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icant symbolic nexus in contemporary discourses of power and gen-
der. I am not arguing that Elizabethans felt on the whole less shame
.ENE we do about eroticizing excretory function, though certainly that
is an inference to be drawn from uncritical adherence to Elias’s too-
rigid vision of the ever-expanding domain of the superego. But be-
cause of practices such as the purge and because of the kind of
changes in canons of bodily propriety documented by Elias, scatology
and anality became a discursive site where contradictions in the early
modern culture of the body were legible. Once we have dispelled our
own resistance to the presence of such “low” material in the canonized
texts of Elizabethan drama, once we have stopped accepting as “natu-
ral” earlier cultural definitions of the “low,” we can begin to under-

stand the social impulses embedded in the scatological language of
the purge.

CHAPTEHR F O UR

COMPLYING WITH THE DUG
Narratives of Birth and the
Reproduction of Shame

irth, like all events of the lower bodily stratum, has a larger
wvmﬁ to play in the history of shame than in the history of
representation. That it does can be explained in part by the negative
influence of what we might call the dark theological view of child-
birth, summed up in the Augustinian phrase I have already quoted:
“Inter urinas et faeces nascimur.” Childbirth is especially invisible in
dramatic representation, where the act of giving birth has been an
offstage event, as unstageable as the other forms of bodily evacuation
it so embarrassingly resembles. Infant feeding, however—the theme
of Hamlet’s expressively contemptuous remark paraphrased in the
title of this chapter—has been frequently, even obsessively repre-
sented, particularly in the visual arts of pre-Reformation Europe.
Perhaps by way of compensation or displacement for the invisibility of
birth, breasts with infants at them have been a central icon of devoted
maternity, or its demonic opposite. In either case, as more and less
visible emblems of our earliest object relations, they are represent-
able, whereas, except in the case of medical textualizations, “the
shameful parts” with infants at them are not.!

1. Margaret R. Miles has wondered about the intensity of the interest in the
Virgin’s breast in Renaissance Italian art: “The visual emphasis on the breast that
nourished the infant Christ—and by identification with him, all Christians—is star-
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_,wam.:mw‘mw EOMQ: n:_zm_.nu 1 :m,u.n mmnm mmv..,m:.m_ increasingly sought to
gulate an ﬂm.m:_m_.ﬁo a subject’s experience of his/her own bod
and relations with the bodies of others. The rigors of the civilizi /
process, however, did not exempt the individual subject’s ﬂim
Huamwo.ﬂm_ wm._m:o:m with the body of another—the Emﬁn_._:mH UoMmﬂu__mMr
meaning of that relationship could not be civilized without also e,
figuring the maternal body.2 It is not surprising to find thata Ewwmmm-
of early modern plays do encode a crisis in the institutional practi o
o.m reproduction, particularly a crisis of relations with and M z.w:unm
tion of womb and breast. This is signally the case in Shakes mnm_ g
romances such as The Winter’s Tale, where the structure ow m_w.mn
follows often discontinuous episodes in the familial narrative mn ar.
ents and children. But this crisis of relations with the Ewnﬂ.ﬂw %Mf
m_w_ﬂo mcgmﬁﬁ_m a generically more eclectic assortment of EmeIMsw
MM.mEEnm |5 .Orm?na 5 are .,._WEQ.:.,._ and .QB@&E and The Witch DW
Emﬁaﬂmm ﬁ%nwm the roa__.w, signifiers of birth and suckling become
«mEWﬂ. eged sites of ambivalent cultural fantasies of rejection and
I_I_H.m differing shame quotients of womb and breast, of birthi
msar:um suggest something of the ambivalence 82&.& the E:wm m:mm
body this nr.mv:ﬂ, seeks to interrogate. The affective and &mm i
Gm:mmcwn.umzomm in the signs of womb and breast are linked HME«”E
nrm.:.mqm in the canons of bodily propriety I have been z.mnmsoﬁ.u HVMm
main concern here is to discover the effect early modern ToLo U.F M
v:ﬁ.: and _.:.mmm: feeding had on psychic mo_.rummon_m|wsa o _“u
m.:Ennm positions of child, sibling, mother, or father which ”.urn ey
cialized infant comes eventually to occupy. As we will see, ge &o v
not the only shaping influence on ﬁnﬁﬂomcn;_m mcgmnzi.ﬁm mM mﬂﬂw%

tling.” See “The Virgin's One Bare Breast: Female Nudi
! _ i , : vudity and Religi ing i
M.:n :MHM MMlM&NM:m_mmmMnM .OE:E.?.. in The Female Body in Western Ohm.w.._ﬁwmmﬁwﬂmwﬂwmmmj
i .ﬁmlr.m $_“m ﬂmwmsr u Mz mE,EEm.: (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1986) Ty
T i W qm Wm a less EWB_._.S_.:. specific treatment of the theme in .».hn:m of ...mwh
mH .mcﬁm _..wm Mh_n h._u_mm thw of the ﬁ..uww.z_ Mary (New York: Knopf, 1976}, pp. _wulmm:_
i B__M. mn Mnn,nw s assertions have _umn: anticipated in Valerie Traub’s nmwmw.
Shalespeare vt 5 om_s%nﬁm Psychoanalysis and the Female Reproductive moﬂ?‘."
Sy ﬂﬂnca_.* 40 ﬂw 9k mumli‘ Certainly I agree with her that mwmrnmvnm«m.%:
i Emcnﬂdapm% and post-F reudian _psychoanalytic paradigms work alike to re-
D s ] _mw.p:..”n ”Mqﬂ_wm.wﬁ: %Hﬂwrawwom cu _mc_qm_ determination, The reader of
3 § f s much less i i
MMMMM@:@J.UMM for the construction of subjectivity (and th c”wnnwmﬂﬂm_m_nﬁrwm._ a_ =
¢ social protocols that govern the earliest relations of mother mm:a wmﬂ_ww_”_._mv otthe
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modern England; class shapes destiny in birthing and nurture too.
The many variables of social ascription signify—even as they are sig-
nified by—the changing states and processes of the bodies signally
involved in birth.

The structure of social and bodily events surrounding reproduc-
tion and lactation, then, is important not only to the psychic econo-
mies of individual subjects. The different episodes of reproduction
intersect with various other economies, symbolic and material, con-
tinually at work in culture because every stage in the reproductive
process engages a different nexus of material and gender interests
and of ethical responsibility. Since women in early modern Europe
ordinarily gave birth under conditions monitored only by other wom-
en, childbirth in the period has been interpreted as an inversion of
customary gender hierarchies—one of those instances of temporary
but genuine female empowerment Natalie Davis has called “women

on top.”?
To some degree, that picture of strategic inversion is reinforced by

theories of the carnivalesque which Davis draws upon. Bakhtin, for
example, makes childbirth a central activity of the grotesque body, a
key interaction of sexual and excremental functions.* In the process,
however, as,we shall see in more detail, Bakhtin reconstructs child-
bearing more as a social position or point of view than as a critical,
life-and-death experience that most women could not choose not to
undergo. More helpfully, Bakhtin and Davis, taken together, imply
that to write about birth and nurture is necessarily to write within and
about the available discourses of power, to participate in the some-
times ambiguous cultural assignments of empowerment or shame.
What I hope eventually to make clear is that whereas pregnancy and
childbirth were instances of female empowerment, that empowerment
was constrained by a whole host of stratagems, both real and symbolic,
designed to counter an understanding of the maternal body as pol-

luted and polluting.

3. See her chapter with this title in Natalie Zemon Davis, Society and Culture in Early
Modern France: Eight Essays (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1975), pp- 124-51.
The influence of this essay is foregrounded by Adrian Wilson in “The Ceremony of
Childbirth and Its Interpretation,” in Women as Mothers in Pre-industrial England: Essays
in Memory of Dorothy McLaren, ed. Valerie Fildes (London: Routledge, 1990), pp. 68—

107.
4. Mikhail Bakhtin, Rabelais and His World, trans. Helene Iswolsky (Bloomington:

Indiana University Press, 1984), pp- 316—22.
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In thi .
o this Mrwwﬁow I want to talk not just about birth (whether we
_o rue that to mean giving birth or being born) but about the com-
mewm Mw%zmsn.o Mm events surrounding childbirth, in which different
physically and socially linked bodi 1
. es unite and separate. Thi
sequence begins at concepti 1 i i ' their
ption with two biological i
b : gical parents and their
o M@Z:W, mxﬁ.oz&w Qz.o_\.ﬂmr the period of infant dependency, and
Somm at weaning. Such is the historicity of nurture, however, that
: - . - .. ’ !
mm B_Dmv Qmov requires v.nm:BEmQ definition. Because an influential
* :M,m ent o wwamznm.acdsm this period sent their babies out to wet
o %M MMMMH wmﬁwoa%_mﬂﬂ, weaning in those cases occurred separately
and child. I am interested, then, i i
. . : . i , In a narrative of gesta-
mo? gn.ﬂf and two possible weanings—the early weaning of BMEQ,
wmvmﬂ child, the later one of child from wet nurse.
mon_mvﬂ\me I want to talk about as a single, if complexly faceted
enomenon are prolonged in durati i v
: ation and radically d
tered e Foster
e vmmﬁmo:a_bm out vov\oa.a the mother-child dyad to include foster
M ; nts, wmwww and biological siblings, and the father, whose erotic
nd material interests are in place a ild’ g,
t a child’s begin T
and materia. b . ginning. These events
y constricted focus upon two ke i
: : y bodies, a focus on the
Wﬂrv\wwom_ Mwmmmowmsmconm and movements of mother and child, includ-
" M woM P &wm_m_wm_nw_ dependency of the suckling child and the memo
ord of that dependency in the ad i :
) ult. In social t
bodies are the axi i i
ological center of the s 1 icti
. . ometimes conflict
self-contradictory inter: e, her
ests of wom
o an herself, her sexual partner, her
How t i
oo iwmnmnwz%amo. _W.a manage such material and psychological in-
—and still is—a major cultural task i i i
e s 5— ask in which multiple sym-
participate. But recovering th i
. 1pa e meanings of re-
productive processes within th s m o
ose econormies is onl ili
Hpsthe ersenble w . y partly facilitated
of critical practices curr i
: ently available. Th
- . 1 y . Thus, how to
ze that history as an aspect of historically specific being-in-the-

