeare would egree that Shakespeare's portrayal of women in hus
plays is unigue and unprecedented, thereby reinforcing their preforred
image of him s the comparstively liberal thinker. These critics would
also agree that the position of women and the general sttitude towards
scx roles was beginning to change in the Renaissance, but they
disagree ebout the extem and direction of that change,

In Shakespeare and the Nature of Women, Juliet Dusinberre
contends that women in the Renaissance gained greater avthority and

freedom because of the humanism of the period which encouraged

* A Thompsos, ed, The Taming of the Shrew, (Cambridge; Camhridge
University Press, 1984), p. 40
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improved education of women, as well as Punitanism which advocated
the idunfmnn'iage far compaaionship. Shnarguﬁlhﬂ!hﬂmad
interest in women’s roles and marital relahonships is mrdmg!z
reflected in Shakespearc s plays, which are "fominist in sympathy”

She even concludes thar in his creation of sirong, complex female
characters, Shakespeare not only questioned conventipnal stereatypes
of women, bul alsn "saw men and women 2s cqual®” Catherine
Belsey also proelaims the: “the contest for the meaning of the Eamily
in the sixteenth and sevemeenth centuries. . momenterily unfixed the
exising system of differcnces” In this sense, Shakespcare's plays
represented only a temporary disruption of the sexual stereotyping
which subsequently prevailed again™ In sharp contradiction to the
previous two assessments of the sterus of women i history and in

drema, there is Lisa Jardine's book, Siill Harping on Daughters.
Jardine sees the drama as a reaction to, not s reflection of, social
reclities, 8 misogymist response (o the unnprusudnmcanf
patriarchy lhmdthegmatmmldnngesnfﬂﬁpmnd According to
Jerdine, strong female characters in the drama of the time are not
exemplary or lLibcreting but ere satiric ceations or cautionary
wamings that are contaimed or chastised by the drama. They are set
up only to be suppressed Shakespeare's plays reflect this misogyny:
his representation of strong women reflects patriarchal enxisties and

|

Nobiz, 1975), p. 5
”xa,pm

¥ Catherine Belsey, "Disrupting Sexual Diffcrence: Meaning gnd Geadet in fhe
Tu‘.ﬂm&mnﬂ,mmmmmx
P

i Sardine, St

Shalosspeare, (Engllnﬂmﬂut Im;.p.ﬁ

gmen, (New York: Bames &




his admirable heromnes fit the "saving nerml-yﬂes" which the period
created of chaste, sacrificing end petient women.

The fact that Dusinberre, Belsey and Jardine rely on the same
investigations conducted by social historians such as Lawrence Stone
end Keith Wrightson, shows the complexity of this historical
approach. Stone describes the rise of what he calls "companionate
marriage” in this period.® Yer Stone himself is not surethat the

dissenting tradition really promoted the liberetion of women. He
points oul that with i1 new emphasis on the individual reading of the
Bible, Protestanlism further favoured men who were more likely to be
literate than women. Therefore, in praciice, Protestantram gave
busbands more power then ever before as they took on the role of the
priest in the family.” The same comroversy is discussed in
Wrightson's research, English Society 1580-1680.  Alhough
feminist hisiorical eritics employ sumilar meterie] end stert out with
similar aims, they construct different {sometimes contradictory) theses
encompassing the period, drama end Shakespeare.

Feminist historical critics als0 examine Shakespeere's pleys in
relatiom to the theairical conditions in which be worked. As McLuskie
points out, the plays were "the produci of an entertzinment industry
which, as far as we know, hed ro women sharehelders, actors, writers

14, pn 184-197

% Ihis conoept Lies behind Marrione Novy's emphasis an "mmruality® discussed
ebove, p. 10

“Lamrence Sione, The Family, Sex and Marrigee in Enzland 1500-1809, (London:
Weidenfield end Nicholson, 1977), pp. 154-155

*1i ith Wrightson, English Society 15801680, (Looron: Huchinson. 1982),
Chapier 4.
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or stage hands" ® Feminist critics have explored the convention
whereby male actors played female roles, a convention which
questions the whole meaning of sexual idemtity.*’ On the one hand,

the male disguise of the female heromes could be interpreted as an
undernimng of sexual difference and therefore a challenge to
patriarchal valuss  Analyzing the epilogue to As You Like If from
this perspective, Belsey asks, "Whao is speaking?” when the boy actor
playing Rosalind addresses the sudience. Belsey concludes that ®a
male actor amd 8 [emale charecter 18 speaking”™ sod that this
convention ellows Shakespeare Lo leave the iSsue of sexuality open
end unresobved. ™ On the other band, this theatrical convention is

sometimes imerpreted as a further celebration of patriarchy. Thus
Peter Erickson sees this epilogue as,

a further twist of logic which defuses and reduces the
threat of female power. Rosalind is no ome Lo be
frightened of since she is msle efter all... In revealing the
self-sufficient male acting compeny, the epilogue also
offers the counier image of male boods based on the
cxclusion of women.

