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Abstract

This dissertation investigates the satirical anatomy of pestilence and the
satiric disgust of plague in early modern London. Through the metaphor of the
anatomy, satirical anatomists dissected and refashioned the threatened abject bodies
of plague: the uninfected bodies and infected bodies of epidemical London. These
discursively constructed bodies were symbolically dismembered in a rhetorical
invective of blame and disgust.

The introduction establishes a definition of plague satire and constructs a
methodological framework for its theoretical and historical method. This “grotesque
historicism” contextualizes the social and intellectual climate, and the satirical
temper as it affects both the early modern conception of “pestilential visitations” and
our own understanding of epidemical crisis.

Chapter one investigates the emergence of the satirical anatomy, the
disciplinary violence and fraudulent empiricism of these allegorical vivisections, and
how disgust was used to represent plague in the early modern period.

The second chapter explores the mythical origins of the uninfected, abject
body; an excremental ontology that was largely fashioned out of embellished biblical
typologies. This section demonstrates how satirists used religion and natural
philosophy to deform and muddy the grotesque body, a methodology that
reestablished the body as a defiling vessel of dung.

Chapter three examines the infected body’s toxic discharges and its
taxonomy of suppurating sores. This chapter explains how the deformed body was
punished through retributive justice, and why this discharging vessel was
scapegoated as a source of fear and loathing owing to its contaminating presence.

The fourth chapter investigates the infected body’s miasmatic effluents and

the hysteria of smells. This chapter examines how anatomising satirists dissected
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the stench of pestilence, how the defiling moral properties of smells mirrored the
profane state of the body and the city, and how the repulsive odours of plague
reinforced the phobic response to pestilence.

The conclusion suggests the importance of a grotesque history of plague
satire, a history distorted through the metaphor of the anatomy. This concluding
section surveys how the the anatomy helped cultivate a phobic hatred and
misanthropical disgust for the “undisplaced myths” of this retributive disease and its

sufferers.
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Introduction

This study examines the anatomical metaphor employed by early modern
writers within the satirical discourse of plague. Working through a disruptive trinity -
- satire, anatomy and disgust — early modern “Rymesters, Play-patchers, Jigmakers,
Ballad-mongers & Pamphlet-stitchers” (PPD 70) catalogued and “carbanadoed”
(Lupton i) a distortedly grotesque history of epidemical London. Plague satire’s
ideological implications' were not only religiously conservative but invectively violent;
directed at shaming a sinful populace into piety. This propensity to dissect and
vivisect culture, vice, and bodies pervades the intensely visceral discourse of plague
in early modern London. By debasing the body both physically and morally in a
rhetoric of contempt, the city and its inhabitants were grotesquely abjected through
the satirical anatomy.

Epidemics recurred throughout the early modern period and there were only a
handful of years that were plague-free. The visionary writer Anthony Nixon was not
exaggerating when he wrote in The Blacke yeare (1606} that London would “neuer be
without diseases” (Nixon C1). Disease, famine and pestilence were all part of the
often stark reality of the urban Renaissance experience. Early modern satirical
writers were opportunists who preyed on such disasters. As they interpreted and
recorded these tragic events, however, they also blurred the distinction between
history and fiction; realism and fantasy.

This dissertation is framed by two major epidemics of the Elizabethan and

Jacobean reigns: the plague of 1563, when London experienced a mortality rate of

1 See Hayden White's Metabistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteentb-Century Europe, 28-29.
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24% with 17,404 plague deaths, and the plague of 1625, when the city suffered a rate
of 20.1% with 26,350 plague deaths.? Although London was rarely free of pestilence,
the reactionary paranoia of plague peaked especially so between and during 1563 and
1625 as major outbreaks also struck the city in 1578 (a 7.8% mortality rate with 3,568
plague deaths), 1593 (a 14.3% mortality rate with 10,675 plague deaths), and 1603 (a
22.6% mortality rate with 25,045 plague deaths),’ making a profound cultural impact
on the city and its literature. The literary works examined in this study, therefore,
reflect the stereotypes, the phobias, and the hostilities of a2 Renaissance city under
epidemical siege.

For early modern Londoners the “sublime mystery” (LPA 9) of plague
continued to generate further paranoid fears of an abject disease “whose very naming
seeme[d} t'affright” (A.H. 59) writers and their audiences. As Thomas Swadling said,
“A killing word, the plague is” (Swadling 155): the disease signalled fear and terror for
a “wretched and transitory world” (Man 303-04) in the grip of epidemic. And as
Michael Neill puts it, “No other single phenomenon had a more decisive effect than
plague in shaping the early modern crisis of death” (Neill 15). In discourse marked
by the tragic theme of mass mortality, authors writing in all genres retold the horrors
of epidemic London by depicting plague as the most “abiectest thing” the city ever
confronted (Bright 33). This “Plaguy Allarum” was struck by an array of satirical
writers who offered rather repulsive descriptions of plague to their literate consumers
(PPD 74). Festooned in aversive language, the “MORBVS EPIDEMICVS,” (Pestell
16) remained the “hallucinatory metaphor of the phobic” (Kristeva 44) for the early

moderns: a grotesque disease with abject significance, for this was a period of

2 See Slack’s “Table 6.1: Major epidemics in London 1563-1665” in The Impact of Plague in Tudor and
Stlrgr('lt England, 151.
3 Ibid,, 151
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renewed intolerance towards sin, filth and “The Horror of a Plague, the Hell” (PPD
82). The cultural investment in the literature of the plague attested to its lingering
presence because the cruel aesthetic experience was recorded and dissected by
satirists ad nauseam.

While there was no “hornbook” devoted to pestilence, considerable cultural
capital, both literary and monetary, was devoted to plague. After three centuries of
persistence in London, plague was a well-established zopos of debate while the
accompanying language of pestilence became entrenched within the early modern
English idiom, making a poignant impact on the literary landscape. Of course,
Renaissance theatre critics might contest the fact that there were no Tudor or Stuart
plays openly ascribed to plague+ — no The Devil is a Pestilent Ass or The Plague of
Edmonton, no Knight of the Burning Pestilence or The Taming of the Plague — hundreds of
satirical works were, however, inspired by plague.’ Throughout the early modern
period plague was, to use Ben Jonson’s dramatic title, A Staple of News, and as this
project will argue, the language of disease and infection festooned the satirical
literature of the period, establishing plague as a tragic and heuristic aspect of
Elizabethan and Jacobean London’s culture.

While early modern London had long been the subject of intense scrutiny by
moralising writers, it was in plague time that the city received its most scathing social
commentary, as most satirical writers responded to the disease and its high mortality

with shock, horror, contempt and blame. Through the authoritative words of

4 As a point of interest, Shakespeare’s tragedy Romeo and Juliet (1595} and Ben Jonson's comedy The
Alchemist (1610} were both situated in pestilential settings: Mantua and London respectively.

5 A brief random sample of some of the more notable plague-inspired works include: William
Bullein’s Menippean satire, A Dialogue against the feuer Pestilence B563}; John Davies of Hereford’s The
Triumph of Deatn: or, The Picture of the Plague: According to the Life, as it was in Anno Domini 1603 {1605};
A.H.’s London Looke-backe: A description or representation of the great and memorable Mortality An. 1625, in
Heroicke matchless lines, Dekker’s plague pamphlets and the epic poems of George Wither, The
History of the Pestilence {1626} and Brstains Remembrancer (1628},
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sometimes contradictory voices (Thomas Churchyard’s A feast full of sad cheere {1592}
comes to mind), a “plaguy” memento mori developed in London’s flourishing print
culture; a world unaware that plague’s “pricke of conscience” was disseminated by a
regurgitative flea bite.

The visceral response to plague in the early modern period is grotesque and
unprecedented and provides a rich repository of historical and literary artifacts which
offer insights into the crisis of epidemic. To varying degrees all the writers in this
study® had a personal investment in plague and that is precisely why they responded
in print. These literary and historical portraits of plague in early modern London
invite close-readings and explications and thus this study explores satirical writers

experiencing and dissecting plague through the metaphor of the anatomy.

This introduction outlines the theoretical framework and historical method
that form the basis for the readings of primary texts that follow. I begin by
examining the distinctions between this study and other literary and historical
studies. Within the discipline it is important to demonstrate a framework of theory
and historical method. While I am not emphasizing theory and historical method in
the close-readings, it is essential to set out such a framework for them. This frame
includes three key aspects of this study: first, what makes this study distinct from
other literary and historical studies; second, my methodological framework, and why I

have chosen to work with these primary texts and to use them as the basis not just of

6 Where appropriate, this study will refer to the writer’s biography, because all the writers
examined knew well of epidemical conditions; some themselves, perished from plague. Many of
those who survived undoubtedly lost friends and family to pestilence.
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my reading but as part of my method; and third, what is my means of making sense
of the material I define as the anatomical poetics of plague satire.

As the literature and history of the period demonstrate, plague was one of the
most notorious “facts” of life the early moderns had to contend with. The substantial
volume of works either dedicated to plague or alluding to the disease has been
examined by a number of historians but has been largely overlooked by literary
critics.” Indeed, no extensive study has explored the satire of plague despite its
compelling literary impact. This neglected discursive domain merits exploration
because it offers insights into English Renaissance culture; especially the social
impact pestilence had upon London, which cultural historian Paul Slack discusses in
The Impact of Plague in Tudor and Stuart England {1990}.% Slack’s unprecedented study
examines the cultural history of the plague in early modern England, whereas this
study focuses on the ways in which the satirical literature of the plague in Elizabethan
and Jacobean London interpreted and dissected the travails of plague.

Unquestionably, recurring plagues made a profound social impact on the
cultural history of early modern London as the works of Slack and other historians

suggest.? As Slack articulates, the plague debate involved writers of various

7 Barbara Fass Leavy’s more recent study, To Blight With Plague: Studies in a Literary Theme (1992},
examined plague thematically. This project, however, moves beyond Leavy’s critical insights by
investigating plague’s more Erominent status as a sinister motif; an insistent and malignant
anatomical trope. Despite Leavy’s thesis, the vivid presence and allusory accounts of plague, as this
study will argue, served didactic rather than thematic ends in Elizabethan and Jacobean discourse.
8 Without question, Slack’s study, The Impact of Plague in Tudor and Stuart England {1990} offers the
most comprehensive historical overview of the plague exgerience in early modern England. Slack’s
historical research surpasses the previous attempts of F.P. Wilson’s The Plague in Shakespeare’s
London {1963} and ].F.D. Shrewsbury’s A History of Bubonic Plague in the British Isles (1970}
9 This study has also profited from several other historical studies which survey plague across
human history. Geddes Smith's Plague On Us {1941}, Charles F. Mullett’s The Bubonic Plague and
England: An Essay in the History % Preventative Medicine (1956}; Erwin H. Ackerknecht’s History and
Geography of the Most Important Diseases [1965}; J.F.D. Shrewsbury’s A History of Bubonic Plague in the
British Isles (1970}; William H. McNeill's Plagues and Peoples (1976}; Andrew Nikiforuk’s The Fourth
Horseman: A Short History of Epidemics, Plagues, Famine and Other Sc {1991); Arien Mack’s In Time
of Plague: The History and Social Consequences of Lethal Epidemic Disease [1991); and George C. Kohn's
ncyclopedia of Plague and Pestilence {1995] are just a few of the more prominent texts which have
further contributed to the contextual grount{ing of this dissertation.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



backgrounds and ideologies, and this “historical phenomenon of plague” — how
pestilence affected and impacted Elizabethan and Jacobean print culture in London
— pervades the discourse (Slack 1990: xiii). Slack’s work is instrumental in providing
historical grounding'® for work in this area, but he does not present a literary
interpretation of plague-ridden London.

Quite deliberately, then, this study, while remaining historicist, diverges from
Slack’s and other historical research by venturing away from the social response and
delving more into the literary, or more specifically, the satirical response to plague.
This thesis makes a contribution because it is the only extensive survey which
examines solely the “satirical reaction” to pestilence in early modern London. A
number of other critical texts, most notably Raymond Crawfurd’s Plague and Pestilence
m Literature and Art {1914}; F.P. Wilson's The Plague in Shakespeare’s London [1963];
Leeds Barroll's Politics, Plague, and Shakespeare's Theater: The Stuart Years {1991};" and
Barbara Fass Leavy’s To Blight With Plague: Studies in a Literary Theme (1992} provide a
useful generalized overview and a thematic reading of plague throughnut literary
history. This thesis departs from the limitations of these more general studies in that
this project is directed and focused specifically on the satirical anatomy in
Elizabethan and Jacobean London.

What ultimately distinguishes this study from other projects is that it enters
the rhetorical foray of epidemic where satire and history collide, where fiction did
battle with fact, and where Christian myth deformed medical reality. This project
reexamines the misanthropically inclined satirists who vented their moral outrage by

carving up London, violently dissecting and vivisecting the inhabitants in a more

to Part of the contribution of my study is to supplement the fine work of a historian like Slack with
the perspective of literary history.