body and how to find that hi
X . -
the 1otk of dhis coapeer istory reproduced in dramatic texts are

b

Rec i 1
s nmwMH MnQ.uE:m of wo._unom:oﬁ:\o biology in early modern culture
e mmswﬂ ﬁmmw.na% a politics of erotic equality/parity and unity. Before
of the ovum theory late in th :
) e seventeenth century,
men and w A o e
o0 e MHmM were Eo:.mwn to maoacnm and ejaculate the seminal
; or conception. This belief, Thomas Laqueur main

tains, made female pleasure as requisite as male.5 It is easy to be
attracted to Laqueur’s account, for it historicizes an ideology of sexual
pleasure and offers women an apparently egalitarian space within it.
Too, it offers another, less-demonizing ideology to set beside the noto-
rious myth of vaginal insatiability. But this account may also be unduly
optimistic in its overall appraisal of early modern attitudes toward the
female body’s role in reproduction. 1 find in the period’s materials on
_.m_uaomcn:o: another narrative, founded upon sexual difference,
giving institutional expression through humoral theory to 2 deep
ambivalence toward the maternal body. This counternarrative, unlike
Laqueur's, is deeply committed to and dependent upon the signifiers
of class, whereby female bodies are distinguished not only from male
bodies but from the bodies of other females too. By giving the author-
ity of theoretical discourse to their correlation of bodily habitus and
social distinction, medical writers reinscribe these two key variables,
gender and class, and naturalize theories of social difference as theo-
ries of physiological difference. More important, they emphasize a
gendered assignment of responsibility—and thus potentially a gen-
dered distribution of credit and blame, praise and shame—
throughout the extended sequence of reproductive events from con-
ception to weaning.®
My counternarrative of reproduction begins with the reminder
that, in its complex relation to the physical environment, the body of
humoral theory was thought to change from day to day, moment to
moment, as it took in, concocted, and released elemental humors. As
I noted in the Introduction, sexual intercourse was understood in the
humoral economy as the bodily expenditure of seminal fluid, to be
regulated in both men and women for the maintenance of health.
Doctors had the support of humoral theory in prescribing therapeu-

5. This position has been most powerfully stated in Thomas Laqueur, “Orgasm,
Generation, and the Politics of Reproductive Biology," Representations 14 (Spring 1 g86),
1—16; and more fully in Making Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks o Freud (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1090), Pp- g8-103. But see an earlier statement by
Audrey Eccles in Obstetrics and Gynaecology in Tudor and Stuart England (Kent, Ohio: Kent
State University Press, 1982), p. 323 and Patricia Crawford, who distinguishes among
<everal theories of conception in “The Construction and Experience of Maternity,” in
Women as Mothers, pp. 6-7.

6. The credit and blame I mean have little to do with questions of sexual potency
or barrenness; as Linda Pollock has _uo,:zm& out, "Barrenness was believed to be the
fault of the woman.” See “The Experience of Pregnancy in Early-Modern Society,” in
Women as Mathers, p. 41. 1 need hardly point out that the gendering of credit and blame
in reproduction is not peculiar to the Renaissance.
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tic sexual intercourse for sexually mature men and women since the

unnatural retention or expenditure of seed could produce humoral
imbalance or disease. And when it came to reproduction, humoral
theory again brought an economy of expenditure to bear in order to
assure the best obstetrical outcome or explain a less desirable one.
Timing and moderation seem to have been the watchwords for
reproductive theorists. They explained that the sperm or seed pro-
duced by the body varied greatly in reproductive efficacy, characteris-
tics, and strength. Its nature depended, for example, on the sound-
ness of the blood from which it was concocted; how long it had been
retained in the seminal vesicles, internal or external, common to men
and women; and of course, which sex had produced it. “This foresaid
seede,” asserts physician-printer Thomas Raynalde with something
like tautological force, “is nothing so firme, perfect, absolute and
mighty in woman as in man.”7 Possible variation in the quality of the
seed was so great that James I's physician, Edward Jorden, explaining
the causes of hysteria, describes the “divers sortes of alteration, and

likewise of corruption” of seed in the agonistic idiom of heroic trag-
edy:

For as 1t is a substance of greatest perfection & puritie so long as it
retayneth his native integritie: So being depraved or corrupted, it pas-
seth all the humors of our bodie, in venom and malignitie. For it must
needs be a vehement and an impure cause that shal corrupt so pure a
substance, which would easily resist any weake assault: and a substance

so pure and full of spirits as this is, must needes prove most malitious
unto the bodie when it is corrupted.®

At the moment of a baby’s conception, the bodily state of both par-
ents was crucial in determining such important variables as the baby’s
sex, viability, normality, vigor, temperament. What brought two
bodies to the reproductive act, after all, were motives and states of
desire subject to moral judgment at one level and, at another, to
bodily mechanisms imperfectly controlled and understood. Why were

7. As Audrey Eccles notes, Raynalde was the second English translator of Eu-
charius Roesslin's early textbook Der swangern Fraueri und Hebammen Roszgarten (1513);
Raynalde’s version, titled The Birth of Man-kinde: Otherwise Named the Womans Booke. saw
thirteen editions from 1545 to 1654 (Eccles, Obstetrics and Gynavcology, pp. 11—12), 1
quote from the Folger Library’s copy of the 1626 edition, STC 21 163, p. 38.

8. Edward Jorden, A Briefe Discourse of a Disease Called the Suffocation of the Mother
(Londen, 1603; STC 147q0; rpt. Amsterdam: Da Capo Press, 1971} p. 20.

monsters born? What determined the sex of the mompm.u What nmcmo%
: i to rest on and,
i i to such questions tende
miscarriage? The answers :
Tristram Shandy-—style, to be traced back to the parents mental and
hysical states at conception. .
’ Nc reproductive discourse, as in humoral theory Wnsﬁ,mzﬁ, WO stable
1 i er-
semantic demarcation separated ethics and wwv\m_o_omw. ; e ov .
igni i d i of corrup-
i i in Jorden’s tragic narrative
determined ethical signifiers trag e O e s
i t conceptualization of bodily \
tion of seed make clear tha . N
inseparable from moral judgment. Here, the seed (_oanm: is omﬁmnmﬂuﬁw
women,
1 is, Ii d ?.On_:nma by both men an . bul
referring to is, like blood, . g
i is diseases specific to the uterus, ;
because his context is disea B it
1 i f seed becomes thoroughly imp
depravity and corruption o . HmprEes
i 1 timely desire in m
derate, inappropriate, or umn .
o e was the i en di s obstetrical con-
e manifold, even disastrou
female was thought to have m A : g
sequences. The birth of monstrously &mmoﬂama UMUEP MGMH axmhwﬁvn =
in the amount of male seed (100 ;
could result from problems in :
too little) or from an undesirable state of the d.boacm.o Zonmmwocm gmﬁw?
was also thought to result from coition during Bmu.chNSMF a >
grant violation not only of Levitical taboo but of the Em%: om MJMEW. !
i emis
i i i tation and feta] nurture. As the
bodily mechanisms of implan e
ici i ined: © hen a man lyeth with his w
; nius explained: “For w .
e e h d the blood is forced back
r flux, and the bloo
that hath her courses, he stops he :
again. . . . Yet it is not necessary nor fit to stop the Eoo.& running
forth, when as the mans seed mingled with such filthy moisture, can-
not nwmwm a perfect man. For the matter is naught and unfit to .aonmwn
a decent and proper figure.” Failure to observe the proper :Nma or
.. . .
coition because of immoderate desire 1s punished, W&ng by , o EM H
1 ’ . “It can hardly be expressed w
by nature Lemnius doesn’t say: x
nwawmmo: and mischief comes thereupon, when men do not refra
- wuﬂo
from women that are impure. . . .
This explanation for monstrous births was not C.DEQ.mm:% NQB___n
ted, though coition during “the time of separation” was usually

Otavia Niccoli, **Menstruum Quasi Monstruum: H.Scﬂmﬁo_.._m W“ﬂ__.”mmmwwwwwa

mu Taboo in the Sixteenth Century,” trans. Mary M. Gallucci, in Q el

wwh_._ ical Persbective, ed, Edward Muir and Guide Ruggiero (Baltimore: uow,ﬁm wﬂ.?

pisloir _5 . : 0), p. 5 Robert Muchembled discusses the moﬁ.&ma beliefs go

s R _.”M. w_uwmﬂm.m: rural France in Popular Culture and Elite n.:ﬁmsn_. in F waa.nm.

E.uma..mcmmwﬂ:oﬁﬂmﬂm Lvdia Cochrane (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press,
I —I 750 v )

waw vWQNMWN ml.m::::m. The Secret Miracles of Nature (London, 1658; Wing L1044), p-

L2}

1 i r L i, [2*
2g; also quoted in Niccoli, “*Menstruum Quasi Monstruum, ™ pp- 1,
’
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The figure of amonfier shat came forth of & maides belly.