However, én allernative to either sppropriating this all-male theatrical
convention fowards a feminist ceuse or denouncing it as sexist is to
consider Shakespeare's plays as entertainment for a beterosexual
sudience both in his time and in contemporary theatre. It has been

““Kaihleen Mcl rsie, op. cit., p. 92
“piscasslans of the boy ctor inchade Liss Jandine, op ¢it., pp. 9-36 and Phyllis

Rackin, "Androgyny, Mimesis, ind the Marriage of the Boy Heroine on the Englith
Renaissmee Stage®, PMLA 102:1, (1987)
“ Catherine Belsy, op. i, p. 181

“Prier Erickson, op ¢, pp. 3435
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pointed out that women did make up a considerable mumber of the
audieuce in Shakespearean England™ Lormeine Helms considers the

modemn effect of some of the textual simtegies and stege prectices that
were onginally desipned to feminize the boy actor. By contrast, the
subsequent presence of the female body and the female voice must
confront these siretegies upon which Shakespeare's construction of
gender is based. "

In her cssay, "Representing Ophelia; Women, Madness, and
the Responsibilities of Feminist Criticism”, Elaine Showalter pioneers
a different kind of historical appraach.™ She mekes a study of what
she calls "the Ophelia myth” eince "the represemation of Ophelia
changes independently of theornies of the meaning of the play or the
Prince, for #t depends on attitudes towards women and madness"

She thus goes beyond the minimal information offered by the dramatic
text and traces the represemetion of Ophelia in painting, psychiatry
and iiterature as well &s on the stage. Showalier explores the ways in
which Ophelia has become an archetype of female melancholy or
madness, which is seen as necessarily sexual in ongin and erotic in
expression. She also examines the influence of Ophelia's status a3
icon in literature end psychotherspy. This kind of feminist criticism
which elucidares the subtle ways in which traditions and cultural
preconcepiions develop from and around canonical classical texts like

“See Ann Jenmalic Cook, The | o \ f Sha
l%zﬁ-lﬁ-l;ﬂ'rmn hmﬁu.mUmmuP:miml}
Lonraine Helms, op. cit, pp. 190-200
“Elsine Showalicr, "Represcrting Ophelia: Womea, Macbess, and

Respansihilitics of Ferninist Criticism®, She
e, Patricia Parker and Geoflmy Hartman, (New Yorke Methuen, 1985)

4. pn 91-92
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Shakespeare's works, is an area of great patential It would be
interesting (o conduct other studies of a Cledpatra or a Cordelia myth,

An equally imponiant feminist approach to Shakespeare in one
based on psychoanalysis. In "Sexuzlity in the Reading of
Shakespeare: Hamlet and Measure for Measure®, Jacqueline Rose
shows how “psychoanslytic and literary criticism share with the
litevature they address a terrain of language, fantasy and sexuality - a
terrain in which the woman eccupies a crucial, but difficult, place™ ®
Cheracters 1ike Gertrude in Hamigt and isabella in Measure for
Measure have often been accused by both psychoanalytic end literary
critics for the failure of the plays on the aesthetic and sexual levels.
Most criticel commentaries have emphasized the prohlem of these two
plays in terms of too much sexuality on the part of Gertrude and o
little on the part of Isabella. Whether it is sexual excess or deficiency,
the woman in- both plays is accused of causing a "disorder” and
provoking "a crisis which overturns the soual identity of the central
male character of the drama" Her failure in her ity to hold male
sexual desire in place, leads 10 his erime® Rose uses T.S. Eliot's
aritique of Hamlet es exemplary of this repressive kind of literary
citicism in which "what is felt as inscrutahle, unmanagezble or even
horrible for an aestheiic theory which will only sllow into its
definition what can be controlled or managed by art, is nothing other
than feminipity itsclf” > She indicates that "much recem literary
theory can be seen &s an attempt to undo the ferocious effects” of this