11 While Barroll's research proved beneficial to this study, Barroll focuses not on satire but on the
impact plague had on the dramatists and the theatre in Stuart London, his insights are, therefore,
useful but [imited.
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literal and absurdist way than has been discussed by other critics. Historical and
theoretical commentary on the plague provide invaluable background for the close
re-examination of the discourse through the recurring metaphor of the anatomy.

The primary texts yield a theory which inverts and complicates the view of what early

modern plague literature was.

II

The methodological framework for this study arose principally from an
exploratory and inductive process. This method, which the work of other scholars
and historians has bolstered, helps to provide an effective frame for the close-reading
of this vast plague literature. Despite the mythical nature of the discourse of plague,
there exists no theoretical philosopher’s stone, no alchemical paradigm, or no
methodological elixir at our disposal which will facilitate uncomplicated access to
these texts. Historical analysis and contemporary contextual commentary do,
however, provide the most appropriate, though not exhaustive, way to observe the
diverse portrayal of the plague.

Michel Foucault remains perhaps one of the most important critical
influences on my own ideological understanding of cultural history. The
poststructuralist disciplinary mechanisms Foucault addresses - what Foucault
defines as a “surveillant culture” and the cellular structure of the cordon sanitaire, in
Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison {1979}, for example — is particularly useful in
contextualizing the disciplinary will of the Plague Orders of early modern London.
The Birth of the Clinic: An Archaeology of Medical Perception (1994} was another helpful

text for the formative development of my method. While the “medical gaze” in The
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Birth of the Clinic proved fruitful, it does not apply directly to my topic because, if
anything, satire inverts or flatly rejects the “medical gaze” to which Foucault
addresses so eloquently. The satirical gaze of the early moderns dismisses what we
would define as natural causes in favour of supernatural or divine origins of disease.
As insightful as the “gaze” is, the ocular metaphor has informed but limited
applications to this project.

To incorporate Foucault’s ideas wholesale into this study is problematic at
best. There are several obvious reasons for distancing this study from Foucault’s
works. One important archival drawback to Discipline and Punish, for example, is that
Foucault’s cultural observations are set within Enlightenment France. To a
considerable degree, then, I had little choice but to abandon many Foucauldian
social insights in the cause of historical accuracy and empirical validity. Whereas
Foucault’s poststructuralism addresses the disciplinary force of state power in a
physical sense, my study concentrates more on the relation between power and the
symbolic body. For the literature of plague in London, as this study sees it, the body
is not simply an instrument of state power but the instrument of the satirist’s will (or
arguably, the divine right of the satirist): in the anatomy,'? the satirist is king and
condemner. One other important departure from Foucault’s poststructuralist focus,
which centres upon the disciplinary will of the state, then, is that this study is more
concerned with the disciplinary will of the “real” satirist dissecting and refashioning
“imaginary” bodies in plague time. Foucault’s critical observations on one front
encapsulate the satirical posturings within epidemic when he describes “the plague
as a form, at once real and imaginary,” (Foucault Discip/ine : 198). But while plague was

a real experience for the early moderns, satirical writers shifted the cause of disease

12 When this study refers to “the anatomy” it is referring to the satirical and not legitimate
anatomy. The term “satyr-anatomist” is used frequently and is merely an alternative epithet for the
anatormsing satirist.
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out of the natural order of natural philosophy and into the symbolic realm of the
imaginary and mythological.

Rather than use a Foucauldian historical method, I have focused on the
literary representations of epidemic, all the while concentrating on the early modern
historical context. Cultural theorists and historians have already fleshed out the
disciplinary nature of plague through social history and theory, including René
Girard’s seminal works, Violence and the Sacred {19771 and The Scapegoat [1986], thus
this study focuses its attentions on the disciplinary narratives of London’s early
modern satirical writers. This project confines itself to the satirical power of the
author who disciplines symbolic bodies via the anatomy. In this study, the
interpretive strategies shift away from the political body to the literary or discursive
body. In a quasi-Foucauldian way, the satirist becomes both dissector and
panopticonal narrator in a setting where infected and uninfected bodies were
fashioned and refashioned through the satirical anatomy. In this apolitical symbolic
realm, the satirist works not for the state, but for the Almighty.
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III

Operating through a historical framework, this study also draws upon the
critical insights drawn by body theorists such as Mikhaii Bakhtin, Judith Butler, and
Thomas Laqueur.” To supplement the historicist emphasis of this project, this
study develops a model of the grotesque body which will prove valuable in
interpreting the macrocosmic body of early modern London.™# The ethnographical
models developed by the French cultural theorists, Julia Kristeva and René Girard, as
well as the anthropological insights of Mary Douglas and others,'s provide invaluable
frames of reference for negotiating the scapegoating of retributive disease - the
shame, blame and guilt of epidemic —- the moralist propaganda of plague. Finally,
recent research in the theory of disgust'® illustrates how the moral grotesque

functioned in the anatomy of plague as writers transcended the bounds of decency

;} From graduate course work at the onset of my PhD program I set out to formulate a body theory
or this project after studying a variety of feminist theories of the body with Professor Jo-Ann
Wallace. [ am also grater‘l or the various discussions I had with Protessor Glenn Burger who
gel(?ed direct the method for understanding the grotesque spectacle of the dismembered plague
ody.
14 ’Ithre is no shortage of criticism on the grotesque. Indeed, a wealth of material is extant and
useful in va%in degrees. The texts consulted for this study include: Arthur Clayborough's The
Grotesque in En ?iyb iterature {19651, Arien Sachs’ The English Grotesque {1969}, Philip Thomson’s The
Grotesque ( 1975, Neil Rhodes’ Elizabethan Grotesque (1980}, Geoftrey Galt Harpham’s On the Grotesque
[1982], and Alton Kim Robertson’s The Grotesque Interface (1996]. What separates the theoretical
methodology of this study from the insights of previous critics is that this approach relates the
grotesque body to an epidemical and tragically anatomical setting,
15 Some of the more notable cultural studies of the plague experience will include: Geddes Smith's
Plague On Us [1941}; Mary Douglas’ Purity and Danger: An Analysis of Concepts of Pollution and Taboo
[1966]; Theodor Rosebury’s Life on Man [1969}); Saul Nathaniel Brody’s The Disease of the Soul: Leprosy
in Medieval Literature {1974); René Girard’s Violence and the Sacred [1977); Julia Kristeva’s The Powers
gf Horror: An Essay on Abjection {1982}; René Girard’s The Scapegoat (1986}; Lucinda McCray Beier’s
ufan: and Healers: The Experience of Iliness in Seventeenth-Century England [1987}); Arier: Mack's In
Time of Plague: The History and Social Consequences of Lethal El'{idmu'c Disease [1991]; Julia lzl):stein's
Altered Conditions: Disease, Medicine, and Storytelling (1995); Robert A. Hahn's Sickness and Healing: An
Anthropological Perspective [1995); and Gordon Teskey’s Allegory and Violence [1996].
16 Theories of disgust consulted for this study include: Norbert Elias’ The Csvilizing Process: The
History or Mamm%:‘;ﬁ}; Martin Pops’ “The Metamorphosis of Shit” [1982}; Peter Stallybrass and
Allon White’s The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (1986); William Miller's Humiliation: And Other
Essays on Honor, Social Discomfort, and Violence (1993}; Michael Lewis and Jeannette M. Haviland’s
Handbook of Emotions (1993]; Kelly Anspaugh’s “The Powers of Ordure: James Joyce and the
Excremental Vision(s)” [1993}; illiam Miller’s The Anatomy of Dis, 1997); and Bruce Thomas
Boehrer’s The Fury of Mens Gullets: Ben Jonson and the Digestive Canal [1997].
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and decorum through satirical invective. Where legitimate anatomy attempted to
contain the body, satire tried to subvert it, to reinscribe the body as an allegorical
site.'” The composite paradigm of this study will reveal how and why satirists
employed an anatomical aesthetic to deconstruct plague; how blame functioned as a
necessary cathartic response to disease; and, finally, why aversive language and
repellent constructions of individuals and culture were used to absurdly grotesque
lengths.

Among the recenr proliferation of critical and cultural theories of the body,® a
number or studies were useful in their own ways but most did not seem to have a
direct application to what I was trying to derive from the body and disease in an early
modern context. The discursive theories of Judith Butler’s Bodies that Matter: On the
Discursive Limits of “Sex” [1993); Thomas Laqueur’s Making Sex: Body and Gender from the
Greeks to Freud (1990],'? were of limited application to this study as my focus was the

diseased body, not the sexed or gendered body. Julia Kristeva’s pyschoanalytic

17 The grotesque and deforming appearance of buboes, carbuncles and tokens were emblematic of sin
and an allegorical representation of the body interior as Miller argues: “Diseases that attack the skin
in especially grotesque ways often came to be understood as allegories of the moral condition of the
inside.” See Miller’s The Anatomy of Disgust, 5.

Similarly, in Allegory and Violence, Gordon Teskey touches upon what I think can be described as
an allegorical body. Although Teskey does not pursue this discursive body construct directly, his
notion that allegory is more than literary representation of the ideological order can be, [ think,
applied to the satirical propaganda and anatomy of the early modern body (Teskey 17 &62). The
concept of an allegorical body opens yet another provocative avenue of research which this study
cannot address within the scope of this argument. See Teskey’s Allegory and Violence, 17, 62, 76, &

84.

t8 This study has consulted a wealth of body theories but the most practical and intrinsicall&’useful
to this project include: Leonard Barkan's Nature’s Work of Art: The Human Bodﬁa.r Image of the World
(1975); Francis Barker’s The Tremulous Private Body: Essays on Subjection [1984); S. Turner’s The
Boady and Saciety: Explorations in Social Theory {1984); Elaine Scarry’s The Body in Pain: The Making and
Unmaking of the World [1985); Jonathan Crary, Michel Feher, Hal Foster and Sanford Kwinter's
Fragments for a History of the Human Body [1989}; Bruce Clarke and Wendell Aycock’s The Body and The
Text: Comparative Essays in Literature and Medicine [1990); Gail Kern Paster’s The Body Embarrassed:
Drama and the Disciplines of Shame in Early Modern E”r:gland [1993k;.Chris Shilling’s The Body and Social
Theory (1993); Anthony Synnot’s The Social: Symbolism, Se{f’and Society [1993); Richard Sennett’s
Flesh and Stone: The Body and the City in Western Civilization {1994]; and Jonathan Sawday’s The Body
Emblazoned: Dissection and the Human Body in Renaissance Culture {1995). I will be citing these texts
throughout the course of this study.

19 I am grateful for the opportunity of having to speak with Professor Laqueur during his series of
lectures delivered at the University of Alberta in 1998. His comments on my methodological
dilemma were most helpful and inspiring at the time.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



12

readings of the scatological body in The Powers of Horror: An Essay on Abjection [1982]
were instrumental in helping formulate my own understanding of the abject infected
body and what would later become what I understood to be the excremental
uninfected body. Kristeva's theory of the abject body fits, therefore, ideally within an
early modern pestilential setting, considering the fact that the two most abject
objects in her schemata were the turd and the corpse (Kristeva 3-4). In London
open sewers and dead bodies littered the streets in time of epidemic so that the
waste reminders of life mingled with the cadaverous remembrances of death, a
grotesque reality that the moralizing satirists seized on. Encased within a bodily
construct “vhere meaning collapse{d]” (Ibid. 2), the scatological bodily construct was
a prominent signifier throughout much of the disgusting exegesis of plague. The
satirical body blurred the grotesque line between itself and the “kennels” it had to
negotiate on a daily basis. Embellishing the domestic news of plague-ridden London
with their moral asides, early modern writers fashioned not a carbon-based life form,
but a dung-based one: a dirty corporeal composition overflowing with a sinful
constitution. This was a degenerate body,*° stigmatised to “generate alarm, disgust,
contempt, embarrassment, concern, pity, or fear” (Miller Anatomy: 199). Corrupt in
both body and soul and biblically fashioned from its excremental origins, the body
was a foul receptacle, or, as John Donne put it in his sermon literature, an abject

“Vessel of Dung” incessantly prone to sin and disease.

Within this satirical “ordure of things,”** early modern satirists were

20 See Chris Shilling's The Body: Soctal Process and Cultural Theory, 273.

2t The subtitle “Vessels of Dung” apg:lars in “From a sermon preached at Essex House at the
Churching of Lady Doncaster after childbirth (December 1618).” See Fobn Donne: A Critical Edition
of the Major Work, 280.