WO monst
I ers fr w i i Wor
om omens soavm. U@HNH—. WH,OE >B—U~.Omm0 Hum.a.m 0 Nm.w
3 2

trans. Thomas Johnson (London
,@ ..
Folger Shakespeare Library. 1934 P 704 By permision of the

nﬁ:mrﬁ to leave bodily markers on children idwi

M“__ Mmﬂwﬂmﬁ mMnr children “will be Leprous, EWM, WMMMM _MMmW MM _wh.”nmh,w

s EMH _me_wm mw long as they _.?.n.:: Jacques Guillemeau, citing

o mo:am m: - m_.ww:nr,mhm of coition resulted in the moaam_:on of

jalse « vmamzn ns, mME Mole[s | . . . bred when the mans seede is

e wvucza » impertfect . . . and for the most part choked through
ance of the menstruous bloud, which is grosse and HEQW

11. _sz mrwﬂﬁw The Midwives Book L . 1] ing S2q6 B . 1. e 1s
{ 05&0—.— 16 W g 9ogb), P-5 St
repeatin n old be ef rticula d f T m MN m_v W.NSN*QEQQ&
P .. m a li » artic te Or exa mu_n i Jacob Riff’s De ﬁQSGNM:s et
\sgﬂ:wﬁhw tr N——m_m.ﬁﬂnw mto m:m—mmv as The mww—_nvn rt __.___._.___aﬁ__&‘-& {London :ww 7 I
N 5 STC N—*va‘ for

unfit for the framing of a child.”12 Laurent Joubert, however, thought
that “a woman cannot conceive during her flowers” because the
“blood would carry the sperm away with it like a torrent flooding
from every direction.” But in matters of successful reproduction he
too was convinced of the importance of timing and moderation of
desire: “The longer sperm remains in its vesicles and is not spilled or
spread about prodigally, the more it is fecund and prolific.”13 Nich-
olas Culpeper has a word of warning about the consequences for
female fertility of immoderate desire, arguing that too frequent copu-
lation “makes the womb more willing to open then shut. Satiety gluts
the womb, and makes it unfit to do its Office.”1*

Joubert is not unaware of the irony that timely retention of seed
had the rare effect of promoting healthier conceptions among the
lower classes than among their betters. For the upper classes, devoted
only to their pleasures, “any time is a good one.” Their idleness pro-
moted the too frequent expenditure of sperm, by which “they fore-
shorten their lives considerably,” weaken their seed, and impair their
offspring.!5 Moderation and timeliness were naturally enforced
among workers, however, who were usually interested in intercourse
only after nourishing themselves and resting from their work and
whose moderate expenditure of sperm was repaid by large numbers
of children “stronger and lustier of body, and usually longer lived
than such as live idly, and fare deliciously.” Indeed, laments Nicholas
Culpeper, “tell me else, What becomes of all our Citizens Children,
there being scarce so many of them to be found now, as may be proved
have been born in half a years time? I am confident not so many of
them are now to be found of seven years of age.”

«®

In particular, “such

12. Jacques Guillemeau, Child-birth, or The Happy Deliverie of Women (London, 1612;
STC 12496; rpt. Amsterdam: Da Capo Press, 1972), P- 14

13. Laurent Joubert, Populdr Errors, trans. and ed. Gregory David de Rocher
(Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 1989), pp. 108—g. 105, 112. This taboo,
though widely reiterated in sermons and medical literature, may have been ignored in
practice, particularly if sexual partners believed conception could not occur. Linda
Pollock quotes Arthur Stanhope’s remarkably detailed letter of sexual advice to his
nephew, including the su ggestion that “you finger my lady espetially att this time now
she has her flowers for I assure you those parts are most apt to delate and widen when
she is in thatt condition.” See “The Experience Of Pregnancy,” pp- 41—42-

14. Nicholas Culpeper, A Directory for Midwives (London, 1671; Wing C 7492), p- 97
Culpeper was also convinced that unusual coital positions, perhaps especially entry a
tergo affected conception: “Apish wayes and manners of Copulation, hinder Goncep-
tion,” p- 97-

15. Joubert, Popular Errors, p. 112.




Lr 4] 1ML DUV I LIVIDARKKADIDLLD

women that live idely (as most of our City Dames do)” are singled out
as having few children, or children who do not live.16
Moderation and timeliness of desire also had the effect of promot-
ing the conception of a boy, a result many theorists of generation
assumed that both parents and nature desired. Joubert recommends
allowing sperm to remain overnight in the spermatic vessels, be-
coming less “raw” over time. He comments that “those who go at it less
often make more males, and that by knowing their wives as soon as
they are in bed they are making daughters instead of sons. For such
sperm is not at that moment as well provided with everything re-
quired for its perfection. . . . the morning is more appropriate for
producing sons.” Conception of a girl, therefore, evidenced either
some imperfection in the sperm or some accident in the timing or
manner of conception. Girls, he says, are most often begotten either
by drunks or on feast days. Even an hour’s difference in the timing of
coition mattered: “When one sees some lusty girl, more manly in
manners and strength than her consorts or companions, one can well
say that if she had been engendered an hour later, she would have
been a boy; as, on the contrary, of a soft and effeminate boy, that one
hour sooner, he would have been but a girl.”17
But opinion differed on this subject. Nicholas Culpeper, assuming
that the seed of male and female naturally desired to reproduce itself,
understood the conception of boy or girl to be dependent on whose
seed predominated at that moment: “Nature strives to beget its like,
men to beget men, women to beget women; but for men to desire
Girls, and Women boys, is Appetite not Nature.” The age of the
parents, too, affected the sex of their offspring. Young women, “be-
cause they be hoter then the elder women,” said Guillemeau, more
“commonly are with child rather of a boy then of a wench.” In one
chapter titled “Whether It Is True That an Old Man Cannot Beget
Sons,” Joubert enumerates the conditions under which the cold con-
stitution of an old man can still produce male children.!8
As these strongly class-based descriptions of the timing and fre-

16. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives, pp. 39, g1.

17. Joubert, Popular Errors, pp. 114, 115. This is, in effect, another instance of what
Stephen Greenblatt has called “an internal power struggle between male and female
vl_._nmEmm._ in generation and conception; see “Fiction and Friction,” in Shakespearean
Negotiations: The Circulation of Social Energy in Renaissance England (
of California Press; 1988), p. 78.

18. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives, p. 49; Guillemeau, Chsld-birth, P- 9; Joubert,
Popular Errors, p. 115.

Berkeley: University

quency of intercourse suggest, early modern reproductive theory re-
vﬂoacmna the structures of difference in class and gender, those nMM
planatory paradigms of the culturally natural. Though one cou
never be sure of the particular state owm cn.mw bedy at any given nm?
ment, reproductive theory offered guidelines m_.ﬁ. prescriptions Mﬂ
ensuring the particular outcome most ﬁ.um_pnn &mm_m.mn_. More to nn_.m
point, in an area of experience where lived practices may have di-
verged significantly from theory, .585. offered an mzmﬁzﬂwﬁm ﬂwmw
things went wrong. “Excess in m:rmwﬂ meat or ..&.EF wm_ - .::.w e
Culpeper, “causeth crudities; Q:a::.wm cause ill blood; of i 00
cannot be made good Seed; and by this means Parents often non.,,mzﬁ
the death of their infants, even in their mnmmjﬂ., E.._n_ know not of it. N
My interest in citing such material, n«n:.aﬂmmﬁ is ot to noﬁwm_umqm%_ M
state of empirical knowledge in qmvaacncfw theory then an Qﬁg_.c. . ow_
is it to suggest, naiively, that mnmmsamm theories _um.noﬁm less i leo o%nm
as they become more strictly empirical. a.ﬁrn point, rather, is to Movn.
how thoroughly early modern reproductive theory was vnwn_mmﬁmw M
the ideologies of class and gender and thus how we can expect to mwn
marked out in it the ideological fault lines of early modern nﬁﬁcﬂm.. ne
of those fault lines, feminist historians have been suggesting, 1s M.”m
deep-seated misogyny on which vmamnnrm_ nEEwn depends. Hmr e
almost exclusively male-written reproductive m_wnow‘_wmw,q.lnqmn t Hn
genuinely devoted to promoting the social m:n_. medical interests of he
worman in travail—that misogyny is legible as discomfort with mﬁ. mEMm
and processes of female physiology and, as 1 shall argue later, with the
technical events of birth. In reproduction, ﬂwn. female _uo&.. was not
only different as usual from the male body but &pmmna.msﬁ .D,OE m_ﬁnhmm in M
way that, at its most dangerous, Enmmmmana monnmaﬁmc.oa‘o. se m_“H
baby. Humoral theory in this way coincided M.Snr what Julia Kristeva 1as
labeled “the semiotics of biblical abomination.”2? Thus, hms:un.ﬁmn in-
structs women who would conceive how “to preserve the Womb na due
Decorum’™: “If you would have Children, see that the Menstruis come
down in due manﬂ the colour of them will shew Ht.n.E ..H.rmﬁ rE.zoE.
offends; purge it out.” The “Instruments of Generation,” he insisted,
must be kept “pure and clean.”2!

irectory for Midwives, p. 33.

Mm %ﬂmﬂﬂﬂmmw is anﬁ_.ﬂ_n of nrmﬁﬁ.w 4 in Julia Wlm_..név NS%J of Horror: \Wz mméﬁ
on Abjection, trans. Leon S. Roudiez (New York: Columbia University Press, 19 2), bu
on the question of maternal defilement, see pp. gg—101.

21. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives, pp. g6, 3a.
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As Culpeper’s vehemence suggests, a chief difficulty to the theory
o.m reproduction certainly and perhaps also to the interpellating expe-
riences of pregnancy, was that the womb was so suspect and unstable,
even so paradoxical an obstetrical environment—in Joubert’s phrase,
“unclean, filthy, and foul.”?2 On the whole, early modern physiology
accepted Galen’s denial of Plato’s assertion that the womb was an
independent, animate entity capable of smell and violent move-
Gobrmm Treatment, however, continued to assume the womb’s attrac-
tion to sweet smells, its antipathy to foul smells. Simon Forman, for
example, repeats the conventional wisdom that “all noisum thinges
doth troble the matrix and makes her vomite up those humors or
sxcrementes that ar in her. And againe the matrix dothe encline and
drawe to all swete and savorie thinges.24 Such characterizations focus
upon the womb a kind of fetishistic attention only partly attributable
‘0 the actual gynecological sufferings of the female patient popula-
Jon or even, I would argue, to the high rate of maternal mortality.
Culpeper, for example, quotes Jean Fernel in a phrase that seems to
nave the force and memorability of adage: “As Fernelius saith, The
uﬂnm from whence comes life, is also the breeder of the most deadly
d0ison.” Edward Jorden’s account of the general &mmmmn-wqo:mnnm.m

>f women, “especially in regarde of that part,” was virtually medical
:ommonplace:

For as it hath more varietie of offices belonging unto it then other partes
of the bodie have, and accordingly is supplied from other partes with
whatsoever it hath need of for those uses: so it must needes thereby be
subject unto mo infirmities then other parts are: both by reason of such

as are bred in the part it selfe, and also by reason of such as are commu-
nicated unto it from other parts.26

22. Joubert, Popular Errors, p. 178.

23. See lan Kmn_wma. The Renaissance Notion of Woman: A Study in the Fortunes of
ﬂmm&hnwna and Medical Science in European Intellectual Life nﬂmﬂm:.mmﬂ Cambridge
Iniversity w_.,mmm. 1980), pp. 40-41; also llza Veith, Hysteria: The History of a Disease
<hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1g65), pPp- 31-37. .

24. Simon Forman, “Matrix and the Paine Therof," i i
e Rl erof,” ed. Barbara H. Traister, Medi-
25. Nicholas Culpeper, Directory for Midwives: The Second P. ; Wi
T Ty [ ¢ Second Part (London, 1671; Wing

26. Jorden, Suffocation of the Mother, p. 17, Luci i

3 en, Suf f + p- 17, Lucinda Beier has suggested, too, that the
.un,nm: _.n_m:Ew to illness which their physiology gave women seems to have been a well-
eveloped social attitude. See Sufferers and Healers: The Experience of Hiness in Seventeenth-
entury England (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1987), pp. 211—41.
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Many diseases of the womb were in fact intractable given contempo-
rary therapeutic practices. Thus Jorden’s emphasis on the pathology
of the womb does have empirical support in the suffering women who
fill the casebooks of practitioners such as Richard Napier or Simon
Forman.2? At stake both socially and psychologically, however, is the
collectively internalized figuration of a body organ of such demonstr-
able material importance to society at large—in what was called its
public action—being capable of the autonomous malevolence, the will
to do harm, implied and authorized by a characterization of the womb
as “breeder of poison.”28

One can see the womb functioning metonymically in such locutions
for the culturally feared maternal power of women in general. More
interesting, it seems to me, is the suggestion that the womb seems to
function as a kind of quasi-independent force in the female body, like
an agent within. Such a characterization, while it elevates the womb to
a potentially threatening importance, offers the counteradvantage of
representing the womb as a political entity, a potentially disorderly
force needing pacification and colonization but capable of negotiat-
ing terms of external control and regulation. Such empowerment
does not necessarily extend, however, to the female bearers of wombs,
subjected by the power within. Treatises on diseases of the womb by
male practitioners, even as they recommend treatments often to be
administered by women to themselves or to other women, have the
effect of making the womb knowable not only to the women who have
wombs but also to a variety of men. These include the men who write
about and treat wombs, the men who establish technical discourses,
the men who reproduce the wombs in medical illustrations and thus
allow the female gazer a textualized image of her internal bodily
self.29 That that image may be construed as shameful is often power-

27. For Napier, see Michael MacDonald, Mystical Bedlam: Madness, Anxiety, and Heal-
ing in Seventeenth-Century England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981).

28. Margaret R. Miles has discussed the connection between representations of
childbirth and the cultural terror of female reproductive organs in Carnal Knowing:
Female Nakedness and Religious Meaning in the Christian West (New York: Vintage, 1991),
pp- 145—62. For literary treatment of the theme, see Janet Adelman, ““Born of Wom-
an’: Fantasies of Maternal Power in Macheth,” in Cannibals, Witches, and Divorce: Estrang-
ing the Renaissance, ed. Marjorie Garber (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1987), pp. 108—q.

2q. As Laqueur has pointed out, anatomical illustrations of both male and female
reproductive organs were widely distributed “well beyond the bounds of the learned
community to midwives, barber surgeons, and laypeople” (Making Sex, p. 110). Thus it
is clearly too simple to suggest that such texts merely operate to effect the erotic
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known as “the whites,” for instance, which the midwife Louise Bour-
geois described as “an inordinate eruption of an excrementitious
humor collected together through some vitiousness of the blood.”32
The deep cultural ambivalence surrounding menstrual blood has
been well documented; as I suggested in Chapter g, its production is a
central attribute of the grotesque body and a potentially ominous
symptom of gender ambiguity.33 A similar ambivalence by women
toward their own bodily flowings, particularly to kinds of discharge
other than menstrual, is far harder to document historically but is
contextually persuasive.

The cultural ambivalence generated by menstrual blood carried
over into reproduction, since it was thought to be the source of fetal
nurture. In order to recuperate blood in this form as food, reproduc-
tive discourse has to work hard to decontaminate it from its unstable
social meanings. Raynalde insists that “this bloud is even as pure and
wholesome as all the rest of the bloud in any part of the body else.”34
Culpeper contradicts such authorities as “Columella, Pliny, Columbus,
and Fernelius,” who contend that the fetus cannot be nourished by so
evil a substance: “This Blood which a Woman voideth once a month, is
not so bad as they make it to be, nay, simply in it self considered, not bad
at all, but very good, for if the womans body be in good temper, her
blood must needs be good.”35 Jane Sharp admits that menstrual blood
“hath strong qualities indeed, when it is mixed with ill humours. But
were the blood venomous it self, it could not remain a full month in

the womans body, and not hurt her; nor yet the Infant, after concep-
tion.”?6 Joubert acknowledges that the blood the body “rejects each
month is the least fine and smooth of all her blood,” but still sees
“nature’s great and marvelous providence” at work. Indeed, “the
crudest [blood] suffices, especially since the conceived sperm has a
great digestive virtue. . . . Once the child is formed, his liver is the
first to receive it, consuming and making from it very refined blood

32. See R. C., The Complete Midwife’s Practice Enlarged (London, 1680; Wing Cgg.2),
p- 213. This is the English translation of the second part of the famous French midwife
Louise Bourgeois’s Observations diverses.

33. See Patricia Crawford, "Attitudes to Menstruation in Seventeenth-Century En-
gland,” Past and Present g1 (1982). 47—73; but see also Angus McLaren, Reproductive
Rituals: The Perception of Fertility in England from the Sixteenth to the Nineteenth Century
(London: Methuen, 1984).

34. Raynalde, Birth of Man-kind, p. 56.

35 Culpeper, Directory for Midwives, p. 56, emphasis added.

36. Sharp, Midwives Book, p. 28g.
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their spirits, and bringing all their thoughts into such a confusion, that
they look more like beasts then women, so that if they could but see
themselves, they could not but be ashamed to see how like Anticks they are.

Culpeper’s point here—much more conventional than his vehement,
energetic prose might suggest—is that the anxious, complaining
woman has no one to blame but herself for the difficulties in her
pregnancy or the hazards in its outcome. He recommends “content of
mind” not only for its obvious psychological benefit but, more au-
thoritatively, for its physiological one (“content of mind dilates the
Heart and Arteries™). Discontent alters the blood, thus altering “the
very nourishment wherewith the child is nourished in the Womb.”40
Guillemeau, similarly, uses pregnancy to warn women of the hazards
of psychological and bodily openness or receptivity: “Discreet women,
and such as desire to have children, will not give eare unto lamentable
and fearefull tales or storyes, nor cast their eyes upon pictures or
persons which are uglie or deformed, least the imagination imprint
on the child the similitude of the said person or picture. . .”41
Reproductive writing uses physiology, in other words, to reinforce a
conventional construction of the female body as dangerously open
and the female imagination as dangerously impressionable and to
contest the social privilege that pregnancy gave to the mother-to-be
“to have her longing.” Some of those longings, it was understood,
could be deeply irrational, bizarre, or even pathological, and
Culpeper was sure they also reflected the structure of class dif-
ference: “Those which live idlely (as the Gentry and Citizens Wives,
that seldom use their bodies to any exercise, unless it be playing with
their Dogs) and keep not good diet, are most pestered with such
Longings.” In the recognized danger that denying those longings
posed for the fetus lay the empowerment of and incentive to desire.
In the case of pregnant women’s cravings to eat “absurd things,”
Culpeper recommends a dialogue beginning “with fair words, to ab-
stain from them,” but finally counsels surrender: “If the appetite will
not be allayed, rather grant them, than suffer an abortion or mark
upon the Child.”#2 Thus for many, if not most, women, a desired
pregnancy could open up a space within the confines of patriarchal

40. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives, pp. 93, 94. The first set of italics in the long
quotation is Culpeper’s, the second mine.