* Jaoqueling Rose, *Sexuality in the Reading f Shakespeare: Hamlet and Aeasure

J’;a:- Meamwmre®, Allemative Shakespeare, ed, John Drakakis, op. cit, p.95
d,p

i:"Id.,:sn ol
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tradition which "siphons ofl or distracts mmhnn from the difficulty
of language itself* by focusing on the woman *

Within what has now become a considerable body of ferninist
criticism from the psychoanalytical perspective, there are a number of
essays that are concerned with exploring the importance of ideals of
vialence in the psychosexual analysis of Shakcspeare’s male
charecters. For example, Janet Adelman analyzes the importance of
structures of psynhalag:wl dependence in accounting far Conolanus'
phallic aggression®. Similarly, Coppelia Kahn describes the feud in

Romeo gnd Julict es a deadly passage from boyhood to manhood in a
patriarchal society which is ultimately self-desiructive in its promotion

of masculinity at the price of life itself® These essays build on

feminist psychoanalysis which places motherhood et the centre of
male psychological developmem. Hence, Khan explains: "the critical
threat to identity is not, as Freud maintains, cestration, but engulfmemnt
by the mother... men fird know women as the matrix of all
gatisfhetion from whieh they nmst strucgle 10 differemiate
themselves” >  Thus, critics supgest how structures of mele

dominance grow oul of and mask fcars of female power end of male
feminization and powerlessness. Such studics of Shakespeare’s plays
also make extensive use of psychoanalytic insights into male

ld.plD?

Himo Adelman, "Anger's My Meu™: Feeding, Dependency, and Aggyession in
Cariolanus”™, Representing Shakespeare: New Psychoamahvtical Essavs. eds . Murmay
M. Schwarz and Coppeln Kahn, (London: John Hopkins University Press, 1980),
. 129149

% Coppelia Kabn, *Coming of Age in Verona®, The Woman's Pant, eds, Carolyn
Ruth Swifl Lent, Gayle Groene and Cerol Thomas Neely, op. cil., pp. 171-193

* Coppelia Kahn, "Man's Etate”, Masculine Jdertity in Shakespeare. (Berkeley:
California University Press, 1981), p. 11
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ambivalence towards female sexuality' men's inability to reconcile
tender effection with sexual desire, and their constamt vacilletion
between idcalization and degradation of women. However, the
problern with this line of feminist crilicism of Shakespeare is its
preoccupation with the masculing identity rether than the femimine
experience. Khan herself expresses worrics about the approprizteness
of this reading etrategy for a feminist eritic

To read Shakespearean tragedy or any other patriarchal
litereture &5  the sccount of specifically masculine
dilemmas of self-definition, it might scem, is to privilege
male experience and allow its voice to speak for women as
well, accepting just those assumptions which we as
feminists are at pains to chaflenge. ¥

Noaetheless, Kehn shows how this limitarion can be turned into an
advantage if the aim of such feminist studies is foregrounded:

The crucial difference... between the feminist reader in
pursuit of the maternal subtext and Maynard Meack or A.C.
Bradley is that they take it for granted that the male
experience portrayed in Shakespcsrean tragedy is
universal, while the feminist reader consciously notes the
gender perspective of this genre, and tries to leamn from it
sbout the working myths of patriarchal cutture.

Another strand of psychoanalytical crilicism traces changes in
geader relations through Shakespeare's use of different genres. Most
feminist eritics have muggested that Shakespeare's comedies, with their

Cq:nhmwm&mﬂmﬂm“ Maiernal Sudwexis m

mm ' Dapitics, (Sommer 1982), p 41
h:l.




affinmation of wif and flexibility, validate women's strengihs while the
tragec es emphasize male struzgles and u'timately vietimize women*
»n French interprets this notable incensistency in terms of a
debate betwesn male and female principles where the male principle
siands for violence, competitiveness and the pawer 10 kill while the
female stands for the power 1o murture and give binth, This is an area

where feminist critics often disagree on account of what McLuskie
identifies as 1he "essentialism” of such studies that are typified by

Mag!
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French According to McLuskie,

feminism thus involves defimng certain charactenstics as
feminine &nd edrmunng them as a berer way to survive in
the world. In order to assert the moral connection between
the mimetic world of Shakespeare’s plays and the real
warld of the audience, the characters have 10 be seen as
represeniative men end women and the crtegones male
and female ere essential unchanging, definable fn modern,
commonsense terms.... [This] essemialism...is pariofa
trend in liberal ferunism which sees the feminmst strupele
a5 concermned with reordering the values msc: i »d tamen
and women without fundamemally changing the niztenal
circumsiances in which their relationships function It
presents femimsm as a gt of social amtudtz rather than as
a project for fundamental social change. ¥’