22 This witty turn of phrase is from Bruce Boehrer's The Fury of Men’s Gullets: Ben Jonson and the
Dagestive Canal, 147.
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anatomising not a poststructuralist “docile body™3 but a “volatile Renaissance
body”;* a grotesque construct with a pronounced emphasis on excrement and
disgust. This was not a self-fashioned body* in a new historicist sense, but a
grotesque bodily construct determined largely through embellished biblical myth and
typologies. Beyond the abject, the body manufactured by the satirical imaginations
was a grotesque one. The insights of Mikhail Bakhtin’s classic Russian formalist
work, Rabelais and His World {1984} proved most helpful for my method. Although
the literature of plague was rarely carnival or festive, what struck me was how similar
the parallels between the grotesque body of the medieval carnival bodies and the
Renaissance plague bodies were. But the discourse of plague did not, however, play

host to a celebrated carnivalesque body in a Bakhtinian tenor,?® but rather, a

23 In Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, Michel Foucault defines the docile body as that
which “may be subjected, used, transtormed and improved” (Foucault D:Zm’ﬁlim: 136). Within
satirical anatomies, however, the early modern body was only “docile” in the sense that it was
violently and reductively dissected in the sxmbolic realm. The satirist offered no implication that a
positive “transformation” or “improvement” is possible as it is in a Foucauldian realm. If anything,
the satirist reaffirmed the thoughtless folly of the human condition and the futile incapacity for
positive change and ultimate retorm.

24 The term “volatile body” comes from Judith Butler’s Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of
Sex, and while Butler’s study concerned sex and gender, her notion of discursive bodily matter is
pertinent to this study, for the early modern satirical body did “matter” culturally but remained
discursive “matter” in a textual sense.

25 In Renaissance Self-Fashioning: From More to Shakespeare, Stephen Greenblatt argues that “there
were both selves and a sense that they could be fashioned” (Greenblatt 1). For Greenblatt
“Autonomy is an issue but not the sole or even the central issue: the power to impose a shape upon
oneself is an aspect of the more general power to control identity — that of others at least as often
as one's own" (fbid. 1). While satirists admittedly “fashioned” the early modern body and “imposed
shape” upon themselves and others, they “controlled identity” by following the misanthropic
biblical and ascetic traditions inherited from the Middle Ages. In this sense, satirists were not
“self-fashioning,” but rather, reaching historically backwards, and not innovatively forward as
Greenblatt’s argument seems to imply. If anything, the Renaissance satirist revoked the sense of
“self” as individual identity became subsumed within the revulsive collective body. Moreover,
satirical representations challenge, if not, contradict Greenblatt’s thesis because they demonstrate a
marked lack of autonomy with regard to fashioning the body by relying on biblical typologies and
dogma for their anatomies. What satirists did do was run with scatological metaphors o; the body
to grotesque lengths, but to this end, the excremental fashioning was not accurate but simple, a
pastiche regurgitation of misanthropic scriptural hostilities with a pronounced emphasis on disgust:
a reductive “Othering” certainly, but not a textbook “self-fashioning.”

26 The satirical body this study examines and re-anatomises is very much a conderned body, the
body-type Bakhtin’s study ignored. For Bakhtin, the grotesque body was an “ever-victorious” body
that was at home in the cosmos” (Bakhtin 341), but the grotesque body of English satirical literature
of the early modern period was consistently unvictorious and ﬂien to the cosmos; consistently
sinful, corrupt, and condemned as such.
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condemned body in a grotesque masque.?’ If anything, the festive amorality Bakhtin
located in Rabelais was in diametrical opposition to the heavy-handed didacticism of
plague satire. Unlike Bakhtir’s “scatological democracy” the political force of the
early modern satirist was excrementally dictatorial at best (Harpham 73). Ina
pronounced sense, my theoretical method inverts Bakhtin’s theory of the grotesque
body. Instead of a celebrated body, this study analyses the “ambivalently normal”
(Thomson 27) and “hybrid form” (Stallybrass and White 9) of the grotesque
condemned body that is “always in process.. always becoming . . . [and} outgrowing
all limits” (Ibid. 9). Indeed, where excremental matter “transform{ed} cosmic terror
into a gay carnival monster” for Rabelais, as Bakhtin argues (Bakhtin 335), for the
English satirist, ordure only reinforced the “cosmic terror,” reducing the body to a
repulsive abject monster of “dust, and nastie mud” (HH 44); an “adverse body, being
earthly, cold, / Heauy dull,” controlled by a “dungy, brutish, sensuall will” (SOV 9o).
Unlike the carnivalesque body of Rabelais, this was a uniquely grotesque English
body. Perhaps Rabelaisian laughter was absent in English print culture because
there was little humour to be drawn from the collective calamity of London in time of
plague, although there was, of course, the odd exception.® Unlike Rabelais who
wrote fantastically grotesque fiction, writers on plague were conveying the early
modern equivalent of non-fiction; expressing the grim and filthy realities of urban
epidemic through a repulsively grotesque body: not a comic but a tragic or

melancholic abject body.

27 While a carnivalesque theory of the grotesque bady such as Bakhtin’s works well in a Rabelaisian
context, it is a problematic methodology for reading tragic themes such as plague. Indeed, the
bodies of plague were the antithesis of the Bakhtin’s location of the “element of utopian future”
(Bakhtin 407) in Rabelais. If anything these tragic bodies of plague inhabit a dystopian present and
an apocalyptic future. Moreover, the “catcfgory of laughter” that Rabelais was writing out of is
patently absent in plague discourse (with, of course, the odd Dekkerian and Jonsonian exception).

28 Dekker’s The il Yeare (1603} and Jonson's The Alchemist {1610} and his poem, “On the
Famous Voyage,” are three examples which come to mind.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Iy

IV

The methodological approach of this study offers not a history of the body but
“satirical modes” of bodily construction and deconstruction at a unique point in
history: epidemical early modern London. As part of its historicist framework then,
this study proposes a “bodily” paradigm for examining the principal bodies
anatomised by satirists: the healthy or uninfected body, and the infected body. This
dissective “body” theory operates under the assumption that bodies were satirically
implicated in, and discursively constructed through, the history of epidemic and the
providentialist ideology of plague.

Threatened by curses, violence, infection and mortality, the early modern
body occupied an assailable status. Within the satirical anatomy the body was
envisioned not as a passive victim of disease and mortality, but more as an aggressive
and willing participant that brought about his own doom. Through satirical
fashioning, writers constructed, anatomised, and deformed these dystopic bodies in
an attempt to reform the early modern city. The satirist reinforced the plausibility of
his discursive bodies by exploiting corporeal analogies from physical badies, making
the imaginary more real in the process,?9 much in the way that many writers
allegorised London. By representing the city’s macrocosmic tragedy microcosmically
and vice versa, the urban bodies were reduced to infectious antihumanist signifiers of
sin, disease and disgust. The misanthropic and Neoplatonic anatomy of
Renaissance London had shoved humankind off its humanist pedestal: the sacred
body made profane through shame, blame and guilt. Through a series of satirical

29 To strengthen a point made earlier, in the anatomy, the body, I think, becomes an allegorical site.
The anatomising satirist seemed to execute an analogous approach to the body in a similar manner
to his allegorising of London by fashioning it as a Sedom, a Babylon, or a sin-ridden and epidemical
Jerusalem. By manufacturing the most vile bodies he could imagine, the satirist fused the symbolic
with the physical with patently abject consequences.
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dissections, the “tremulous private body”3° had become an unflattering public
anatomical spectacle, wherein the “body uglier grows” into a grotesquely symbolic
construct (TMP IV ii).

During the recurring plague outbreaks of early modern London, then, there
were — apart from the anatomical sex/gender distinctions that Thomas Laqueur has
investigated so extensively3' — essentiaily two bodily states:3* the healthy or
uninfected body and the infected or plague body. Both sick and sound states also
applied to the Neoplatonic dichotomy between body and soul, one mirroring the
other. To complicate bodily matter further, the physical or natural body was divided
from its soul or spirit. According to the debate between Avarus and Medicus in
William Bullein's A Dialogue against the feuer Pestilence (15781, bodies could also be
“simple” or “mixed.”33 Beyond the simple and mixed body, the corporeal
Renaissance body also contained the seven innate factors: the elements, humours,
complexions, members, powers, operations and spirits.3¢ Often unable to contain
their interior wickedness, however, these “healthy” bodies were “bodyes bursting out
in corruption” (Clapham 1604: 12) according to the puritanical Henoch Clapham,

bodies which contaminated others in their effluential wake. However, where the

30 This term is from title of Francis Barker’s The Tremulous Private Body: Essays on Subjection [1984].
31t For a remarkably detailed examination of the anatomical Bguest as it related to sex and gender in
the early modern period, see Thomas Laqueur’s Making Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks to Freud.
32 AlthOUﬁh this study recognises the merits and critical insights of gender studies, it focusses
mor(;: on the “ungendered” body - a body prone to sin and disease — an inclusive body of both
genders.
33 Bullein’s Menippean dialogue is worth quoting in its entirety as it explains both “simple” and
“mixed” body types contextually and concisely:
Auarus: Are there not bodies which are called simple? I haue heard saie so.
Medicus: Yes, forsooth those are the fower: the fire hote and drie, the ayre hote and
moyste, the water cold and moyste, the yearth cold and drie; these are called the
Elementes.
Antonius: Are there not bodies called mixed? What are they?
Medicus: Animalia, as man, beast, fishe, foule, and wormes: 3:: etabilia, as herbe, grasse, and
Trees; and al;}:e};ler)alia, thynges under the yearth, as mettales. gIn the laste matter [ am verie
connyng. 31
3;2’31’ an exhaustive study of the ‘natural’ body, see Jane O’Hara-May’s Elizabethan Dyetary of Health,
49-68.
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archetypal humoral body was composed of four elements: earth, air, fire and water’
the early modern satirist reintroduced the fifth element — dung — the primary
satirical element of human composition. According to the satirists’ humoural and
intestinal descriptions, the anatomised body was a body out of control, a corrupt and
“leaky” vessel subsumed in the satire of the moral grotesque. To use Jonathan
Dollimore’s term, the inhabitants of London were “decentred subjects,” a repulsive
populace of abject bodies that were scapegoated for bringing plague upon London
(Dollimore Rad Tragedy: xxx). London, the satirical writers argued, was
overpopulated with menacing infectious bodies, whose abject status threatened not
only themselves and others, but also the future of the city itself.

Within the print culture of the English Renaissance, satirists discursively
fashioned and vivisected an ambiguous and contradictory body. At times, the
satirical anatomy dissected a corporeal body grounded in concrete reality, a “corporall
and visible creature,” as John Woolton wrote in A Newe Anatomie of whole man (1576}
(ANA ii). More often than not, however, the body was a discursive abject construct
inhabiting a symbolic or non-empirical realm. Within the satirical anatomy these
symbolic bodies became “in-between,” “ambiguous” and “composite;” bodies that
transcended or ignored “borders,” “positions” and “rules” as Julia Kristeva argues
(Kristeva 4). This discursive materiality, to use Mary Douglas’s term, was “matter out
of place,” which reflected metaphorically the grotesque filth and disease of its urban
setting (Douglas 35). Though a highly symbolic construct, “The body was the
anatomist’s stage upon which he outlined a complete text” (Sawday 131). Just as
Vesalius was concerned with the “fabric” of the body, so too were satirical attentions

focused on body matter, albeit most often discursively constructed matter

_{;_’Il'his bgdily archetype was inherited from medieval thought. See Gordon Teskey’s Allegory and
iolence, 83.
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(Cunningham 147). But as he anatomised the body, so too did the satirist anatomise
the soul.36 As he waded through the entrails of his own imagination, like the
legitimate anatomist, the satirist continually sought the ever-illusive diseased soul
(Ibid. 268).

Although the discursive limits of plague were blurred and distorted by the
early modern satirist, the grotesque possibilities of the anatomised body were equally
overextended. As the satirical imagination deconstructed a discursive materiality, its
normative bodily structure was abjectly deformed into a domain of “unthinkable and
unliveable bodies” (Butler xi). Within the satirical anatomy, the discursive body was
composed, or perhaps decomposed, of an alternative matter, not flesh and blood, but
entrails and ordure, as I elucidate in Chapter Two. Within this symbolic domain, as
Judith Butler and Julia Kristeva would agree, the healthy body was represented not
mimetically but excrementally. By foregrounding the presence of “unjetissoned”
bodily waste, the satirist hyperbolically blurred and mingled the discursive limits of
life, death and excrement.

Fashioning and anatomising misshapen bodily matter was the figurative
domain of the satirical poet as Ben Jonson had suggested: “Yet, common matter
thou thine owne maist make, / If thou the vile, broad-troden ring forsake. / For, being
a Poet, thou maist feigne, create” (Jonson Comp Poems 286). In these “feigned”
anatomies, as Jonson intimated, poets and satirists “created vile common” bodily
matter which united humanity in a most repellent homogeneity. In Jonsonian terms,

the propria materia (ALC 11 iii 148) common to all bodies vivisected within the

36 Two representative texts of anatomising the soul would include John Woolton’s A Newe
Anatomie of whole man, as well as of his body, as of his Soule [1576] and Bartholomew Robertson’s The
anatomie of a distressed soule [1619]. Owing to its focus on the symbolic body, this thesis does not
examine the role of the soul in detail. I mention the soul because it is an important part of the
anatomy. An entire study could be devoted to the soul, but for all intents and purposes this project
is directed at the corporeal side of the dualism.
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discursive anatomy was excrement, otherwise known as the “full”¥” body: a plenum of
moral and physical dung. The corporeal shit of humanity, it seemed, had finally met
the satirical shovel.