41. Guillemeau, Child-birth, p. 26.

42. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives, p. 120; The Second Part, p. 105,
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shaking or quivering (such as we commonly find presently upon mak-
ing of water),” was soon followed by early signs of pregnancy, any one
of which in other bodily contexts would signify the imbalance of hu-
moral disease. Guillemeau enumerates vomiting, spitting, loss of ap-
petite, bizarre cravings, and a “fallen” belly, “which makes them often-
times to complaine and say they be quite fallen away.”45
If, as I have suggested, class behaviors were thought to affect con-
ception in ironic and to us perhaps surprising ways, gender organized
a differential perception and experience of the nine months’ illness
that was pregnancy. The sex of the fetus altered and oriented the
mother’s body, made it different from what it had been before pregnan-
cy or would be again in a differently gendered gestation. According to
Hippocrates, gestation proceeded differently for males and females,
the male fetus, with its greater heat, taking thirty days to be com-
pletely formed, the female forty-two. Perhaps it is not surprising that
the sex of fetuses, according to some experts, could be read on moth-
ers bodies by a whole host of opposed bodily signs, hierarchically
ordered by hot/cold, right/ left, up/down, hard/soft. Guillemeau

listed some of these:

Hippocrates saith, that a woman which goeth with a boy hath a good
colour, for a woman in her case, but if it be of a wench, she will have a worse
complexion. Likewise if the right breast be harder and firmer, the nipple
hard, red, and more eminent, the milke white and thicke . . . and if you
make a cake with the said milke and flower, and in the baking it con-
tinues firme, and close, it is a signe the woman is with child of a boy. . . .
The Male child lyeth high above the Navell by reason of his heate, and
the Female at the bottome of the belly, because of her coldnes and

weight.46

The naturally greater heat of the male fetus had the distinct advan-
tage of counteracting the cold, moist temperature of its mother’s
womb, whereas the colder female fetus, unfortunately, could only
intensify it. Reproductive theory seems to have coincided with popu-
lar belief.4? From both, women could have drawn an expectation of

45. Guillemeau, Child-birth, pp. 81, 4, 5.

46. Ibid., p. 9.
47. Joubert begins his chapter “If There Is Certain Knowledge That the Child Is

Male or Female” (g.4) by citing Hippocrates but moves on to the “signs given by
laymen” (Popular Errors, pp. 152—53). He regards none of these signs as predictive since
pregnancy could coexist with other bodily states that would serve to complicate a

woman’s health.
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It may well be the case, as social historians of childbirth in early
modern England have argued, that in pregnancy and childbirth mar-
ried women enjoyed their greatest power and autonomy. Adrian Wil-
son, in particular, has found evidence for this argument in the ritual
exclusivity of childbirth. “Before childbirth belonged to medicine,” he
says, “it belonged to women”; they constructed “a coherent system for
the management of childbirth, a system based on their own collective
culture and satisfying their own material needs.” The picture of child-
birth emerging from Wilson’s upbeat account is of a ceremony, car-
nivalesque to the degree that it is structured by gender inversion and
focused upon the material satisfaction of bodily need, in which wom-
en invited to participate in a childbirth would rapidly reorder domes-
tic space and restructure household activities. The marital bedcham-
ber, ordinarily under the more or less firm control of patriarchal
prerogative, became a different space both socially and physically, a
darkened and shuttered birthing chamber closed to men, full of wom-
en, and presided over by a midwife paid for her services. This neigh-
borliness, the companionship of other women and the familiarity of
their ritualized activities of preparing caudles and linens presumably
helped to allay the fears, and thus the pain, of the woman in travail.52
The period of female hegemony extended throughout the lying-in
from the onset of labor to a time about four weeks later, when the
newly delivered mother would publicly reemerge from her house for
a “churching ceremony” celebrating her safe delivery, perhaps a suc-
cessful birth, and her full return to social existence.

What Wilson wishes to make clear is how powerfully and effectively
these rituals of the collective female culture of childbirth functioned
within the overall confines of seventeenth-century patriarchy. I have
no wish to dispute the general outlines of his account, or even the
relevance of carnivalesque theory to birth practices in the period. I
would like to consider childbirth less synchronically than Wilson does,
however, not as a relatively static social practice but as an emergent
field of discourse and technical knowledge. In this emergent field, the
regulatory mechanisms of shame threaten the female enclosure of the
birthing chamber and the privileges of the laboring woman. The
interpellation of shame turns the ritual practices of childbirth into

not-always-successful female defenses against the cultural ambigua-
tion of female bodily changes and physical properties of birth.

52. Wilson, “Ceremony of Childbirth,” pp. 70, 71—75. In more modest domestic

circumstances a separate room might not be available, but some ritual demarcation of

space would socially separate birth from the household structure.
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English of the reproductive organs, male and female, would commit
“indecencie agaynst the office of Decorum.”53 Raynalde, who as
physician-printer translated one of the first two works in English on
midwifery, was also worried that knowledge of birth processes would
contribute specifically to female shame and male disgust about female
reproductivity:

Some alleaging that it is shame, and other some, that it is not meete ne
fitting such matters to be intreated of so plainely in our mother and
vulgar language, to the dishonor (as they say) of womanhood and the
derision of their owne secrets, by the detection and discovering whereof,
men it reading or hearing, shalbe moved thereby the more to abhorre and
loath the companie of women, and further in their communications to
jest and bourd of womens privities, not wont to be knowne of them.

The culturally available pun on “privity” here signifies women’s
secrets as the shame—the pudenda—of female reproductivity.
Raynalde uses the pun to assert that men without benefit of Latin—
that is, literate but nonprofessional men—are “not wont” to know the
secrets of women’s reproductive organs, their names and their func-
tions in gestation and birth. Raynalde takes great pains to assure his
readers, however, presumably on his authority as physician, “that I
know nothing in woman so privie ne so secret” to make an honest man
“conceive a certaine loathsomnesse and abhorring towards a wom-
an.”®* But his rhetorical emphasis is suspect, overdetermining the
“loathsomnesse and abhorring” of the female body he imagines as
already present in patriarchal culture. He may well be contributing
“the more” to the derision of women in defending so strenuously
against it and offering the facile hope that dispelling secrecy may be
one way of dispelling shame: he knows nothing “so” secret that it will
conduce to male loathing. Seventeenth-century writers—Nicholas
Culpeper and the midwife Jane Sharp, for example—were less timid,
but as Charlotte Otten points out, nearly all vernacular writers on
human reproduction betray their uncertainty about writing in a new
and culturally unprotected discourse that will expose women’s re-

53- John Banister, The Historie of Man (London, 1578; STC 13359), sig. Bbiiiiv. I owe
this reference to Charlotte Otten.

54. Raynalde, Birth of Man-kinde, pp. 8—-g, 12. Current information about
Raynalde’s occupations was made available to me by Peter Blayney.
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of behaviors instantiated in the behaviors themselves—is replaced by
textuality, the inscription in a “directory” of what the birthing practi-
tioner always already should have known before entering a female
enclosure no longer secret or simply female: “Many of you are an-
cient, but if you be too old to learn, you are as much too proud. God
speaks not now by voice to men and women as formerly he did, but he
speaks in, and by men; and ’tis no part of wisedom for men and
women to stop their ears against it.”58
By and large, as Wilson and others make clear, the practice of birth
in the seventeenth century remained one of “womens privities.” The
ritual enclosure of the birth chamber offered the laboring woman
quiet, freedom from distractions, and the support of other women
who had survived or would themselves face the substantial risks of
childbearing. Thanks to the textual reiterations of the immodesties of
birth, however, this aura of protection becomes hard to distinguish
from one of concealment and shame, from the isolation ordinarily
granted to acts of bodily evacuation. If metaphors of vis-
ibility/invisibility lend ethical and physiological ambiguity to that
symptom which is pregnancy, so ideologically charged metaphors of
opening and closing dominate birth. After conception, the womb,
which opened sexually to receive male seed, closed decisively in order
to reject the entrance of further male seed in any subsequent acts of
coition. (The closure of pregnancy was usually but not always final:
hence the superfetation represented by the birth of twins. Too, the
egregious bodily openness associated with the prostitute meant that
her womb rarely closed tightly enough to retain seed and made her
deliveries suspiciously easy. Joubert says that whores and other
lascivious women have an easier time in childbearing because the
“shameful parts are so much in use that it is easy for the child to come
through the well-worn passageway”.)?9 At birth, the female body
opens again evenr more dramatically and decisively to expel the baby.
We have seen how threatening such bodily openness is to a domi-
nant ideological configuration that always valorizes enclosure of the
female body. By ritually sealing off the birthing chamber, even stop-
ping up the keyholes, women at a birth offer an ideologically
weighted countersign to the bodily opening and emptying enacted in
birth. The birthing chamber thus becomes a symbolic outer body

58. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives, sig. A2T, AgT, Ag".
59. Joubert, Popular Errors, p. 168.




through which the baby must cmerge. According to Wilson, only the
midwife herself “was entrusted with the 7ight 10 touch” these thresh-
olds.®0 The sense of taboo operating here is corroborated by Joubert
despite his insistence that physicians know better everything that mid-
wives know. He adds, “We leave to them this branch of surgery involy-

eth, or doth: and likewise, that the woman bee not afraid of him

of enclosure and concealment,
Humoral theory offered rational, empirical support for birthing

humors or cold air, causing afterpains. Guillemeau offers Instructions
for swathing the belly with “linnen cloth foure times doubled” not
only to keep the “Matrice in his place” but to prevent air from getting

60. Wilson, ..Omnmao:v\ of Childbirth,” p- 73.
61. Joubert, Popular Errors, P- 172; Guillemeau, Child-birth, p- 126.
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Culpeper, “is from the stinking after blood, which sends up stinking
vapors which kill many.” The point was to eliminate all the fluids and
tissues that had collected in the bodily enclosure of pregnancy with-
out allowing humors to flow into the newly opened body of the wom-
an after birth. Any way the body could be stimulated to flow and
purge—in order that all such flows should cease—was encouraged.
Guillemeau thought retention of the lochia caused ague, and he pre-
scribed clysters to keep the belly loose and emetics, “if she can vomit
easily.” The new mother was also fed lightly, in order not to promote
the production of more impure blood, until eight days passed, “about
which time commonly the wombe is well purged, and cleansed.”65
Not all bodily fluids were quite as subject as retained placenta to
charges of stinking putrefaction and thus to powerful affect-
formations of disgust. But as with birth itself, they may have been
regarded as publicly undiscussable. In his wedding sermon, The Bride-
Bush, William Whately alludes to this period—the “larger and longer
emptying” after birth—as one of the times scripturally forbidden for
sexual relations, and as one women wrongly find shameful: “Neither
let women thinke themselves disgraced, because I have laid this mat-
ter open in plaine, but modest speeches.”66
But all the first flowings after birth from womb or breast repre-
sented waste products that had to be removed, “sent forth,” in order
for the parturient body to return to something approximating its less
effluent, nonpregnant state. Lochial flow, too, attracted a negative
attention that—like so much else in these constructions of
pregnancy—is strongly affected by gender. Here, the sex of the baby
often determined the extent of its mother’s uncleanness, the amount
of her flow: “Hippocrates, doth proportion the time, in which a woman
in child-bed should be purged, according to the time wherein the
child is shaped or formed: which is go. daies for a man-child, and 42.
at most for a woman child.” Guillemeau, looking for less gendered
symmetry in the protocols of bodily return, suggests “the time may
bee also measured according to that ordinary time of purging, that is
omitted in the nine moneths she goes with child.”67 In Leviticus, of

65. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives: Second Part, p- 194; Guillemeau, Child-birth, pp.