¥<ee Linda Bambes, Comic Women, TrazieMen: A Study of Geader gnd Genre in

Stekrepears. (Scmford, Stanford University Press, 1982). Corol Thoms Nedly,

Broken Nupgials in Shakespearc's Flave. (New Haven: Yale Umversily Press, 1985),
Marilyn L. Willizmson, The Patriarchy of Shakespearc's Comedies. (Detroit: Wayne

Stzte Universin Press, 1984) sand Peter Ericksnn, op. Gl

-

1982},

Iyn French, Shakespeargs Division of Expericncs. (Landan: Janathan Cape.

“’Kathloen McLaskic. op.cit., pp. 8950
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Lisa Jardine is similarly dismissive of Bamber's mimetic, essemtialist
model of feminist eriticism.  Jardipe furthermore suggests that
feminism should question inherited cultural definitions of sexual
identity &s endorsed by Shakespeare's drama, instead of simply
sttriburing objectivity and universality to Shakespeare's depiction of
men and women in his plays. According to Jardine, this procedure of
eppropriating  Shakespeare usually implies & denigrztion of
feminism 2

A rather complex mode of feminist psychoanslytical ariticism
of Shakesplare draws an the work of Jacques Lacan and Jacques
Derrida and their feminist counterparts, Julia Kristeva, Heleze Cixous
end Luce h'igaray.u Unlike the traditional character-based studies,

this kind of criticism foregrounds the use of language acd notions of
textuglity in its exploration of the sexual politics underlying
Shakespeare's plays. For example, in his essay, “The Tum of the
Shrew", Joel Fineman explains how what he terms "the subversive
discourse of woman” in The Taming ¢f the Shrew finally comes to
endorse male euthority.” He then relales his findings to awider
question thet is often posed by feminist crities; "is it possible to voice
a language, whether of man or of woman, that does not speak, sooner
or later, self-conseiously or unconsciously, for Lhe order and suthority
of man?"* Fineman's approach is original in the way he explores the
themstic limitetions of the play in the light of the theorctical debates

“Lisa Tardine, op. cit, pp. 3-8

“For an inmrodustory soemurt of French feminist theory, see Toril Mo, op. i, pp.
§9-173

“Joel Fioeman, *The Tum of the Shrew*, Shakespeare and the Question of Theory,
op. it pp 138-159

“id, p 138



within psychoanalysis, especially 1he feminist deconstructive reading
of Lacan.

Another applicetion of femwist psychoanalytical techniques to
the textua) imerpretation of Shakespeare’s plays is one adopted by
Meadelon Gohlke in her essay, ™1 wooed thee with my sword"
Shakespeare’s Tragic Paradigms®® She examines the iragedies by
analyziog their system of mesephors. The premise of ker work is that,
"it is metephor that allows us to sub-read, to read on the margins of
discourse, to analyze what is Jarent or implicit in the structures of
consciousness or of a text”®  With special emphasis on sexual

metaphars, Gohlke shows the way in which "vehicle comsistently
outdistances tenor®. That is to say, metaphor is e “lighly charged
imagistic expression” whase implicafions neveal more then the writer
or character consciously imended ® Of particular interest to the eritic
is the extemt to which the language of love in the tragedies is infused
with metaphors of violence apsinst women, thereby disclosing a
consiart fear on the part of the hero of becoming feminized In
Shakespeare, Meaning and Metaphor, Ann Thompson also reveals an
imeresting ideological dimension in Shakespeare’s use of printing
metaphors, which she cbserves are often associated with questions of
euthority, ownership eand legitimacy. Thompson elsborates on the
assumption that people arc generally regarded as “books™ which can
he "read” by others, indicating that the comtemts of the book where &
woman is concermed are primarily concermed with her sexual
hinocence or guilt.  From a msle perspective, the sexual act itself is
equivalem to the printing process in which & man uses 2 woman as en

"Mnd:hnﬁnhlu.'lnmdthn:nﬂhm}-nud'rﬁlﬂm'sﬁuﬂ:

Paradigms”, The Wornan's Pari, op cit, pp. 150-170
“Id.,p. 150

*1d, p 151
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instrument or a "press” to reproduce copies of himself The
implication is that marrisge is mainly ebout acquiring "copyright" in
the woman's body.