By virtue of the grotesque nature of the anatomy and the corrupt content of
the satirical body, disgust3® prevails throughout much of the discourse of plague.
Seizing upon the “moralizing capacity of disgust” (Miller Aratomy: 180), the satirists
explored the “domains of disgust elicitors” via the sin-ridden body (Rozin, Haidt &
McCauley 575). Satirical anatomists preyed upen the aversive qualities of the body in
an attempt to shock their readers out of complacency. Through both exterior and
interior dissections, the unapologetic satirist employed disgust as an essential
component of his moral arsenal. Indeed, bodily disgust was the ideal “horror of
surfeit” for the satirical anatomy (Miller Désgust: 169). To this end, theories of
disgust, particularly the work of William Ian Miller’s The Anatomy of Disgust, play an
important role in this dissertation. In the next few pages I will elaborate on what I
mean by a historicism of the grotesque and what distinguishes this study from the
work of theorists and historians that have informed the methodology of this

dissertation.

37 James Henke notes that “full” in an early modern context was a play on meaning, suggesting “full
of shit.” See Henke's Renaissance Dramatic Bawdy (Exclusive of Shakespeare): An Annotated Glossary and
Critical Essays. Vol. 2, 163.

38 To define “disgust,” I refer to Rozin, Haidt & McCauley who consider the term “a universal
emotion that is strongly influenced by culture” (Rozin, Haidt & McCauley 575) and William Miller’s
notion of disgust as “a complex sentiment that can be lexically marked in English by expressions
declaring things or actions to be repulsive, revolting, or giving rise to reactions described as
revulsion and abhorrence as well as disgust” (Miller Anatomy: 2).
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To historicize3? the satirical literature of plague, that is, to contain the works,
as much as possible, within the context of the ideas, conventions, and practices of its
time (Fowler 115), promotes a useful starting point for understanding early modern
print culture in a time of crisis. A historicist framework offers a vital method for
interpreting anatomical satire. The historical methodology of my critical study
contextualizes the historically appropriate background, the social and intellectual
climate, and the satirical temper as it affects both the early modern conception of
“pestilential visitations” and our own understanding of epidemical crisis.

The portraits of plague in early modern London invite interpretation.
Without question, however, a level of critical sophistication is required for reading the
deceptive histories of plague. Simply stated, “History,” as Paul Hamilton argues “is
not literature’s background but an extension of the same plane of action on which
literature makes sense” (Hamilton 164). Making sense of what, at times, appears
abstract and nonsensical is problematic because the inauthentic histories of myth
and symbolism distort the historical reality of plague in early modern London. As
satirists responded and reacted to the historical crises brought on by plague, the
“truths” of plague were more moralist rantings and cathartic fictions than empirical
history. Nevertheless, the deceptive satirist remained firm in his conviction that his
apocalyptic anatomies were not only revelatory but patently factual.

This study utilizes a hybrid blend of useful theoretical paradigms for reading

Renaissance texts. The interpretive strategy for explicating the retrievable past is

39 This cognate relates to the term “historicist” which refers to a more philosophical definition as
articulated by Paul Edwards who defined “Historicism” as “the belief that an adequate understanding
of the nature of anything and an adequate assessment of its value are to be gained by considering it
in terms of the place it occupied and the role it played within a process of development.” See Paul
Edwards’ The Encyclopedia of Philosophy Vol. 4., 24.
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largely historicist and is further enhanced by contemporary theories of the body,
theories of the grotesque, and, finally, theories of disgust. In the same spirit of other
flexible historicist paradigms,*° this study explores the partisan biases and interests
of the period in which these texts were produced. A historicist framework facilitates
a hermeneutic understanding of the texts, that is, the textual meanings intended for
its original early modern audience (Hamilton 3). The methodology of this
examination involves a textual analysis of the misanthropic rhetoric of satire and the
anatomy of plague. It will also argue that rather than always being in opposition, satire
and anatomy, like containment and subversion, are part of the ambiguity and
contradictions of the controversy surrounding plague. The thesis will not, therefore,
look for the exception to make the rule, as deconstruction and new historicism often
do,* but will examine historical, satirical, religious and medical texts to see whether
they are normative or exceptional and will try to discover how these types of texts
interact to create a complex view of the plague experience. Armed with the
knowledge of the past, a postmodern critical perspective can dismantle and examine
the satirical regime of power, uncover its subtextual agenda, and reveal its dogmatic
intentions.

Somewhat like historicism, the interpretive methodology of this study
converges literary interpretation with historical explanation. Sharing Fredric
Jameson’s “transhistorical imperative” to “Always historicize” (Jameson ¢), this study
embarks upon what might be described as a “grotesque historicism.” The textual

method is historicist in the sense that it, too, relies on hermeneutics, history and

40 The methodology of this study draws on the insight from new historicism that adopting a single
theoretical stance is insufficient for reinterpreting Renaissance culture. As Groden and Kreiswirth
have noted, “art and society are interrelatet?,) [andfcannot be answered by appealing to a single
theoretical stance.” See Hunter Cadzow’s “New Historicism” in The Jobns flopkim Guide to Literary
Theory & Criticism, 535.

41 See Jonathan Hart’s Theater and World, 221-22.
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anthropology to enhance and strengthen its interpretive strategy. This study is partly
new historicist in the sense that it draws upon archival material, historical and literary
documents, for the purpose of analyzing the dissective anecdotes of plague satire,
enabling a more detailed examination of the anatomy of pestilence from multiple
perspectives. Through a modified “grotesque historicism,” this study refocusses
some of the more valuable historicist interpretive strategies that have been developed
over recent years,

In response to anticipated resistance to the grotesque historicist method
employed in this interpretive study, I am aware of and acknowledge the existence of
some strong opposition to historicism, particularly to “new historicism™# as
articulated by Stephen Greenblatt and others.43 More recent critical works address
some of the problems of the historicist method by venturing to reform “new
historicism.” Albert Tricomi’s Reading Tudor-Stuart Texts Through Cultural Historicism
(1996}, for example, develops what Tricomi refers to as “cultural historicism” which

explores “the problem of historical knowledge in relation to the production of literary

42 Much of the theoretical resistance towards new historicism, at least in Greenblatt’s case, is due
to the fact that new historicism isn’t a theory at all, but rather, “an array of reading practices that
investigate a series of issues that emerge when critics seek to chart the ways texts . . . both
represent a society’s behaviour patterns and perpetuate, shape, or alter that culture’s dominant
qugs:” See Hunter Cadzow’s “New Historicism’ in The Jobns Hopkins Guide to Literary Theory &
riticism, 535.
43 Without question, Stephen Greenblatt has been the foremost proponent of “new historicism.”
With Renaissance Seg‘-Fa.r ioning: From More to Shakespeare [1980}); Shakespearean Negotiations; The
Circulation of Social Energy in Renaissance England [1988}. Other representative texts include: Claire
Colebrook’s New Literary Histories: New Historicism and Contmpom? Criticism (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1997); Jonathan Dollimore’s Radical Tragedy: Religion, Ideology and
Power in the Drama of Shakespeare and bis Contemporaries (Durham: Duke University Press, 1993);
Jonathan Goldberg's fames I and the Politics of Literature: Jonson, Shakespeare, Donne , and Their
Contemporaries (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1989); Paul Hamilton’s Historscism (London:
Routledge, 1996); Lisa Jardine’s Still Harping on Daughters: Women and Drama in the Age of Shakespeare
(Sussex: Harvester Press, 1983); Leah Marcus’ Childbood and Cultural Despair: A Theme and Variations
in Seventeenth-Century Literature (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1978); Louis Montrose's
“Professing the Renaissance: The Poetics and Politics of Culture” in Veeser (1989); Steven
Mullaney’s “Strange Things, Gross Terms, Curious Customs: The Rehearsal of Cultures in the Late
Renaissance,: Representations 3 (1983), 40-67; Stephen Orgel's The Illusion of Power: Political Theater in
the Engiish Renaissance (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1975); Alan Sinfield's Literature in
Protestant England 1560-1660 (London: Croom Helm, 1983); and H. Aram Veeser’s The New Historicism
(London: Routledge, 1989).
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history and culture” (Tricomi ix). But as informed as Tricomi’s approach is, however,
historicist frameworks continue to be met with resistance, likely because new
historicism remains structured more upon questions and problems rather than by a
systematic interpretive paradigm.*4 Regardless of reformed epithets and
refashioned paradigms, however, the well-documented critical debate over historicist
and new historicist approaches to Renaissance literature endures. The only
consensus drawn from the historicist debate is that critics seem to agree to disagree
on the highly contested methodological approach. The methodological dispute is
indicative of theoretical controversy and development, and is not the primary method
of, nor is the theoretical debate the focus of, this dissertation.4

The present anxiety over historical methodologies is, of course, not a new
phenomenon. “Historians” of the past, as Paul Hamilton notes, “were thought to
murder when they dissected, perhaps in their wish to attack a tradition or vindicate a
new methodology with radical implications” (Hamilton 22). Both the satirist and this
historical study use anatomical methods. Just as the anatomy was a threatening mode
of enquiry during the Renaissance, so too do historicist literary methodologies seem
to have a similar intimidating effect on postmodern theory and criticism. There is
little appeasing historicist anxiety apart from demonstrating that perhaps ideally, the
perceived theoretical butchery of this historicist approach is methodologically suited
to the ignoble butchery of the satirical anatomy. Both anatomical methods,
functioning within their own unique aesthetics, seek the relative or providential
truths of epidemical history that co-existed alongside the suppressed empirical

resonances. Like satirical myths in early modern London which resist empirical

44 See Hunter Cadzow’s “New Historicism” in The Jobns Hopkins Guide to Literary Theory & Criticism,

535.
45 For a detailed examination of the historicist critical debate, see Clare Colebrook’s New Literary
Histories: New Historicism and Contemporary Criticism (1997} and Paul Hamilton’s Historicism [1996].
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history and defy rational scientific explanation, the fictional anatomies are now

approached historically while being viewed and contained as fictionalized history or

grotesque realism. 45

VI

This “not-new-historicist” (emphasis mine) study is, however, guided by what
Jean Howard describes as a historicist “willingness to explore the ways in which
literature does more than reflect a context outside itself and instead constitutes one
of the creative forces of history” (Kinney & Collins 16). By situating the anatomical
aesthetic within its historical context, the cultural impact of this violently grotesque
mode of satirical expression is made more discernible. As Claire Colebrook argues,
“whatever our theory may be, the point of reading is not to conform our theory but to
read something other,” the methodology of this study intends to read “something
other” into the satirical discourse of plague; not to glorify the aesthetic merits of
satire, but to explore its seedier and more revulsively grotesque side (Colebrook 234-
35). The theoretical method of the study is a historicism of the grotesque if you will,
or an interpretive “scarborrowd ouer-reading” of culture, as the medical writer Simon
Kellwaye would have described it (4DP 1).

Unlike more traditional scholarship, this study does not focus on the aesthetic
marvels of “high” English Renaissance literature, but rather, converges on the edge

of terror, what might be called the sublime barrage of early modern satire — the “low”

46 Although Bakhtin used the term "%rotcsque realism” to imply that reality was, as Geoffrey
Harpham suggested, “all on the side of Carnival and scatological democracy,” (Harpham 73) this
study of the satirical anatomy inverts Bakhtin with a non-Carnivalesque milieu coupled with
scatological fascism at the hands of the unforgiving early modern satirist.
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misanthropic underbelly of primarily non-canonical texts. The impetus for my focus
on low literature is due to the fact that the antihumanist response to plague did not
typically fall within canonical definitions of “good” literature. Consequently, this lack
of licerary refinement is likely the reason why the satirical discourse of plague has
been either ignored or overlooked for so long. Yet in spite of plague satire’s
penchant for dark and vulgar misanthropy, the discourse contains a rich repository of
masterful antihumanist writings. Plague satire was an intimidating literary medium in
its time and, owing to the historicist debate, its interpretive methodology remains of
interest.

Although the bulk of the texts taken up in this study are not generally
regarded as “great” works of literature,#7 they are, nevertheless, important cultural
artifacts of the plague debate.#® The satirical dialogues and remembrances of
plagues past embody historical*? and grotesque realism in conjunction with
inflammatory commentary which reflected and amplified the early modern material
conditions of London. The human condition, for the satirist, was a dystopic one. In
most cases, however, our modern historical explanations of plague do not apply to the
early modern experience. Just as the early moderns were ignorant of disease
transmission, we postmoderns are largely uninitiated in early modern cultural
practice. A close reading of Renaissance texts from a postmodern perspective can,
therefore, have problematic aspects. Maintaining a historical perspective, however,

should lessen the margin of critical error substantially.

47 In spite of the often crude literary presentation of these epidemics, plagues had the potential
makings of high tragedy. Shakespeare recognized this possibility in Romeo and Juliet when he placed
the doomed lovers in plague-ridden Mantua.