232, 193.
66. William Whately, A Bride-Bush, or A Wedding Sermon (London, 1617; STC 25296;
rpt. Amsterdam: Theatrum Orbis Terrarum, and Norwood, N.J.: Walter Johnson,

1975), P- 44-
67. Guillemeau, Child-birth, pp. 220-21.
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What churching may have meant to its participants and observers
has come into dispute among social historians of the period. Keith
Thomas has contended that the ceremony must presuppose the de-
filement of birth and the uncleanness of women because opposition to
it was “one of the surest signs of Puritan feeling.”7? Adrian Wilson has
insisted instead on the gendering of attitudes toward churching, not-
ing the rite’s great popularity among women across the religious spec-
trum despite the disapproval of Puritan husbands. He thus interprets
it as a rite not of purification but rather of highly visible self-
congratulation by the new mother and her birthing cohort, a female
rite of thanksgiving and celebration after the physical and psychologi-
cal challenges of childbearing. And it is true that the liturgical text for

“the Churching of Women” emphasizes the “great pain and peril of
childbirth,” the great mercy of safe deliverance, without mentioning
the need to purify the mother’s body ritually.”?

Powerful cultural motives do not always find textual expression, of
course, particularly of matters as condemned to silence as the
changing bodily states of childbearing women. What the medical liter-
ature does articulate, and powerfully, is a2 widespread cultural defini-
tion of the fluids emanating from the childbearing woman as highly
unstable in quality and effect—capable of harm and good. In this
context, the ceremony’s popularity among women may argue just as
forcefully for their internalization of shame and embarrassment as
for their pride, relief, and self-congratulation; indeed, the two affects
may be inextricable in explaining the survival of the practice despite
Puritan effectiveness in removing or altering other ceremonies.
Though theologians such as Thomas Comber insisted that churching
could take place as soon as the new mother felt able to come to

church, the ceremony’s timing at the end of the lying-in month re-

mained constant and thus continued symbolically to mark—if not
explicitly to signify—a moment of bodily restoration, the cessation of
flow, a social return (however temporary) to a nonpregnant state of

wholeness given high cultural value.
In a culture that saw the lowering of the shame threshold in matters

72. Keith Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic: Studies in Popular Beliefs in
Sixteenth- and Seventeenth-Century England (1971; rpt. Harmondsworth, England: Pen-
guin, 1978), p. 69.

7g. Wilson, “Ceremony of Childbirth,” pp. 88—g3. I quote here from John E.
Booty’s modern-spelling edition of the Book of Common Prayer, 1559: The Elizabethan
Prayer Book (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1976), p. 315.
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ing the strained and “changed” postpartum body and acknowledge
the difficulty of repair: “But it is not enough onely, (especially in great
Ladies) to make the foresaid parts firme and hard, and keepe them
from hanging and flagging down: But it is also very fitting, and like-
wise much required by them, to have their skin made faire, smooth,
and delicate.”76

8

If for seventeenth-century men and women churching signified a
ritual of purification, the purification it marked was that of the post-
partum womb—the end of its postpartum flow, the complete and
successful expulsion of the bodily materials stored and gradually re-
leased after birth. In the postpartum body, of course, flow from the
womb is replaced by flow from the breast; but despite cultural pro-
hibitions on the first flowings of colostrum, the lactating breast would
seem in comparison to the womb the object of a far more positive, far
less ambivalent affect. It appears to be part of the decorous upper
bodily stratum, not the demonized lower; and (even apart from psy-
choanalytic theory in which it plays so large a part as first object of
desire) it has always signified the infant’s first source of gratification.

This is precisely what Caroline Walker Bynum has argued for medi-
eval culture: that whereas the breast is for us primarily an erotic
object, to medieval people the breast, flowing or not, signified food.””
Because safe alternatives to mother’s milk did not exist, it may have
also signified health. Because of its great digestibility, breast milk was
used in feeding the sick and elderly; because of its reputation for
purity, it was used as an ingredient in medicines taken internally or,
like eyewashes and burn ointments, applied topically. Thus, even if we
allow for eroticism in the sight of a woman giving suck, Anne Hol-

lander maintains, “its basic eroticism is always reassuringly tran-
scended by the everyday sanctity of mother’s milk. Breasts bring plea-
sure to everyone, and sight of them brings its own visual joy besides;
and so images of breasts are always sure conveyers of a complex
delight.””® And the cultural visibility of the breast, which I noted at

76. Tbid., p. 204.
77. Caroline Walker Bynum, “The Body of Christ in the Later Middle Ages: A

Reply to Leo Steinberg,” Renaissance Quarterly, 39 (1986), 405—8. See also her Holy Feast
and Holy Fast: The Religious Significance of Food to Medieval Women (Berkeley: University

of California Press, 198%7), pp. 269—70.
78. Anne Hollander, Seeing Through Clothes (1978; rpt. Harmondsworth, England:

Penguin, 1988), p. 186.
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in recommending maternal suckling, not only because a mother’s milk
was thought to be naturally the correct temperature and complexion
for the baby but also on the grounds that maternal suckling promoted
infant-mother bonding. The gquantity of a mother’s milk might be
problematic (and was a matter often addressed in popular medical
texts), but its quality, its suitability, usually went unquestioned. Despite
such injunctions, however, only aristocratic women who were “en-
lightened and defiant” routinely suckled their own children; most
families of means sent their newborns away for a period of up to three
years and visited them only occasionally during that time.52
Breast-feeding was an action differing semiotically from itself, de-
pending on the class and relationship of the persons involved, on
whether or not it had entered the means of production. The majority
of mothers nursed their own babies out of custom and economic
necessity; in so doing, they were serving food, satisfying nature,
rather than exercising choice. Their action is not the topic of dis-
course and does not signify ethically or morally. But maternal breast-
feeding becomes an ethical act as soon as it implies choice, as soon as it
implies financial means to do otherwise. The upper-class mother who
chose to nurse her own baby was performing a virtuous act of love and
sacrifice, giving the “sweete milke of your owne breasts, to your owne
childe.”8% The woman nursing another woman’s child was engaged in
remunerative labor, performed more or less faithfully, more or less
responsibly. In hiring her services, parents leased exclusive rights to
her lactating breasts and their milk. During the period of hire, the wet
nurse was expected not to suckle another child and to maintain an
adequate supply of milk. She was expected not to menstruate, not to
become pregnant, and if she did, to notify her nurse-child’s parents.84
As such details suggest, even though the breast was closely related
to the womb by the physiological theory of sympathy and consent of
parts, its characteristic function to give milk could be assimilated into
a competitive marketplace economy, as the womb’s in giving birth
could not. The womb could never function as surrogate, could never
be leased out; it was never, in a word, a fungible resource. As

82. I quote here from Dorothy McLaren, “Marital Fertility and Lactation, 1570—
1720,” in Women in English Society, 1500—1800, ed. Mary Prior (London: Methuen,
1985), pp. 27—28.

83. I quote here from Elizabeth Clinton, The Countesse of Lincolnes Nurserie (Oxford,
1628; STC 5432; rpt. Amsterdam: Theatrum Orbis Terrarum; and Norwood, N.J.:

Walter Johnson, 1975), sig. Aer.
84. Fildes, Breasts, Bottles, and Babies, pp. 175—78.
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suggests to me—the thorough commodification of breast milk.87
Thus, the important question of who fed whose baby what in this
period—a question, crudely put, of who controls the use and man-
agement of any woman’s breast and its milk as social, aesthetic, or
erotic resources—is one that cannot be easily answered without re-
course to complex variables of a family’s class and location, the baby’s
sex and birth order, and the sometimes ambiguous erotic or even
narcissistic investments of its parents. The management of infant
feeding becomes no less a question of patriarchal disposition and
power than the question of female fertility to which it is intimately,
and causally, related.

Indeed, it is a telling irony in the history of childbearing and infant
feeding in the period that the childbirth practices of married women
in the lower and middling classes may have been healthier, that is,
more conducive to an early return of health, strength, and muscle
tone, than those of women hierarchically above them, and may have
promoted physically healthier intergenesic intervals. This is true pri-
marily for two reasons, one being the invalidism enforced on, if not
also sought by, upper-class women but clearly not available in the same
degree to women returning perforce to household tasks. The other is
the class-based practices of infant feeding that by and large dis-
couraged upper-class women and those who would imitate them from
nursing their own babies. In fact, the institution of wet-nursing en-
forced a major, paradoxical difference of empowerment between
women of different stations, since women from wet-nursing classes

had the opportunity to use lactation to control their own family size
and limit the number of babies they would bear.88 Prolonging the
period of lactation by accepting a nurse-child and suckling it not on
schedule but on demand, the lactating woman effectively minimizes
her chances of conceiving again soon, while adding to her household
income. The aristocratic woman, belonging to a class that valued and
praised high fertility, would experience many more pregnancies than
her lower-class counterpart during the same reproductive span—