A key question is posed by Gohlke “"What then, in
psychoanalytic terms, would constitute the beginnings of feminist
discourse?” Her conclusion might seem for some feminists as rether
simplistic in its comforting sense of closure However, in my
experience, it does represent the acceptable face of fesminist eriticism
for a umber of male and female critics. She thus concludes:

That each sex should teke nself as the norm i3 perhaps part
of the Prolemaic universe of children which rmust undergo
several steges of decentering before maturity. Not to
vndergo this process of decentering is 1o elaborate
structures of dominance and submission in which
dominange becomes the mask of weakness and submission
a subversive suategy in the mutual siruggle for power.
For a wiman to sead herself obliquely through the
patriarchal discourse 8s "other” is 1o assent to ikis
strucdure.  For a critic, male or female, 1o read this
discourse as represerietive of the mue nature of
mascilimity or femininity is 1o accept Lhis structure. Fora
feminit critic to deconstruct this discourse i3
simu!lmmusly to recognize her own h:stmmlg and to
engage in the process of the u!mns:luus by which n.he
begins to affirm her own reality. ™

*Ann Thompson, Shakespeare, Meaning and Metaphor, (Brighion: Hansicr,
1988}, Seeespecially chapuer 5.
Gohilke, op. cil. pp. 166-167



In Shakespeare and the Question of Theory, several other

esssys edopt this same zpproach which cansciously integrates recent
literary theory within feminist eriticism of Shakespeare.”' However,
not &ll feminist critics welcome this mode as potentially fibergting the
way Jacqueline Rose suggests.’® Showalter cemainly has her own
reservations, which she outlines as follows:

The new gciences of the text based on linguistics,
commners, genetic structuralisin, deconstrectionism, nep-
formalism and deformalism, effective sylistics and
psychoaesthetics, have oflered [iteary crtics the
oppertunity to demonsirate that the work they doisas
manly and aggressive as nuclear physics - not intuitive,
expressive gnd feminine, bui strenuous, rigorous,
impersonal and virile.”

The paredox of Showzhers position is that in her rejection of litcrary
theory beczuse jt is a highly intellectual and "manly” style of
discourse, she endorses an essemtialist vision of femininity and
feminine discourse &s being non-discursive, imrational, intuitive and
subjective.  She thercfore secms to be esserting these gender
stereotypes rather than deconstructing the binary oppositions of
mascyline and feminine Showalter’s approach echoes similar effons
on the part of Irigaray and Cixous to establish a theory of femninity
and to definc a distinct feminine discourse. Moi pertinemtly eriticizes
such gttempts s fzlling into what she terms as "the essentialist trap”.
In spite of certein divergences, these endeavours are "doomed to

"'Pawicia Parker end Geoffrry Hartmaa, eds., Shakespeare and (he Question of
Theory, op. cit.
75er above, p 17

" Elaine Sheealier, “Towards a Feminis Pocties™, op. cit, p 38
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become another enactment of the inexoreble logic of the Same®. This
is the patriarchal logic whose concept of power is ceniralized and
monolithic”* An alternative 1o that is pot only to transform the

existing power structure, but elso to transform the very concept of
power iteelf Towards this end it is necessary for feminist cnticism to
redefine its attitude to other current Lrends in Literary ariticism. More
infusion with other critical thearies should be considered in erder to
avoid the isolation of feminist readings 1o en all-woman ghetto.

On the whole, feminist criticism has made a positive impact on
Shakezpearean studies [1 has shown how the meanings of the texts
have been determined by generations of critics, directars, editors, and
even teachers. By showing the possibility of other interpretations
where women readers are concerned, feminist eritics have emphasized
that meaning is essemiglly historically and culturally constructed and
not embedded in the 1ext. They have thus chelienged the political
authority and eultural significance of Shakespearr's plays whose
meanings are often inscribed as "timeless™ or "universal” ironically by
both hberals &nd conservatives in their attempt to reinforce
comtradiciory views of an "eternal” human nature.