48 Northrop Frye would undoubtedly agree that the bulk of these texts could be categorized as
“mediocre works of art” (Frye Anatomy: 17). In spite of the lack of literary refinement and aesthetic
merit, the satirical tracts are valuable cultural documents which provide modern readers with a
unique perspective of how the notoriously conservative satyr viewed plague.

49 In his reading of Jacob Burckhardt, Hayden White discussed “historical realism as satire.” See
Hayden White’s Metabistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteentb-Century Europe, 230.
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To comprehend the complexities of debating plague, this study adopts a
rational historical approach to the irrational history of plague as it was represented
through satire. The satirical anatomy of plague in early modern London provides a
rich repository of grotesque fiction, with a subtly pronounced lack of emphasis on
what we today would refer to as empirical truth. Just as Friedrich Nietzsche warned
in The Will to Power [1888}, that “History always enunciates new truths” (Tripp 118),
so too were the early modern satirists masters at manufacturing and embellishing the
disgusting reality of human tragedy, within what Jonas Barish describes as “the
grimmer realm of history” (Barish 10). With Nietzsche’s dictum and the deceptive
nature of the satirist in mind, I analyze in this study the suspicious “historical truths”
of plague satire. Having disentangled the facts of plague from its dissective fictions,
this method separates the providential from the empirical, the moral from the
material, and the historical from the imaginary.

The satirical truths as expounded by moralizing writers are scrutinized in
detailed close readings. To facilitate our understanding as to what inspired satirists
to metamorphose and anatomise the microcosm and macrocosm to such grotesque
Neoplatonic extremes, this dissertation historicizes the symbolic and the material
conditions of early modern London. By setting out the religious and ideological
contexts and the social debates regarding plague in the early modern period, my
analysis should make the grotesque mirroring of the culture more decipherable. As
this study will demonstrate, the “shameles Satyrist”° (Marston Poems 84) and his
“pasquilling libels & satires” were rarely mimetic (AM Pt 1 Sec 2: 289). Satirical plague
tracts were more about distorting history, disease, and anatomy than recording the

verisimilitude of epidemic. Thomas Elyot’s Gouernour [1531], is a representative work

5o This study uses the terms “satyr,” “satyr-anatomist” and “satirist” interchangably when referring
to writers dissecting plague in the satirical mode
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because it placed “physiology, anatomy, {and} all descriptive science,” as well as
“most of the Old Testament and the Acts” within “the scope of history” (Shepherd
“Introduction” AAP: 40). For the early modern satirists, sacred history and natural
history became fused into human history: an apocalyptical history of sin, misery,
suffering and death. Factual truth was pushed aside for moral truth within this urban
contemptus mundi. Whereas Renaissance humanism was based on knowledge of the
classical past, the misanthropic antihumanism employed by the anatomising satirist
was modeled largely upon the pestilential myths of biblical typologies. If anything,
the distortion and amplification of epidemic revealed a more providential than
empirical, a more retributive, than realist history of plague in an early modern urban
context, as the “historical imagination{s}” of pious writers represented what they
deemed a doomed and degenerate society (White 45).

The history of plague was more about moralist propaganda than empirical
reality as Sir Philip Sidney reiterated in 4n .4pology for Poetry {1595]. “Histories
greatest authorities are built upon the notable foundation of hearsay” (4 AP 105).
Like poetry, early modern satire blurred the distinction between art and history.
Again, as Sidney emphasized, “neither philosopher nor historiographer could at the
first have entered into the gates of popular judgments, if they had not taken a great
passport of Poetry” — authors were creators of fictitious histories (Ibid. 97). Through
the “zodiac of his own wit” (Ibid. 100), the plague satirist reinterpreted epidemic as
mainly a providentialist experience, and unlike Sidney, made no apologies for it.

As critics of our own age have discovered, even Renaissance theory and
criticism - whether Sir Philip Sidney’s Defence of Poetry [1595], Stephen Gosson’s
School of Abuse (1579}, or Sir Francis Bacon’s The Advancement of Learning [1605] — fail

to offer a totalizing historical or literary overview of the early modern period. Indeed,
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what often remains is a “notoriously slippery base for generalization,™" and perhaps
this is as good as it gets. But by acknowledging and being consciously aware of the
critical shortcomings of historicizing satire,’ and by engaging what Paul Hamilton
describes as “historicist reflexivity,” this study should reduce historical erroneousness
by relying upon the insightful research of cultural historians well-versed in the both
the Renaissance and epidemic disease (Hamilton 169).53 Contextual Renaissance
criticism is intrinsically beneficial for examining plague satire and the problems of

history, particularly the satirical literature inspired by epidemic.

VII

While Sir Francis Bacon was interested in literature and history, he has not
been considered primarily a literary critic or historian, nevertheless, his methodology
for interpreting literary texts was particularly visionary and has proved useful for the
purposes of this study. In The Advancement of Learning, Book One, for example, Bacon
explained the problem of history this way:

The images of men’s wits and knowledge remain in books, exempted from

the wrong of time, and capable of perpetual renovation. Neither are they fitly

51 See Gordon Braden’s “Renaissance Theory and Criticism” in The Jobns Hopkins Guide to Literary
Theory & Criticism, 612.

52 As Roger Fowler reminded us: “Historicism . . . cannot provide us with an absolute or objective
measure of literary meaning or value. It is not a substitute for the act of intelligent imagination
which we call criticism; but it is, properly used, one of the critic’s most valuable tools” (Fowler 116).
53 Some of the key historical works used to enhance this study include: Andrew Cunningham’s The
Anatomical Renaissance: The Resurrection dof the Anatomical Projects a{ the Ancients [1997]); Boris Ford’s
Seventeenth Century Britain: The Cambridge Cultural History Vol. 4 11992}; John Guy’s Tudor England
(1988); Arien Mack’s In Time of Plague: The History and Social Consequences of Lethal Epidemic Disease
[1991]}; Laurence Manley’s Literature and Culture in Earfy Modern London [1995}; William McNeill’s
Plagues and Peoples [1976}; Michael Neill's Issues oz Death: Mortality and Identity in English Renaissance
Tragedy (1997}; Jonathan Sawdag: The Body Emblazoned: Dissection and the Human Body in Renaissance
Culture Geddes Smith’s Plague On Us [1941); and Paul Slack’ s The Impact of Plague in Tudor and Stuart

England (1990].
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to be called images, because they generate still, and cast their seeds in the
minds of others, provoking and causing infinite actions and opinions in
succeeding ages. (Bacon Maj Wks: 168)

In a Baconianesque fashion, the role of historicism in this study also concerns the
“perpetual renovation” of the satirical literature of plague. As Paul Hamilton points
out, “History has become textual. We never encounter the real thing, only the
images and figurations by which it is repeatedly parodied” (Hamilton 104). As Bacon
pointed out, though separated by history, succeeding ages which would include our
own postmodern period, should learn from the wit and knowledge of the past. In
this spirit, taking advantage of the contextual information available at our disposal will
undoubtedly help us to reconstruct a fuller account of the ideologies of plague and
the uncompromising and intolerant satirical morality of early modern culture in times
of crisis.

While Bacon was harshly critical of satire (Bacon Maj Ws: 253), he could not
deny that the satirist was in the right place at the “wrong of time.” And though
historicizing Renaissance texts might produce the “infinite opinions” Bacon spoke
of, when engaged properly, historicism - a methodological approach engaged in
explanation and evaluation — can ultimately cultivate a more accurate interpretation of
historical texts.* Indeed, historical evidence and understanding can only enhance
the accuracy of literary interpretation of early modern literature. In salvaging these
long-ignored texts, however, this study remains consciously and critically aware of
historicism’s merits and limitations.

In an attempt to combat both the disease and the sin that fostered plague,

early modern satirists reinvented anatomy on their own discursive terms. The

54 See Paul Edwards’ The Encyclopedia of Philosaphy. Vol. 4, 24.
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physician dissecting plague, like “Anatomies and other spectacles,” “hardened” the
already embittered satirist (Earle 16). As they employed a hybrid blend of physiology
and the religious philosophies of the day, satirists dissected the entire plague
experience: its impact on the physical, the moral and the spiritual bodies of London.
To help unravel the complex intricacies of these “virtual” dissections, this thesis
incorporates legitimate anatomy and natural philosophy as a kind of empirical and a
contextual barometer from which to glean the symbolic accounts of the satirical
anatomy.

It is necessary at this point to establish a poetics, or working definition, of
plague satire. By fleshing out the role the satirical anatomy played in the discursive
constructions of the body and disease within early modern culture in time of
epidemic, this study will be able to re-dissect the uninfected and infected bodies of

plague-infested London.

VIII

The satirical anatomy was a symbolic process that enabled satirists to vent
their misanthropic spleens upon what they considered to be a morally deviant
culture. Charged with misanthropic anger, the satirical anatomy was, as William
Engel suggests, an outlet for writers who intended to confuse “the registers of the
symbolic and the real” (Engel 147). Apart from conflating the fantastic and the
actual, the anatomy was an emotionally charged endeavour, as George Wither put
forth in Abuses stript, and whipt [1613]. According to Wither, the anatomy was an
emotional release for satirists “That write in Anger, or malicious spleen” (4SW Axr).

John Marston and others would also use that “malcontented” and “spleenful breath”
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(MAL 1 vii 10). But satire was not the exclusive domain of the satirist. On the
contrary, even the more optimistic and objective legitimate anatomist frequently
descended into the satirical realm, complimenting his scholarly commentary with
moralistic overtones’s and imputing sin as the cause of disease. Although widely
divergent in method, both anatomical camps often derived the same conclusion:
plague was a condign punishment inflicted by an angry God.

In spite of the practical factionalism between legitimate anatomy and the
satirical anatomy, for satirist and anatomist alike, the written or recorded anatomy was
a “rhetorical process,” typically defined in Renaissance rhetoric books as distributio or
the “breaking down of a large subject into its various parts for close examination.”s®
As the physician and anatomist William Harvey put it in Lectures on the Whole of
Anatomy (1616}, “anatomy [was] concerned with division” (4LH 5). But whereas
Harvey’s empirical anatomy’7 was dissecting a divine masterpiece — humaniry —- the
satirist vivisected a grotesque creature: the non-corporeal microcosm. Under the
aegis of the anatomy, symbolic and legitimate dissections abounded in both

Elizabethan and Jacobean print cultures. George Wither described the fierce

competition between satirical tracts and legitimate medical tracts® as a dog-eat-dog

55 In The Marrow of Physicke, Or a learned Discourse of the parts of a mans Body, for example, Thomas
Brugis argued that “Evill conformity is a fauit of the Ofmick parts, and is called a disease in
number, as when some thing abounds” (Brugis 72-3). Like other anatomists, Brugis lays blame for
disease on an intrinsically evil flesh.

56 Although Donker and Muldrow confine their rather polite definition of “anatomy” to “abuse’,”
“love,” “wit,” “religion” and “cozenage,” this study examines the more impolite, the violent and
bloody symbolic anatomies of the satyr-anatomists. See Marjorie Donker and George M. Muldrow’s
Dictionary of Literary-Rbetorical Convention of the English Renaissance, 9.

57 William Harvey defined anatomy as “that branch of learning which teaches and actions the parts
of the body by ocular inspection and by dissection.” Harvey divided anatomy into five main
divisions: “the general account of each part; its use, action and usefulness for what; discussion of the
problems arising from the opinions of authorities; manual skill or dexterity in dissection; and the
preparation of the embalmed body.” See The Anatomical Lectures of William Harvey, 5.

58 In addition to the wealth of published satires, Paul Slack has noted that throughout “Elizabeth's

reign an average of three or four medical books came out each year, and they were especiall
?:_:n;:’:zus whenever epidemics occurred.” See Paul Slack's The Impact of Plague in Tudor and Stuart
giana, 3.
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“troupe of bony, pickt Anatomies” (ASW 253). Using “anatomy” as their guiding
metaphor, anatomists performed post-mortems while satirists conducted their
speculative dissections of plague-infested London. While the anatomist was
somewhat more tempered and philosophical in his observations, the satirist
dissecting plague was apparently more given to reductio absurdum.

As the title and content of Nashe’s railing pamphlet of 1589, The Anatomie of
Absurditie, demonstrated, the satyr-anatomists often took the anatomy to absurd
lengths. In this satirical tract, Nashe dissected a corrupt early modern London with a
proto-existentialist methodology: “beeing about to anatomize Absurditie,” wrote
Nashe, “{I} am vrged to take a view of sundry mens vanitie, a suruey of their follie,
fand] a briefe of their barbarisme” (Nashe Wks I: 9). The bulk of the satirical
anatomies could be considered absurd anatomies wherein authors questioned and
debated the “vnsauery duncery” of each other’s perspectives on plague and other
topical issues of social importance (Ibid. 9). In keeping with his absurdist stance,
Nashe went so far as to discredit the anatomical process itself. Envisioning the task
as not only inherently aversive and ultimately contaminating, Nashe asked: “what
should I spend my yncke, waste my paper, stub my penne, in painting forth theyr
[Londoners} vgly imperfections, and peruerse peeuishnesse” (Ibid. 16). Such
speculative detractions, of course, never prevented Nashe or any of his slurring
cohorts from performing satirical vivisections. If nothing else, the crude pathos of
Nashe’s satirical complaint made for entertaining reading.