87. Joubert, Popular Errors, pp. 207, 204.
88. The historical basis for these claims—if not the sense of irony to be drawn from

the evidence—is the groundbreaking work of Dorothy McLaren in a series of stunning
articles: “Fertility, Infant Mortality, and Breast Feeding in the Seventeenth Century,”
Medical History 22 (1978), 378—g6; “Nature’s Contraceptive: Wet-Nursing and Pro-
longed Lactation: The Case of Chesham, Buckinghamshire, 1578—1601,” Medical His-
tory 23 (1979), 426—41; and “Marital Fertility and Lactation,” pp. 22—46.
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Valerie Fildes has suggested, the number of pages in seventeenth-
century receipt books and medical and midwifery treatises devoted to
care of the breasts and nipples implies a high incidence of breast
infections and indicates the number of painful and potentially dis-
figuring diseases breasts and nipples were prone to. Breasts became
marked by infections and abscesses, nipples scarred over because of
infected cuts or might even be completely lost either because of ul-
ceration or because “older children chewed them off.” When milk
supply is insufficent, a hungry baby will “mump,” or bite, the nipple.
Popular medical texts included instructions for the rebuilding of nip-
ples, a process which may or may not have been successful, and sug-
gestions on how to continue nursing even without them. Though
complete loss of the nipple may have been unusual, the painful expe-
rience of nursing with cracked or bleeding nipples cannot have been.
Furthermore, if a new mother waited the recommended eight days or
so before nursing her baby, she would have experienced a great deal
of pain from engorged and distended breasts, as would postpartum
women trying to suppress lactation altogether. Having such a breast
or seeing such a breast, perhaps even feeding from such a breast,
would not simply “bring pleasure.”92
The point I wish to make is that Anne Hollander’s idea of the
lactating breast in representation as the visual signifier of even a
complex delight works to occlude an important material and medical
history, not to mention a series of competing psychoanalytic para-
digms, all of which work to call that delight into question or at least to
implicate it in the discourses and practices of class difference. Cultur-
al forces may influence even the ostensibly anatomical: the unusually
high number of English women reportedly unable to nurse because
of inverted nipples may be the result of fashion in the fashionable
classes, the practice of corseting the bosoms of even little girls and
flattening the bodices after puberty. The preacher Henry Smith,
though, is skeptical that genuine physical difficulty was ever a func-
tion of class. “But whose breasts,” he asks sarcastically, “have this
perpetual drought? Forsoothe it is like the goute, no beggars may
have it, but citizens or Gentlewomen.”93
There is no way to ascertain if breast disease or disfigurement in
the period can be significantly correlated to class (beyond the possible

92. Fildes, Breasts, Boitles, and Babies, pp. 100—102.
93. Henry Smith, Four Sermons (London, 1598; STC 22747.5), quoted in Fildes,
Breasts, Bottles, and Babies, p. 101.
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Inigo Jones, or even of the unusual, controversial fashion for com-
plete breast exposure in the years just before and after 1610. In
sixteenth-century visual conventions, furthermore, nipples became
“another paired element of feminine decor, like earrings or false
eyelashes,” cosmetically reddened to contrast more sharply with the
artificially whitened face and breast.%>
Even with such changes in erotic signification, however, the beauti-
ful breast throughout the Renaissance and the baroque period was
always “delicate and minimal.” Heavy, sagging breasts, Hollander re-
marks, “are shown to be characteristic of ugly old women and
witches.”96 Images such as the one wrinkled breast with its long nipple
which is bared by Albrecht Diirer’s witchlike allegorization of Avarice,
an obvious inversion of the visual trope of the single bared breast of
the idealized female figure, imply that having heavy, sagging breasts is
shameful. Their display is also potentially comic, as in the parade of
half-dressed women flocking to Eleanor Rumming’s “wyth theyr nake
pappes, / That flyppes and flappes, / It wygges and it wagges, / Like
tawny saffron bagges.”97 In his dictionary, Cotgrave gives the large,
heavy breast semiotic distinction and particularity by identifying a
cluster of separate signifiers in French related to tete or tetin. The
powerful negative affect of this breast as an emblem of deeroticiza-
tion and bodily debasement underlies the rhetorical energy of his
definitions. Thus, he lists tetasse, “a long, swagging, flaggie, withered,
and filthie dug; whence, Avallé en tetasse de vielle. Hanging down like
the wrinckled, and ouglie breast of an old hag.” Or his definitions for
tetassier or tetineux, meaning “duggie, having great or long dugs.”%8
The large breast is the female metonymy not only of age but of shame
and thus of a specifically gendered form of social and bodily in-
feriority.
95. Hollander, Seeing Through Clothes, pp. 194—9g; the quotation appears on p. 198.
On the fashion for complete breast exposure, see Donald W. Foster, “‘Shall I Die’: Post
Mortem: Defining Shakespeare,” Shakespeare Quarterly 38 (1987), 71—73. I am indebted
to Barbara Mowat for this reference. James T. Henke, too, refers to this fashion; see his

entry for Naked paps, in Gutter Life and Language in the Early “Street” Literature of England:
A Glossary of Terms and Topics Chiefly of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (West Corn-

wall, Conn.: Locust Hill Press, 1988), pp. 170-71.

g6. Hollander, Seeing Through Clothes, p. g8.
g7. From the anonymous “Pimlyco, or Runne Red-Cap” (1609), included by James

Henke, sub Naked paps, in Gutter Life and Language, pp. 170—71. The author attributes

the lines to Skelton.
98. Randle Cotgrave, A Dictionarie of the French and English Tongues (London, 1611;

STC 5830; rpt. Menston, England: Scolar Press, 1968). When citing Cotgrave, I have
retained his usage and spelling.
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importance to the frequently pregnant woman in high or aspirant
ranks.10! One seventeenth-century gentlewoman’s household com-
pendium, in addition to its conventional prescriptions for sore
breasts, includes a recipe for how to keep breasts small.102 For such
women, the constantly available naked breast of Charissa may have
been as fearsome a prospect as the dried and oozing bladder-dugs of
Duessa.

Thus, though it was much more visible than the reproductive
organs, perhaps because it was more visible, the breast is not protected,
semiotically or discursively, from the negative affects attaching to the
bodily changes of reproduction. The breast, by virtue of its great
“sympathy” with the womb, becomes implicated in the mysterious
changes and events that made the womb so threatening and unstable
an environment. Like the womb, the breast was thought capable of
housing bizarre objects: Culpeper cites the authority of Lemnius for
breasts containing “hair, stones, and worms.”!%% Gynecological texts
narrate stories of women pissing milk and lactating menstrual blood;
they elaborate the conditions, such as immoderate desire, which trou-
ble milk. And Joubert even compares milk to semen, “the benign
excrement, as the substance of semen is that of members.” Even nip-

ples are subject to distinctly problematic semiosis. According to
Joubert, they were popularly thought to be telltale signifiers of so-
cially critical changes in a woman’s sexual status or age.!%¢ He denies
that they are, but Culpeper confidently reports that nipples are “blew
in them that give suck; black in old women; and in them that have
known Venery, it is natural, and red as a Strawberry.” Discoloration of
the nipples, moreover, is a reliable sign of disorder in the womb.10
At this point, it is possible to ask whether such ambivalent attention

to the breast implies a new anxiety: if breast and nipples can be made
more beautiful through cosmetics, then breast and nipple au naturel
become plain and less erotic. More crucial, the literature of medicine
and “popular error” links the breast with threatening forms of bodily
101. See Ellen Chirelstein’s discussion of the “pearl-like” white skin and exposed left
breast of Lady Elizabeth Pope in her wedding portrait: “Lady Elizabeth Pope: The

Heraldic Body,” in Renaissance Bodies: The Human Figure in English Culture, c¢. 1540—

1660, ed. Lucy Gent and Nigel Llewellyn (London: Reaktion, 1990), p. 47

102. Katherine Packer, A Book of Very Good Medicines for Several Diseases Wounds and
Sores both New and Old (1689; Folger Ms. V.a. 387), f. 10. I owe this reference to Patricia
Crawford.

108. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives, p. 216.

104. Joubert, Popular Errors, pp. 206, 20g.

105. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives: Second Part, p. 223.
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The scene early in Rabelais’s novel begins with the Shrovetide feast

of a slaughtered calf and a labor brought on by Gargamelle’s enthusi-
astic consumption of tripe. It ends—at least for our vision of
Gargamelle herself—when the baby Gargantua, finding his passage
down the birth canal blocked by his mother’s prolapsed lower bowel,
makes his own way out of the maternal body through the left ear. In
Rabelais’s celebration of “the merry, abundant, and victorious bodily
element” here engaged in a parodic reenactment of heroic birth,
Bakhtin sees emergent humanism’s triumph over “the serious medi-
eval world of fear and oppression.” The labor of Gargamelle’s womb,
like other events in the novel, becomes the token of an ideological
struggle between popular-festive cultural forms and the variously re-

pressive forces of officialdom, here thwarted by the indisputable car-
nality of birth itself and by the celebratory frankness of Rabelais’s
insistent identifications of shitting with the birth of heroes, animal
tripe with human tripe, feces with baby hero.107

But within Bakhtin’s account of that triumph, the laboring woman
herself seems to play little part. Bakhtin displays no interest in
Gargamelle as a possible subject-in-the-body—however limited and
exteriorized a subject she may be—in part because he fails to see the
relevance of gender to his account of the lower bodily stratum:

All the images develop the theme of the feast: slaughter of cattle, disem-
boweling, dismemberment. The images continue to unfold along the
lines of a banquet: devouring of the dismembered body. They are later
transferred to the anatomic description of the generating womb. These
images create with great artistry an extremely dense atmosphere of the
body as a whole in which all the dividing lines between man [sic] and
beast, between the consumed and consuming bowels are intentionally
erased. On the other hand, these consuming and consumed organs are
fused with the generating womb. We thus obtain a truly grotesque image
of one single, superindividual bodily life, of the great bowels that devour

and are devoured, generate and are generated.!98

That Rabelais was both humanist and physician cannot be coinci-
dental to his informed account of birth processes, or to the scatologi-
cal punishment he invokes for anyone who finds it implausible.
Bakhtin’s reading of the lying-in of Gargamelle, however, almost ex-
plicitly ignores the meaningful features of anatomical difference be-