However, further work is still required on the part of feminist
critics in order to encompass the whole of the Shakespeare canon. So
far, some of the earliest plays such as Titus Andropicus, Hemry Y, or
Henry, Y1 have largely been neglecied or at least not given the same
critical focus 8s ather tegedies and comedies.  Similarly,
Shakespeare’s sonnets have yet tobe explored in some deteil from a
feminist perspective. Neveriheless, the namstive poemy have been
given some pttention, For example, Nancy Vickers and Katharine
Maus both examine structures of female domination and male ernxiety

M Toril Moi, op. cit., pp. 142-143
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in the rhetorical manoeuvres of I@Mﬁgﬁ." Vickers

remarks that Tarquin is not inflamed by the sight of Lucrece’s beauty
but by her husband's verbal description of her dunog 2n "all-male
boasting-about-women session”. Furthermore, the poem ends with the
men, her husband and father, rhetorically competing with each other
over the right to claim possession of her body and to svenge her. The
underlying concept is that rape is perceived primarily as an offense
against the property or bonour of men. Vickers Uns wonders whether
"there is &8 woman in this text explicitly dedicated to the celebration of
a woman","®

Shakespeare feminist critics must also essume their
responsibilities with relevance to the editing and production of the
plays. Few feminists have undertaken the task of editing especizlly
for the revised Obdord, Camhridge and Arden editions and hence the
little impact of feminist criticism on the reader. Ann Thompson's
Cembridge edition of The Taming of the Shrew in 1934 is one
example which shows the real power of the editor in her editing of the
Notes and Commentary on the meaning of the text. Otherwise, many
editions of the 80's and 90's hardly make note of feminist criticism,
As for theatrica] presentation, most productions tead to follow the
traditiona) imerpretation of the plays. Despite the feminist studics of
the eAcer of performance on defining the meaning, and the various
ways of challenging this tradition of female stereotyping, little has
been put to practice.

Tsﬂdem“ThHmd‘mm‘tbﬁl Shakespeare's Lucrece®,
Shakespeare gnd [he Question of Theory, op. cit, pp. 95-115 and Katharine Maus,
~Taking Tropes Sericusly. Lm;uag:md Vﬂmzmﬂhnkcgpmumqnnf

Lurrece"® , The M; iy ol Dhllergnee '-J_. et Femmmust C7 SIm Ol L [
ed, Valerie Wayne, (NowYork: Cum:ﬂ[.lmuml’rm, 191 pn $6-68
“qur Vickers, op. cil. p. 112
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An equally importam underialong for feminist critics at this
poini of proliferation is to uncover their roots in a Lterary traditvron of
ferarnist cnticism of Shakespeare and to identify their relation to it.
This endeavour has parly becn addressed in the anthology, Women's

Re-Visions of _Shakespeare” The book traces the responses of
famous Ltcrary figures such as Emily Dickinson, Virginia Woolf,
George Eliot and Adrienne Rich towards Shakespeare himself as well
es his women characters. The documentary slyle of the essays and the
commentary of its critics emphasize a tradition of women writers who
in their idemification with Shakespeare elso express some critical
distance. In ber recent book, Engaging with Shakespeare. Respanses
of George Eliot end Other Women Novelists, Meriznne Novy explores

in great depth the references to Shakespeare end his works mainly in
the writing of George Eliot. - Novy's ultimate aim is to show bow

Shakespeare was appropriated &nd redefinad critically and culturally
through a complex process that includes displacement of subject end
writer, a transposition of contexis and a manocuvring of cultural
terms. On the whole, it would be interesting w have similar Re-
Visions of other writers like Jane Ausien and Charotte Bronte in an
eftempt to render this project more comprehensive.

Finally, & greai challenge for ferninist critics of Shakespeare is
in the field of educalion. So far there has been little impect of feminist
criticism on the teaching of Shakespeare in schools, colleges and
universitics. For example, Jeanne Addison Roberts expresses her
wonies gbout the way educational systems “institutionalize for
secondary school students @ painfully constricted view of possihle

m”ﬁ} ed,, Women's Re-Visions of Shakespeare, (Urbaina. Ushversity of

Orher Women b'mflgi {Umu::s.t} ur!am Armzen Bmks. 1993}
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female roles”™ OF course, feminism as a genera! politica! project
seems to be working in advance of feminist criticism in abolishing all
forms of sexual discrimination. However, palitical reform seems 1o be
independent of ecademic proceedings in which interaction between
teacher end student is crucial in chanping conventional sexist
attitudes, scrutinizing current female roles and ultimately ehaping
tradivon. Indeed, Carolyn Swifl speaks of a "feminist renaissance” in
which "feminist teachers and students transform authority to female