Though often absurdly plotless,’? satirical anatomies weren’t so much about
story as they were about the incident or social impact of epidemic. The satirist’s

didactic purpose was to construct and deconstruct a dystopian urban setting

59 Alvin Kernan has observed satire’s “absence of plot” in detail in his The Camkered Muse: Satire of
the English Renaissance, 30.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



33

populated by an aversive array of sinners. Arguing by bad example, as Dekker did in
The Rauens Almanacke (1609}, the satirist attacked the manifold sins and sinners of
London, “like a theefe begd for an Anatomy in Surgeons Hall . . . slashing and
slycing, and quartering and cutting him vp” (Dekker Non Dram Wks 180). In order to
attack the source the satirist considered responsible for plague — namely vice and sin
— the satirist needed to dissect the culture in grotesque detail,®® within increasingly
grotesque anatomical distortions which presumably exposed “mans base imbecillity,”
as the author of The Times Whistle [1615] put it (R.C. 92).

Rarely short on hubris, early modern satirical anatomists considered
themselves self-appointed moral guardians, writing not only to entertain but to
inform and morally correct by exposing the vice and collective sin which brought
plague upon Elizabethan and Jacobean London. With an emphasis on what Frye

"6t plague satire was often synonymous in tone and

defines as “low norm satire,
perspective with invective preaching. Most English writers on plague desired to
express the pious truth and morality of plague as they conceived of it: pestilence as
divine retribution. In keeping with their dogmatic convictions of what Jonson
referred to as this “barren and infected age,” these satirical tracts were distorted or
embellished accounts of the ravages of plague that were regularly passed off as
mimetic or realistic accounts which can be defined as grotesque realism (EMI V iii
322). If anything, historical verisimilitude was rarely a mimetic concern for the

“hyperbolicall” and revisionist satirical writer. As Frye reminds us in Anatomy of

Criticism, “In satire observation is still primary, but as the observed phenomena move

6o Although Alvin Kernan does not explicitly use the metaphor “anatomy,” he has described the
satirical process as a method of the use of construction and destructic.. Scc Kernan's The Cankered
Muse: Satire of the English Renaissance, 24.

61 Northrop Frye describes “low norm satire” as a mode which assumed a macrocosm “full of
anomalies, injustices, and crimes, and yet is permanent and undisplacable;” a satirical setting
indicative of the plague experience. See Anatomy of Criticism: Four Essays, 226.
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from the sinister to the grotesque, they grow more illusory and unsubstantial” (Frye
Anatomy: 298). As the satirical anatomy became more fantastical, authorial
observations usually shifted from the corruptly sinister to the abjectly grotesque. By
foregrounding the foul unpleasantries of urban life in disease-ridden London, writers
exposed not only the physical filth of the city but its moral filth as well. Taking satire
to aversive extremes, writers manufactured and anatomised a grotesque city by
conveying their disdain through bodily and cultural disgust.

Apart from the obvious moral implications raised in these satirical
elucidations, this rather lethal combination of satire and anatomy gave genesis to a
threatening series of cultural dissections in prose, verse and drama. To help
encapsulate this obsessive quest for comprehending the grotesque “mysteries” of the
human body in times of social and spiritual crises, Jonathan Sawday aptly refers to the
period as the “culture of dissection” (Sawday 4), while Andrew Cunningham offers
the epithet “anatomical Renaissance” (Cunningham 3). As Sawday and Cunningham
have each argued, the propensity to anatomize in this period is well-represented in
the print culture. But where most critics and historians have focused on medical
anatomists, I am most concerned with the satirical anatomistsS? in the literature of
plague. Through the metaphor of the anatomy, the authors in this study reformed
satire for their own unique grotesque purposes. This modal shift was not so much a
reinvention of satire as a redefinition and resetting of the discursive limits of satire.

Within these moralizing and degrading accounts of a city under siege, tragedy
and satire were inextricably linked in the melancholy travesties of plague. The
plague satires explored in this study concern the tragic satirical mode of the satyr-

anatomists of Elizabethan and Jacobean England whose damning social invectives

62 This study does not exclude medical writers such a Vicary, Crooke, Herring, Banister, Lodge and
others who took the frequent liberties to descend into the satirical mode in their own medical
anatomies.
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were frequently rude, unmannerly and often disgusting. To extrude what writers
considered to be the sinful sources of plague, the satirical agenda was an unveiled
attempt to deliver London from plague. To effect this social and moral change,
however, satirists employed what Geoffrey Harpham calls “Dante’s grid,”®3 the
grotesque metamorphosis of London and its inhabitants via the anatomy. To put it
simply, to reform London, the satirist had to deform London. By defamiliarizing both
the individual and the collective body of the city in print, the satirist forged a terrified
and terrifying sublime from the epidemic wasting the city; an immoral exemplar to
shake Londoners out of their sinful habits.5

By virtue of the expansive range of satirical styles examined in this study, this
dissertation resists imposing a strict definition of satire and argues instead that the
tragic satire of plague is more of a satiric mode than a strictly defined genre. Ina
Bakhtinian sense, this study considers the satirical genre neither as “sets of
conventions nor hierarchies of devices but as ways of seeing the world:"% a grotesque
gaze that defies conventional borders. By using the modal insights,%¢ derived from
Alvin Kernan'’s detailed analysis of Elizabethan critical theories of satire, in The
Cankered Muse, this thesis will both extend and limit his methodology of the tragic
satirical mode by applying Kernan's concepts solely to the literature of plague and the
grotesque body. Without imposing the formal strictures which generally define
“satire,” therefore, this study will not limit itself to formal or indirect satire,
Juvenalian, Horatian or Menippean, for that matter, but will include all appropriate

types of tragic satire operating in works that might likely be classified as non-satirical

63 See Geoffrey Harpham's On the Grotesque: Strategies of Contradiction in Art and Literature, 12.

64 Nicholas Breton, for example, was representative of his satirical contemporaries when he
attacked the sin and corruption of a morally “filthie” city in his “Inuectiue against the Wicked of
the Worlde” (Breton Wis. I: 5).

65 See Gary Saul Morson and Caryl Emerson’s “Bakhtin” in The Jobns Hopkins Guide to Literary Theory
& Criticism, 66.

66 See Alvin Kernan's The Cankered Muse: Satire of the English Renaissance, 54-63.
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in structure or in form.57

What unifies the works chosen for this study is that most contain sustained
satirical attacks directed against a plague-ridden society.8 The prose, poetry, drama,
and religious and medical tractates taken up by this study are surveyed for their
anatomical qualities. Most of the texts examined are works that, as Northop Frye
would suggest, “have ignored the models but have preserved the tone and attitude of
satire” (Frye 1977: 323). Indeed, the bulk of the texts explored here concerns
pamphlet literature that would likely not fall under the strict generic epithet “satire.”
If anything, these early modern remembrances of plagues past more resemble
satirical pastiches, wherein incidents were pieced together within generic borders
which were regularly bent, broken and grotesquely stitched together.

Within works where satire is not sustained, there are, as I will argue, dour
satirical moments where writers attack and denounce the subject and subjects of
plague. In this sense, then, this study will explore how satire occurred as an
incidental element®? (through both brief satirical moments and extended satirical
engagements with plague), rather than how satire functioned as a pure generic
category. Whether direct or indirect satire, however, this study is not so much
concerned with the structure or the form of the discourse but, rather, the grotesque
and didactic subject matter of the text. This study’s primary purpose is to survey the
satirical anatomist’s textual fashioning and disfiguring anatomy of bodies and disease

as conveyed through the “tone” and “attitude” of satire. The work’s generic

67 Arguably, the textual focus of this dissertation concerns “formal” or “direct” satire in a

quasi-ﬁvenalian vein, but also includes works which border on “indirect” satire in a Menippean

mode, or as Northroe Frye has referred to it as the “anatomy” (Frye Anatomy: 308-12).

68 Under the rubric “plague literature” I include works in a “satiric mode” which directly address
lag:ile, allude to plague or attack the sins and vices the early moderns assumed brought plague upon

ndon.
69 M.H. Abrams makes this distinction in his theory of satire for works that do not fall under the
general rubric or formal genre of satire. See M.H Abrams’ A Glossary of Literary Terms, 166.
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configuration is, therefore, of lesser consequence because this is a study of the satyr
and satiric disgust in the discursive anatomy of pestilence.

As I have already suggested, few of the “anatomies” this study examines can
be considered great works of art, but then satire is not generally regarded as the
highest form of literature. Just as anatomy was once viewed as a dangerously
threatening “lower” form of medical inquiry, so too did the satirical anatomy of plague
threaten the literary aesthetic by lowering the standards of decorum; what George
Chapman described in A4 Fools {1599} as “rank, stinking satire” (4F V ii 46). As
Chapman indicated, it seemed only a satirical aesthetic could withstand a scatological
landscape, suppurating sores and the cadaverous realism of mass mortality. Much of
the lierature of plague possessed what Gilbert Highet describes as the essential
“characteristics of satire™ the topicality of epidemic, an assertive realism (despite
exaggeration and distortion), the power to shock and disgust; an informal tone; and
the potential for humour (albeit grotesque).’ While few writers could capture the
essence of plague-infested London, exemplary satirists like the doubting Thomas’s
Nashe and Dekker had little difficulty in describing, denouncing, decrying and
ultimately anatomising the rigours of plague — flogging their grim news in detailed
invective that the reader likely often did not want to, but fully expected to hear.

In response to epidemical conditions, London’s anatomising satirists were not
particularly congenial to tragic themes such as plague, but to their credit, and as Frye
argues, neither was one of their principal sources of inspiration: the Bible.” Using
scriptural sources as their “divine” authority, the satirists created persecution texts of
their own condemning imaginations. The satirical character was known for his

propensity to shame and blame; to locate a guilty party — a scapegoat or pharmakos in

70 See Gilbert Highet's The Anatomy of Satire, 5.
7t See Northrop Frye’s, The Great Code, 181.
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fact — for London’s recurring epidemics, and the discourse of plague reaffirms this
accusatory position.”? All Londoners were potential sacrificial victims because all
were contaminated in a Christian sense through sin,’3 as the title and text of
Edmund Cobbes’ The Parable of the Vncleane Spirit {1633} suggested. The collective
sin of London, the satirist maintained, was what brought plague upon the city: a
disease that Anthony Anderson, among many others, described as “a deserued
Plague” (Anderson i). As he manufactured a city out of what William Miller refers to
as “metaphors of reciprocity”’4 — such as the highly popular “dreadful visitation™s —
the satirist intended to expose the contaminating nature of thoughtless folly and to
set London on a correct moral path via the deforming anatomy. By dissecting what
Joseph Hall portrayed as the “mis-ordred world, and lawlesse times,” the satirist

hoped to restore order — Christian order to London (Hall Co// Poems 12).

IX

While drawing on historical and theoretical perspectives on the literature of
plague, I have also examined a wide array of primary texts, which have through

induction contributed to this study. This dissertation was inspired by the pain of

72 From the satirist’s perspective, sin was omnipresent, and therefore, the pharmakos of
plague-ridden London, inhabited every corner of the filthy city. Though the poorest areas were hit
the hardest, the entire city was affected by plague, either directly or indirectly.
73 See Northrop Frye's Anatomy of Criticism: Four Essays, 148-49; and René Girard's The Scapegoat, 122.
74 William [an Miller has described how “indignation is organized around” within what he referred
to as “metaphors of reciprocity.” Miller’s reciprocal metaphor could apply appropriately to plague
because the metaphorical “debit and credit, of owing and pa{ing back” is analogous to the divine
gc;hange‘sbctween sin and retributive punishment such as plague. See Miller's’ The Anatomy of
igust, 30.
75 Many writers employ the “visitation” metaphor. Two ideal examples include William Cupper’s
Certaine Sermons Concerning Gods Late visitation in the cite of London and other %[;ltbe land, teaching all
men to make vse tbmgﬁ that meane to profit by Gods Efatberly chastisements [1592] and Thomas Fuller's A
Sermon Intended &2 @vl’s Crosse, But Preached in the Church of St. Pavls. Upon the late Decrease and

withdrawing of Gods heavie Visitation of the Pestilence from the said Citie [1626].
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infection and torturous dissection of symbolic bodies that I continued to uncover in
my close readings of the primary material. The further I read into the primary
materials, the more I found the literature of plague disturbing and fascinating. It
became increasingly clear that there was a subversive perversity uniting these
moralising writers. For satirists, lethal epidemic disease was an idée fixe, an obsessive
preconception that provided a foundation for their moralising rants and an
opportunity to transcend decorum by setting new standards of invective, taking satire
to its repellent limits through an argot of disgust. Despite their authoritative rants,
the satirical authors included in this study seemed to transcend reproach by
indulging in the grotesque fantasies of the anatomy. The apportioning of blame for
plague, the contempt for the bodies (both infected and uninfected), the bodily
violence and the sheer grotesqueness, disgust’ and abjection of the satirical
anatomies all continued to stimulate my interpretive readings. Ultimately, it was the
invective violence of satire and the horrors and surfeit of epidemic which inspired
the reasoning and framework for this thesis.