107. Bakhtin, Rabelais and His World, p. 226.
108. Ibid.
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non cler o8 o m:.r. painful work in giving birth. It is thus
Bl bt o Dt EW en mewzgm: excuses either Rabelais or
e geo n&mv_.m::,m “transcendence of the human
s nnas et .\amn& nascimur.” He says, “The birth of
€brates a primal, animal energy, difficult to moralize
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conventionally, and impossible to contain.”!!! Something else seems
equally clear to this feminist reader: the site so elegantly identified
and erased through Latin allusion is the only bodily threshold pecu-
liar to woman. Although woman is not responsible for the location of
the birthing site, she may still find shame in it. As Nicholas Culpeper
notes tendentiously: “The neck of the womb is seated between the
passage of Urin and the right Gut, to shew fond man what little
reason he hath to be proud and domineer, being conceived between
the places ordained to cast out excrements, the very sinks of the Body,
and in such a manner that his Mother was ashamed to tell him how.”112
Whereas Rabelais’s representation of birth comedy may celebrate
the products of the lower bodily stratum, it does so by setting carnival
within, not against the hierarchical structures of gender difference.
The episode of Gargamelle’s labor and Gargaftua’s birth thematizes
the opposition of male culture against female nature, male control
and individuation against female uncontrol and the undifference of
bowel and womb. Furthermore, Bakhtin’s symbolic reading converts
the local, material contests surrounding childbirth and lactation into
large-scale structural oppositions. Thus the lavish hospitality incum-
bent upon Grandgousier as host and master of the feast requires him
to encourage the appetites of his guests, but his patriarchal interest in
his wife’s pregnancy seeks to limit her consumption, to discipline her
appetite: “Anyone who eats the bag . . . might just as well be chewing
dung” (48). Gargamelle’s refusal to curb festive appetite for the sake
of her pregnancy becomes an effect of the notorious gluttony and
irrationality of pregnancy itself, rendered clearly symptomatic by the
swelling of tripes within her. Two modes of bodily license—the license
of carnival and the license of pregnancy—converge here. Even in so
primitive a society, the privileges of the pregnant woman destabilize
the hierarchy that pits patriarchal restraint against female desire.
What was once a union of the sexes—the union in coitus—leads to
separation at childbearing, as when the conversation between the
giant king and queen at the onset of labor contrasts the mutuality of
their pleasure to the gendered separation of pleasure from pain nine
months later: “I shall have trouble enough to-day, unless God helps
me,” Gargamelle tells her husband, “all on account of your member
and just because I wanted to please you” (51-52).

111. Greenblatt, “Filthy Rites,” p. 7.
112. Culpeper, Directory for Midwives, pp. 25—26, emphasis added.




Rabelais insists on two comic inversions in this birth—both of them
focusing attention on changes in Gargamelle’s womb,
first mistake the prolapse of Gargamelle’s lower bowel
“some rather ill-smellin g excrescences” (52)—

The midwives

—Ppresenting as

for the crowning of the

§ to the birth obstruction the chief midwife

stringent to Gargamelle’s sphincter muscles.

The womb next door overreacts, closing its lower passage and open-
ing at the upper end, so that Gargantua’s escape up through his
mother’s body is, at least inferentially, an escape from the messy
scatological drama going on below. To the degree that such scatologi-
cal mess is an obvious comic substitution for the normal “mess” of
childbirth, Gargantua may be said to have escaped the Augustinian
shame of ordinary birth between urine and feces, a shame his moth-
er’s delight in tripe particularized. Such a clean birth is the result not
of the womb’s expulsive powers—here much compromised by
Gargamelle’s gluttony and her midwives mishandling of the pro-
lapsed bowel—but of the rebellious, upward thrust of the phallic
hero.

Bakhtin’s lack of interest in the experience of Gargamelle merely
follows the narrative’s shift of focus away from laboring mother to
upwardly mobile child. Its effect is to occlude the obstetrical drama of
an impeded delivery, an obstetrical drama th
physician knew well—was the unhappy, often unavoidable fate of
ordinary women in travail. One way to counter Bakhtin's reading is
thus to complicate his simple picture of Rabelais’s celebration of bodi-
ly function. However implausible Gargantua’s route to daylight may
be at one level, Rabelais does not set aside physiological “facts” or the
gendered rivalries of Renaissance medical practice between
university-trained male physicians and the saiges femmes who attended
at births. I noted the narrative use he makes of the monstrous appe-
tites of pregnancy. Though the sudden and unexpected onset of Gar-
gamelle’s labor results in an unusual delivery s
nary birthing procedures, such as the exclusi
seem to obtain. The host of midwives w
moned as if by instinct on hearing Gargamelle’s cries, displace the
father at the scene; take instruction from their senior member, “a
dirty old hag of the company” with a reputation “of being a good she-
doctor” (52); experience difficulty in recognizing birth processes or

at—as the humanist-

ur Uherbe, many ordi-
on of male witnesses,
ho suddenly appear, sum-

rr g g

= iz x s s
LR D S R L

Gargamelle’s womb follows Galenic csa.mammmsawmmﬂ MM %@MMM@GMWMMT
jor in response to unpleasant M_Onm_ mvv,_‘_mwco:m.
i i vour. ‘
e EMMHHMM”:_MMMHMUW&M%% through his Bo.nrmim anm, gains
moqﬁwmmmmﬂﬂmawnmm plausibility from the ::m.maﬁmba:wm ﬁﬂwwmﬁ&nqmmmzu«.
;omb were thought to communicate more or y
i i ;.M_B assages, the nose and mouth mvo«n.. Mn.oun test
v %m. Q.mﬁm.m Mrn ﬂmnn.?m below any strong or stinking oder or
ol o M the sent pierce not up into her nose, she hath nonw
ms..ﬁ:m ” H.»wﬂh garlic placed in the vagina could not be smelled the nex
ceived.
g e gdm_ﬂr %m : MMMW MMM HWMMMHH MM»: so energetically and
1 1 then, . !
Sww_wﬂ“m:% MM HUM ﬂmmvmmmmmﬁ is a boy or Hrmwﬁ his vrm_:nw BMWQMMMWOMMMMWM:
1 1 learly contrasted to the “extremely den osphere
o Bakhin's hrase) of his mother’s blurry lower parts. Lec !
WE M_NW&HMM %mwmman:m,m daughter would have had the HHMMHM_N _um»o
orit i r difference, one
B e ma__&mmnmﬁvaanH H.mowm Mw ﬂ%w:hmbwmo_a diff erences the wm_._u%m
it Hﬂw entire birth process from conception to weaning.
He Bmwmmm - f Gargantua’s maleness powerfully mosaoﬁ.m the eons
et et woﬁwmm Herculean routing of his own gi.r and his Boﬁwnﬁm
s animo% ntrol. The increasingly depersonalized .Omwmman e w_m
s Uos_\uw n”,u of rmﬂ. own obstetrical drama, and m.rn. is ..u:.:_ bare M
Fon MH uMnn the vncmn.nmou of her own shit. And if she is ﬂmsanqn.
it .4 agent in her own body (the process key to her son’s
g mM _M.amhu that body is itself subject to an ::ﬁm.:mr _unM‘
e ¥ cw noE.H.,n exposure at a moment of acute ﬁrwmﬁ& chal-
o 50”%54,:“«@”:.& from public view or textual n:aoaﬁm Mﬂm
_Q.”mﬂﬁ M“m“uzwm. mwmﬂ that such comic exposure of women’s MMMMan u”,,.u
M”.Wmmma_% what ﬁisnmw.vr%mwﬂm.u Thomas Wmﬂ HHMMM MJ MH S
iously about in the preface to his Wwﬂmnomom_nm N . peieylosien At
in that this is exactly the point of Rabe RisS N 3, B "2
WMMMMM_M dense atmosphere of the body as a whole .m_n_HM N Q_mamvno-
ifference gender makes even in nrw midst of carniva cpro
Mrm m_mHMq occlusion of mother in the triumphant emergence o . 5
s s Gargantua’s strange nativity must also be m.ww_,mm:bm e’s
H,—mﬂmﬁwomﬂwmz%ﬂm so the experience and meanings of bodily processes
str ,

113. Guillemeau, Child-Birth, p. 244.
114. Ibid., p. 6.




at birth cannot be understood

- solely within th .. .
carnival. The collisions of Y within the critical framework of
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the awﬁﬁs_:m&\ of gender, the nature of personal MMMMW MHHM@W@.
sometimes radical uncertainty of any obstetrical o:HoEMNLr :
that sd.aw powerfully in Rabelais's comedy to complicate the Bnmﬂﬂmm
of carnival—also provide the central problematics for ::Qmﬂmﬁmn_msm
early modern birth and infant-feeding narratives. It is to their r o
sentation in drama that I now, msm:ﬁEﬂD. mm:..m-

CHAPTER FIVE
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or I Am Glad You Did Not Nurse Him

arly modern culture in England and elsewhere, 1 have been
Hmamazm, constructed pregnancy as disease, birth as evacua-
tion, and lactation as a vommuzv\amamwabm form of labor. Within this
general paradigm, women were offered a deeply ambivalent image of
their own reproductive functions and their control of birth and
infant-feeding practices. Recent comparisons of reproductive rituals
to the structure of carnival, seeking to devalue the depth and signifi-
cance of this ambivalence, serve to explain it instead. As Adrian Wil-
son and others have argued, carnival does offer a theoretical model of
female empowerment at the scene of birth. But as my critique of
Bakhtin’s celebratory reading of Gargantua’s “strange nativity” in the
previous chapter sought to make clear, carnival necessarily implies the
contingency of that empowerment. Even within the hermetic en-
closures of the womb, the birthing chamber, and the nursing dyad,
patriarchy continued to deploy the disciplinary mechanisms of shame
and thus to manage the female bodiliness so visible in the symp-
tomatology of pregnancy and lactation.

In this chapter, I want to consider what dramatic encodings of
maternal functions may signify in a historical context provided by the
practices of wet-nursing, the institutionalization of parental sur-
rogacy, and the complex, ambivalent semiosis of breast and womb I
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