uses” ™ It is therefore essential for a feminisi perspactive to flter

through and inform all levels of education. There is an urgent need to
develop distinctly feminist strategies of teaching Shakespeare So far
this issue has been recognized but only within Lthe wider context of
culture] materialism and its general concern gbout the subtie use of
Shakespeare in education in order to forward en existing social order
which exploits people and discriminates against them on grounds of
race, class and gender. For example, Alan Sinfield shows how
Shakespeare’s iconic and mylhic slatusis culturally construcied and
reproduced in a way which discourages the true individual response of
sludcnts towerds the texts and diverts their eftention from the
manoeuvres of literary enticism. Sinfield also demonstrates how the
meanings of Shakespeare's texts are politically institutionalized
through a complex system of GCE examination questions for which
students rmust be prepared and eround which awhole apparatus of
study aids and school editions has sprung up.**

™ feanne Addison Robens, "Making 3 Woman and Other Instinmionslized
Diversions®, Shakespeare Quaricrly, vol. 37 (1985), p. 367

" Natalic Strong & Carolyn Swift, *Towards a Feminist Renafssance: Woran-
Cenzering Shakespeare's Tragedies”, Women's Re-Visions of Shakespe=re, op. cit,,
p.225

¥ Alan Sinficld, "Give an account of Shakespeare and Eduction, showing why you
think they are effective and what yoo hve gpprocutted about them.  Suppon yinr
commenis with procise refercoces *, Polinga) Shakespears, op. cit., pp 134-157



At some point it will be necessery for faminist criticism of
Shakespeare to address the crucial questions of post-feminism: What
do women really wanu? Is the perfect independence of women to be
desired?”  Feminist readings of Shakespeare have been pushing

against cultural restrictions and questioning gender assumpiions in an
atlempt to suthonze women. However, as Cerol Thomas Neely points
oul, cerain aspects of Shakespeare have proved most difficult to
incorporale or revise namely, his representation of the (ather-dzughter
relationships and his limited representation of l‘em:la sexuality which
excludes much of the range of female desire®™ Such problematic

greas in the Shakespeare canon would have to be considered within
the context of post-feminism.

* * . » -

“heodors Penry Martin, The Soand of Qur Own Voiess, (Boston: Beacon Press,
1987, p. 108, See also Dariclic Cridenden, What Our Mothers Didn't Tel] Us; Why
HMMMMMYm Simon & Schnster, 1999),

CunIThnmuNnr.ly "Remembering Shakespeare, Revising Ourtehves®,
Women's Re-Visions of Shakespeare, op. cit,, pp. 247-248







=75-

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY:

Abcl, Elizahcth ed,

Bamber, Linda,

Booth, Waype,

Cixous, Helene,

Cook, Ann Jemmalic,

Crivenden, Demislle,

Dash, Irene,
Dollumgre, Jomthon

Drakakis, Jobn, ed,
Dusinbeme, Julicr,

Erickson, Peter,

Wnting and Sexval Dilference, (Brighton. Harvestor,
1982).

Comic Women, Tragic Men: A Study of Grzodes and
Genre i Shakespeare, (Stanford. Stanford University
Prees, 1982).

"Freedom of loterpeeiation: Bakhtio and the Challenge of
Feminist Criticism”, Criticgl foquiry, Vol. 9, No, T (Sept
1982), pp. 4576,

"Le Sexe ou la T (1975), & Annctie Kohn
"Castrstion or Dxcapelation™, Signs, wol 7, ma 1,
(1981), pp. 41-55.

1576.1642, (Princcton:  Privecton  University Press,
1981).

1 odern Woman, (New York Simen &
Schusicr, 1999).

Women's Worlds jn Shakespeare's Plavs,
Associaled University Press, 1997).

erd Alm Smfield, eds, Political Shakesperre,
{Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1985).

Alermativg Shokespeare, (London: Mcthuen, 1985).

and the Nawre of Women, (New York:
Barnes & Noble, 1975).

{London:

Patr UCTUTeS | e’ (Berkcey:
University of California Press, 1983)



French, Marihyn,

Gilbert, Sendra M.,

Greene, Gayle

Hall, Kim F,

Helms, Lomaine,

Jacobus, Mary, ed.,

Jardine, Lisa,

Jehlen, Myru,

Kakmn, Coppelia,

Kolin, PilipC.,

Kuhn, Anneilc,

-76.-

Shakespeare's Division of Experience, (London: Jomthan
Cepe, 1982).