This dissertation is organised into four chapters that articulate the context,
purpose, and meaning of anatomical satire in early modern London. Working
through the metaphor of the anatomy, satirical writers symbolically vivisected London
and its inhabitants in an attempt to define, expose, and ultimately eliminate the
moral causes of plague through shame and humiliation. The punitive aesthetic of the
anatomy was condemning and accusatory and all bodies, both sick and healthy, were
suspected of breeding the sins that engendered plague.

Chapter One establishes what the satirical anatomy meant in an early modern

76 A graduate course on Postmodernism and numerous discussions with Robert Wilson on disgust
were especially conducive to my understanding of disgust in literature. For a visceral and engaging
prologemenon to disgust, see Robert Wilson's “Introduction,” in “The Disgust Issue,” Mattoid 48,
1994.
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context. What was most distinctive about these texts was the use of satire in the
tragedy of epidemic.”7 Within plague satire, as I understand it, the structures of
experience became more imagined than real, more grotesque than factual. As
Northrop Frye suggests, “Both tragedy and satire take us into a hell of narrowing
circles, a blasted world of repulsiveness and idiocy, a world without pity and without
hope”: this study takes a similar critical path of discovery within a pestilential context
(Frye 1977: 339). In the early modern period, satirists transformed the melancholy
and tragic realism of epidemic into the realm of the grotesque and the domain of
biblical horror. Satirical writers exploiting plague as their moral theme or setting
rarely provided that Barthesean “pleasure of the text” that we postmoderns have
come to expect. Instead, these ranting authors reinforced the pains and miseries of
epidemic; invoking not plaisir or jouissance but Angst and Weltschmerz of often near-
Sadean proportions.

Chapter Two explores the mythical origins of the uninfected, abject body: an
excremental ontology that was largely fashioned out of embellished biblical
typologies. In plague time, even the healthy body was the target of what John
Marston called the “abiect scorne” of the satirist (SOV 23). This section
demonstrates how satirists used not only religion but natural philosophy and
Neoplatonism to deform and muddy the grotesque body, reestablishing the corporeal
body as a defiling mass: a vessel of dung. Throughout the discourse of the anatomy,
the satirist maintained that the healthy body was a grotesque misnomer. Indeed, the

anatomy asserted that bodily matter was corruption incarnate: a dystopian body for a

dystopian culture. As Helkiah Crooke defined it, even the healthy body, like its

77 As I have already mentioned, NorthroP Frye’s work on satire and the anatomy from the Anatomy
of Criticism (19571 was instrumental in helping me derive the method of this thesis. At the
suggestion of Jonathan Hart, [ reexamined Anatomy of Criticism (1957} and The Great Code [1982}
which reshaped the approach to this dissertation.
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infectious counterpart, was a “liuing body of death” — a paradoxical construct —a
grotesque configuration of death and dirt that mirrored its filthy macrocosm: plague-
infested London (MCM 61).

Chapter Three examines how the abject nature of the plague body was
phobically reinforced. Through the anatomy, the infected body was reduced to a
grotesque taxonomy of suppurating sores: a deformed body unquestionably punished
through what the satirist defined as retributive justice. In an invective of disgust
plague sufferers were simultaneously abjected and condemned to inhabit “bodies”
that were “stinking dungeons for diseases to dwell in,” as Thomas Nashe asserted
(Nashe Wks II: 154). Ultimately, this chapter explains how this discharging vessel of
infection was a source of fear and loathing, and how the satirist reinscribed the
diseased body’s contaminating presence by foregrounding its grotesque fabric and its
infectious discharges. The phobic anxieties and the rhetoric of horror articulates
how the scapegoating of the infected was executed in the most abject of fashions,
reinforcing the general angst of epidemic in the process.

Chapter Four provides a detailed examination of the most threatening
dimension of the plague body: its miasmatic effluents. Using “noyse” or stench as
their guides for anatomising and negotiating plague, the satirists constructed and
catalogued the hysteria of smells which emanated from the diseased body. Among
the sins held in contempt for promoting divine visitations, even the proto-
Malthusian essence of malodorous poverty was indicted for breeding pestilence.
Whether rich or poor, however, the infected body’s phobic presence was
consistently stenchful. By exploring the phobic volatility of plague-related stinks
contained within the toxic interplay of the anatomy, this chapter will illustrate exactly
how olfactoral and moral disgust worked together to both manufacture and condemn

the abject “noyse” of the infected body.
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Having established a frame of reference, a methodology and a poetics for this
study, it is now possible to move forward into the visceral yet discursive flesh of the

satirical anatomy.
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Chapter One
The Satirical Anatomy of Early Modern London

Anatomia Comparata: Satire versus Natural Philosophy

As the Introduction articulated, the anatomy of plague and the plague-
infested body was predominately an allegorical dissection: not a medical or natural
philosophical dismemberment but moreso a spiritual vivisection. Within the
anatomy the infected body became an allegorical site for moral commentary: an
extended metaphor for all that was corrupt and evil. The natural phenomenon of
infection was repeatedly allegorized through the conservative moralizings of London
satirists. In this sense, plague was both historical and moral allegory — a widespread
killer let loose within London’s walls - reinscribed in the early modern imagination
through biblical prophecies and the heavy-handed apocalyptic verisimilitude of
dogmatic satirists.

Within the print culture early modern London played host to competing
anatomies: the symbolic or satirical vivisection and the dissective endeavours of
natural philosophy.! The comparative anatomies of satirical vivisection and human
dissection offered profound affinities and departures because they made ideal

comparisons as both methodologies worked toward the same end: a deeper

1 It is important at this lPoint to establish the distinction between “natural philosophy” and “modern
science.” This study follows Andrew Cunningham and Perry Williams’ notion
that while natural philosophy was itself indeed an investigation of the natural world, which
was sometimes empirical and sometimes even experimental, yet it was nevertheless one
which was radically different from science in the modern sense. . . For the whole point of
natural philosophy was to look at nature and the world as created by God, and as thus capable
of being understood as embodying God's powers and purposes and of being used to say
something about them. (Cunningham and Williams 421)
The term “natural philosophy,” for the purposes of this dissertation, therefore, refers to “an
investigation of the natural world created by God” and not empirical “science” devoid of divinity.
Although texts from the fifteenth century, such as Lanfranc's Chérurgerie [c 1400], spoke of
“siurgie” as “a medicinal science” (OED CD ROM), “medicinal science” for the early moderns was
more grounded on spirituality than pure empiricism.
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understanding of the human body and a profound desire to eliminate disease.> Both
anatomical camps dissect but in radically different fashions: scalpel versus pen;
dissection versus vivisection; realism versus fantasy; medical inquiry versus allegory;
healthy bodies versus infected bodies; and corporeal bodies versus symbolic bodies.
As Northrop Frye uses the metaphorical “anatomy” to describe the link between
ancient and more modern Menippean satire, this “critical” anatomy intends to
dissect the Renaissance of grotesque satire in plague-infested early modern London
(Frye Anatomy 311-12). The focus of this section is satirical anatomy; however,
analogous links to physical anatomy are introduced when appropriate and necessary.
Both intellectual pursuits often complemented one another because both were
intensely Christian enterprises.} Legitimate anatomy operating under the rubric
“narural philosophy”# had an explicitly spiritual purpose, and like satire, a distinct
moral commentary. As Vivian Nutton suggests, even the influential friend and
adviser of Martin Luther, Philip Melanchthon, “was convinced that both moral
philosophy and natural philosophy were essential for the education of the Christian;
hence - anatomy was too important to be left solely to the physicians.”

The crisis of plague forced the satirist to examine not only social ills but the
individual populace as well. He did this by looking inwards for a scapegoat,
sometimes looking within himself but mostly gazing at the sinful interiors of others.

The satirical anatomist was well-versed in Christian tradition and while he

2 In Christes Teares Ouer lerusalem {1593}, Nashe expressed the moral side of comprehendin

infection, informing his readers that to “Vnderstande the nature of thy disease . . . is the first

steppe to recouery” (Nashe Ws I1: 55).

3 Andrew Cunningham has stressed the point that even “natural philosophy” — the medical enquiry

of 6the Renaissance — was largely a religious quest. See Cunningham’s The Anatomical Renaissance,

206.

4 According to Robert G. Frank, “Medicine,” in the seventeenth century, “was seen as closely

;?}atcg to natural philosophy.” See Frank’s “Medicine” in The History of the Unsversity of Oxford Vol
» 550.

5 See Vivian Nutton’s essay “Wittenberg Anatomy” in Medicine and the Reformation, 23.
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condemned bodies, he predictably worshipped God above all else. Indeed, the
satirist had God on his side as he opened the body with a spiritual scalpel,
excoriating the vile divine secrets which eluded medical anatomists. While it may
seem somewhat surprising to us, satirical-based anatomies appeared somehow more
credible for the more orthodox reader: after all, God possessed the answers to the
mysteries of existence, not the lowly surgeon or naive and over-reaching anatomist.
Although Robert Copland in Guydon’s Qyest Cyrugyrie {1541} maintained “The
scyence of the Nathomy is nedeful and necessarye to the Cyrurgyen” (OED CD
ROM), the dissective “scyence™ employed by the legitimate anatomist was,
according to the satirical writer, often misguided and arrogant. Arguably, both
anatomical methods were crude or passive “pathologie{s}”? of sorts.® For under that
fleshy fagade lay “ryot, lust, and fleshy seeming sweetnes,” encased within a
deceptive body which, as John Marston declared, only appeared to be “vnder the
shade of greatnes” (SOV 67). Through a series of symbolic anatomies the early
modern satirists vivisected London in an attempt to expose its “foule” inherent
corruptness. The city suffered not only from plague but from an allegorical anatomy
of the urban centre and its citizens. Within the sphere of these discursive
anatomies, satirists had revoked the sacred status of the body, recategorizing the

fragmented body with a distinctly abject tenor.

6 I use the terms “scyence,” “scientia,” and “natural philosphy” interchangablg' in this study to
denote not “modern science,” but a pre-scientific systematic knowledge of observation employed by
both physicians and anatomists in early modemn London.

7 From the late-sixteenth century onward, the French term “pathologie” began to circulate in early
modern dictionaries and medical discourse. In A Dictionarie of the French and English Tongues (1611},
the lexicographer, Randle Cotgrave, for example, defined “Pathologie” as “That part of Physicke
which intreats the causes, qualities, and differences of diseases” (Cotgrave P20). Similarly, A.M, in
his translation of Guéllemeau’s French Cbirugn’e {1597} recorded “Pathologia treatethe of the cause and
occasione of the sicknesses” (OED CD ROM). For the early moderns, then, “pathology” was more
a treatment of disease than a physiological understanding of sickness and infection, as the term
suggests in a modern scientific sense.

8 As Robert . Frank argues, “Active pathological imitrxiry began only after [the mid-seventeenth}
century” See Frank’s “Medicine” in The History of the Unsversity of Oxford Vol IV, 547.
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The series of condemning anatomies examined in this chapter were part of
the culture’s larger phobic reaction to plague. In manufacturing and dismembering
this grotesque pastiche, the satirist claimed, as this section will demonstrate, to mirror
the abject essence of early modern culture. This chapter is set out in seven parts.
The opening section examines the satirical appropriation of the anatomical method
— the disciplinary violence of the anatomy’s moralist modus operandi. In the second
section, the fraudulent empiricism of the anatomy is analyzed to expose how the
satyr-anatomist manufactured a series of absurd and unorthodox precepts which
undermined the sacred status of the body through an abject sublimity. In the third
section this study probes the moral gore of the discursive anatomy that transformed
London into a vast allegorical anatomy theatre — not for medical inquiry — but for
moral analysis and censure. The micro/macro partitioning nature of the anatomy
which attacked both the individual and the society-at-large through the pessimistic
trope of Neoplatonism is the central concern of the fourth section. Satirical
distortion of the figurative and the factual within a largely allegorical mode, is the
focus of the fifth section, which examines the dangerous moral truths conveyed
through the invective ruminations of the anatomy. In the sixth section a series of
symbolic vivisections that are of particular relevance to this study are investigated
because they unveil the malevolent moral agenda of the “quick” anatomy: its sadism
and its savagery. The seventh and final section explicates the ritual and sadistically
violent dismemberment executed within a discursive domain through what bordered
on, at times, a brutish and disciplinary masochism of “naked” misanthropy. In
addition to his innovative and visionary anatomical methods, the satyr-anatomist
appropriated the dissective metaphors of the past and the present to exact discipline
and vengeance on the immoral body. The result was an unrefined and often absurd,

yet hybrid combination of anatomy and disgust — a gross anatomy — of art and
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“scyence,” to use Robert Copland’s term.?