"Pamiarchal Poetry end Women Riaders: Refleclions ob
Milon's Bogey”, 1978, PMLA 93, pp. 368-382.

and Coppelia Ketm, eds., Making a Diflerence; Ferninist
__rl.':mmmﬂm Methuen, 1985).

"Uses for a Dead White Male: Shakespeare, Feminism,
and Diversity®, New Theatre Quarterly, ol 11, mo. 41,
(Fcb. 1995), pp. 35-61.

"Plrying the Woman's Part: Feminivt Crilicism and
Shakespcarean Performance®, Themre loprmal wol4l,
no.2, (May 1959), pp 190-200.

Women Wriling and Writing ghowrt Women, (London
Croom Helm, 1979),

Still Harping on Davghters, Women and Drama in the
Agz of Shakespeare, (Brighton: Harvesier, 1983)

"Arclumedes and the Paradox of Feminigt Criticism®,
Signs. vol. 6, no. 4, (Summer, 19813, pp. 575601

"Excnaung Those [im Mincan Regions: Mzterml
Subtexts fn Pamiarchal Littrature®, Diacritics, (Surmmer
1582), pp. 32-41.

Masculine Idewity i Shalegpeare, (Berkelcy: California
Dahversity Press, 1981)

Annola

Stakespeare gnd Feminisl Criticiem: an  Annotried
Bibliorraphy _and Commentary, (New York: Garland,
1991).

The Power of the Image: Essays on Representation and
Sexuality, (London: Routlege and Kegan Paul, 1985),




-TT—

Lenz, Corolyn Runth Swill, Gayle Greene and Carol Thomas Necly, eds, The
Woman's Par, (Urbana: Unhversity of [linois Press,
19840),

Lipidang, Lawrence, "Aristolle's Sisler: A Poelics of Abandonmen, Critical
Inguiry, vol. 10, no. 1, (Scptember 1933), pp. 6181,

Maertin, Theodora Penrry, The Sound of Qur O Vpices, (Boston: Beacon Press,
1987).

7
Mai, Taril, Sexual/Textual Politics, (London: Methuen, 1985).
Muh=y, Lavra, “Vismal Pleasure and Namative Cinema”™, Screen, voll 16,
- wo. 3, (Auwmn 1975}, pp. 6-I&
Necly, Carol Thomas,  Broken Wuptials in Shakespeare's Plays, (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1985),
Novy, Marlaome, ed,  Women's Re-Visions of Shakespesre, (Urtana mnd
Chicage: Umversity of Nlipnit Presa, 1990),
,ﬁ ! e ions in

(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolins Press, 1984).
Shakrspesrz”,  Yomen's Studics, vot,

9, na. 1-2, (1981}, pp. 17-27.
Pasker, Patricia and Geoffrey Hammean, eds, Shakespeare and the
Question of Theory, (New York Methoen, 1985),
Raclan, Phyllis, "Androgyny, Mimesis, and the Marriage of the Boy

Heroine om the  Englich Pecaigsance Stape®, PMLA
102:1, (1937), pp. 2941, ;

Roberis, Jeanne Addison, "Making 2 Womm 2nd Octhes  Institionalized

Divenaons®, Shakespeare Qwartery, vol. 37 (1986), pp.
I66-374.



Schwartz, Mumay M.

Ston:. Lawrence,

Thumpson, Ann, &,

— e —

Walker, Julin, ed,

Wayne, Valore, e,

Willizmean, Marilyn L.,

Woolf, Virginia,

Wrightson, Keith,

-78-

and Coppelia Kabm, eds, Representing Shakespearc:
New Psychoanalviical Essays, (London: John Hoplons
Unsversihy Press, 1980),

iy i ngland 15001800,
{London: Weidenbfcld and Nicholson, 1977).

The_Taming of (he Shrew, (Cambmidge: Cambridge
Unheersity Press, 1984).

Shakespeare,  Moining  and Metaphor,  (Brighton:
Harvesizr, 1988),

Millon ard ehe Jdea of Woman, (Urbana; University of
Tliinpis Press, 1988).

of Shakespeare, (New ‘:’m’t Comell Um\.cmtrPrE.s,
1931,

The Patriarchy of Shakespeare's Comedics, (Demoil.
Wayne State Upiversity Press, §9846).

A Room of One's Qom, 1929 (Camstrid: Cambridge
Universlly Press, 1995),

English Socicty 1580-1680, {London' Hulchinson, 1982).