Gross Anatomy : The Sadistic Sublime

One of the more important empirical pursuits of the early modern era which
directly influenced both art and natural philosophy was anatomy.'® Anatomical study
was not strictly limited to the natural philosophical realm as it had a prominent role in
both the art and literature of the Renaissance.” While a2 number of prominent
names stand out in the history of anatomy, Andreas Vesalius is still considered the
“architect of the new anatomy”'? and the revivalist of autgpsia, the “personal
experience of dissection.”3 When he published De Humani Corporis Fabrica in 1543,
it was the most complete and accurate illustrated treatise on anatomy of its time.
With the Fabrica, Vesalius had reinvented anatomy. A “hands on” anatomist,
Vesalius’ morphology was the most precise and perhaps the most humanist to date.
Anatomy was one of the older branches of medicine. During the Renaissance,
physicians and anatomists rediscovered the ancient works of Hippocrates, Galen,
and Aristotle, but with the rebirth of anatomy, the anatomical findings of the early

moderns would eventually undermine many ancient observations. As Vesalius would

9 As Andrew Cunningham and Perry Williams reiterate, while “ancient Greek philosophy, medieval
natural Phﬂosophy, and the modified forms of natural philosophy developed in the early modern
period,” the sciential advancements of the period were not “scientific” in the modern sense of the
term (Cunningham and Williams 430-31).

10 In “Genealogy and the Body: Foucault/Deleuze/Nietzsche,” Scott Lash notes that “the study
of anatomy was king.” See The Body: Social Process and Cultural Theory, 258.

11 See Raymond Crawfurd’s Plague and Pestilence in Literature and Art, 135; David Hoenigcr’s Medicine
and Shakespeare in the English Renaissance, 72; Benjamin Lee Gordon’s Medieval and Renaissance
Medicine, 565, William McNeil's Plagues and Peoples, 183; Charles F. Mullett’s The Bubonic Plague and
England: An EUZ' in the History of Preventitive Medicine, 60; and Terence Ranger and Paul Slack’s
Epidemics and Ideas: Essays on the Historical Perception of Pestilence, 16.

12 See V. Persaud’s Early History of Human Anatomy, 147.

13 See Andrew Cunningham’s The Anatomical Renaissance, 3.
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discover, most ancients based their anatomical writings on the dissection and
vivisection of animals, having never actually opened human bodies. It was during the
early modern period that anatomical errors, particularly of Galen, would be corrected
by the “hands-on” anatomical approach of the Renaissance anatomists. By
publicizing the body interior through visual “anatomical rhetoric” (Teskey 84), as
opposed to the scriptural dogma of the satirist, Vesalius, and da Vinci,
Michaelangelo, and Pisano before him, generated what Gordon Teskey describes as
a “corporeal apocalypse” (Ibid. 84), perhaps one of the greatest intellectual
revelations of the Renaissance.

Despite the empirical innovations being made by these “Anatomizers”
(Cotgrave A39), as Randle Cotgrave defined them, there was a radical upsurge in a
“hands-off” anatomy developing simultaneously during the Renaissance.
Coincidentally, to some degree, the rise of anatomy in continental Europe developed
alongside the corresponding rise of satire in early modern London. While English
anatomists like Thomas Vicary, John Caius, Helkiah Crooke, John Banister, and
William Harvey were intellectually informed by ancient anatomists, English satirists
such as Thomas Lodge, John Donne, Thomas Nashe, Ben Jonson, Thomas Dekker,
and many others were rediscovering the classical satirical works of Juvenal, Horace,
Persius, and Lucilius, among others. Although London produced no Vesalius, this
early modern city did spawn a generation of anatomising writers operating within a
satirical aesthetic which both dissembled and reconstructed the city and its
inhabitants to often grotesque extremes. Like the “Surgeon [who] rips his body, to
search what was perished within him,” these comparative dissections anatomised the
seemingly healthy body and the infected body, as well as the moral and the physical
body of the city in a violent manner (Dekker Non-Dram Whks I1I 332). In fashioning
this “corporeal apocalypse” the satirical dissections exposed a bodily interior which
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irrationally transcended the pragmatic realm of anatomical realism (Teskey 84) .
Where Vesalius's study exalted the aesthetic virtues of the body — the beauty
and design of its organs, veins, arteries, bones and muscles — the reductive satirical
gaze could only envision the body’s unaesthetic properties. Predictably, then,
satirists set their sights on the corrupting material dross of the dissected body, its
blood, its entrails, and especially its excrement. With bodies “Anatomiz’d in every
Nerve and sinew, / With constant courage and contempt of feare,” as Jonson argued,
the legitimate anatomist required a strong constitution and an even stronger stomach
(EMO I 1131-32). Much like the pre-Vesalian anatomist who lectured ex cathedra,
that is, from a safe distance and without bloodying or, in most cases it would seem,
muddying his hands,'4 the satirical anatomist attempted to keep the symbolic filcth
from soiling his own character. In stark contrast to the intellectual method of
Vesalius and his English followers, however, the more virtual satirical anatomies were
largely anti-intellectual, as Bacon pointed out in Book Two of The Advancement of
Learning (16051."5 Yert as the anatomist sought accurate mimetic representations of
the dissected body through visual print media, the satirist worked in a non-mimetic
satirical mode and remained largely unconcerned with so-called “accurate” bodily
representations. According to the satirist, the short-sighted anatomist wrongly
focused his gaze solely upon the material body, because, as Thomas Adams argued,
“The Signes of the corporall {we]re more palpable, then, of the sprirituall
sickenesse” (DOS §8). For the satirical Adams, the physical body only showed the

outward effects of infection and not the more dangerous interior “spiritual” threat of

4 The dirty and dungy body will be discussed in Chapter II where I examine the uninfected

excremental body.

15 In Book Two of The Advancement of Learning, Bacon spoke of deceptive writers such as satirists
who seek to please the reader more than nature beareth, and chiefly well disposed in the
spirits thereof, being agreeable to truth and apt for action; and far removed from that
natural infirmity, whereunto I noted those that write in their own professions to be subject,
which is, that they exalt it above measure. (Bacon Maj Ws 253)
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disease and pestilence.

Working within his own grotesque aesthetic, the deceptive satirist regularly
vivisected a non-corporeal body in the process of decomposition.’® The bodily
epistemology he sought to expose was not of the living or dead flesh but composed
of some non-corporeal atrophic metaphysical or spiritual tissue. Somewhat like the
bodily matter metaphorically extruded out of scripture in James Forrester’s The
Marrow and Ivice of Two Hundred and Sixtie Scriptures {1611}, the symbolic “marrow”
and "juice” of the anatomised body were also figurative fluids. Forrester’s approach
was indicative of the satirical penchant to flay “not the dead Sceleton, but the living
Anatomy of the body and soule of our Iesus Christ, God and Man,” fostering the
vivisection of the mortal body and the transcendent soul. In extracting these “base”
symbolic liquids, Forrester and other satirists claimed to edge closer to revealing the
essence of the “true” anatomy (Forrester A6).

As the wealth of published pamphlets attested, there was a renewed and
spirited interest in both medical and moral anatomy in late-sixteenth and
early-seventeenth-century London. Although very much a symbolic investigation, for
the anatomizing satirist this was a gross anatomy — a sadistic sublime — the vivisection
of a monstrous body and the mapping of a monstrous city. While physicians and
surgeons dissected the cadavers of criminals, satirical writers dissected a variety of
what they considered “grotesque” individual and social ills: namely vice and sin.
These “new anatomies” were considered unspurious texts'7 because they claimed

the legitimacy of the natural philosophical texts, texts which were also concerned

16 The satyr-anatomist viewed the body as a sinfully animated corpse. This candidly ascetic

mediation was convincing because in death, the body was reduced to dust and worm fodder. See
Robert Gottfried’s discussion in The Black Death, 8.

I7 A certain level of authority is founded upon the text’s printing. Printing unquestionably helped
legitimize the author’s claims.
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with God and human nature.”® Of course, the satyr-anatomist’s contribution to
medical knowledge was ultimately negligible and often regressive. Where Bacon’s
writings reformed natural philosophy,'? the satirist deformed natural philosophy.
Satyr-anatomists did not physically cut into any bodies — their virtual anatomies were
inspired by scripture and satirical revenge — not empirical reality. Moreover, the
medicines prescribed in the anatomy were not plague-water or amulets, but piety and
repentance. Nevertheless, Elizabethan and Jacobean readers relied on the spiritual
gaze of both satirical and medical anatomists for empirical verifiability of the
humoural body and Godly explanation of the sacred and grotesquely profane human
body.

While original “English” contributions to anatomical discovery were extremely
limited in the sixteenth century,*® that intellectual void began to close in the

seventeenth century.?’ Though they could not match the sheer proliferation of
published satirical anatomies, the English anatomists did contribute to medical
knowledge and innovation. Unlike the medical anatomists, however, satirical
anatomists seemed to cling to the moral anatomies of the past by further
embellishing the decidedly fantastical misconceptions of earlier dissective
endeavours. By exposing the bodily horrors of vice didactically, satirical anatomists
hoped morally to re-educate Londoners in a concerted effort to rid the city of the

“Anthropophagized” plague that consumed many inhabitants in its pestilential wake.

18 “As rart of Natural Philosophy,” as Jonathan Sawday remarks, “anatomy never ceased to be
central d' about God. Anatomy was not a study which was primarily of value to medicine, and also
about God. It was the other way about: it was primarily about God, and also of value to medicine”

(Sawday 38).

19 See;{lt)xlian Martin’s Francis Bacon, the State, and the Reform of Natural Philosophy, 141-171.

20 In The History of the Unsversity of Oxford Vol IV, Robert G. Frank notes that in late-sixteenth-
century England, “There were no institutions for teaching anatomy by dissection - or at all, for that
matter — nor were there facilities for learning medical botany or chemistry” (Frank 506). Those
who desired to learn anatomy at this time attended the universities at Padua, Basle or Leiden (Ibid.)
See also K.F. Russell's British Anatomy 1525-1800, xvii.

21 As Robert G. Frank notes the “floodgates” of the new anatomy really opened during the latter
half of the seventeenth century. See The History of the University of Oxford g’ol 1V, 536.
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Emulating the philosophical tone of medical discourse, the satirist often pleaded his
honest intentions as he penetrated bodily envelopes: “faire indeed they are to
outward eyes,” as R.C. expressed in The Times Whistle {16151, because the naked eye
could “not discerne inward deformities” (R C. 50). As he attempted to shake
readers out of their sinful complacency, the truth was, argued the satirist, much more
than skin deep.

Between the mid-sixteenth and early-seventeenth century, London had an
artistic collective of its own, a satirical congregation manufacturing symbolic
meta-anatomies. The early modern architects of satirical anatomy were numerous
and began essentially with William Bullein’s A Dialogue against the feuer Pestilence
{15631, reaching their most wildly original in the 1590s with Nashe and Marston, and
finally peaking with the publication of Robert Burton’s satire on depression: The
Anatomy of Melancholy [1621]. Framed by Bullein’s and Burton’s Menippean works,
the Juvenalian diatribes of Elizabethan and Jacobean satyr-anatomists were
considerably more virulent in their dissections of humanity and disease. While the
“Skin flaine” in Bullein's dialogue was excoriated in pursuit of the cause of plague,
Burton's treatise was not specifically about plague, though he did allude to the rigours
of pestilence as his comprehensive analysis vivisected the body in search of the
various sources of melancholy (DFP 84). Citing Melanchthon for his inspiration,
Burton believed it was a filthy ignorance not to anatomise the body: “And what can
be more ignominous and filthy (as Melanchthon well inveighs),” wrote Burton, “than

Sfor a man not to know the structure and composition of bis own body, especially since the
knowledge of it tends so much to stir the preservation of his bealth, and information of bis
manners?” (AM Pt 1 Sec 1: 128; emphasis mine). Burton’s exhaustive and detailed
psychological speculations were especially indicative of the propensity to anatomise

any troubling subject of the early modern experience. For Bullein, Burton, and their
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satirical contemporaries, the anatomy was a necessary evil: necessary for medical
understanding and necessary for morality.

To the satirist’s credit — whether under the empirical direction of Vesalius,
Helkiah Crooke, Thomas Vicary, or William Harvey — physical anatomy was a grisly
prospect at best. As the anatomist John Banister said, anatomical discovery was the
fruit of “these my rude labours” (Banister A4). Of course the visceral experience of
the anatomy was hyperbolized 4d nauseam because satirical anatomies transcended
the natural philosophical gaze. In what was a patently sublime symbolic process, the
satirist conducted living autopsies: detestable symbolic vivisection’s upon grotesque,
“un-divine” bodies. In the satirical realm, the flayed living body occupied a liminal
space within a visionary scheme where the organic body became suspiciously
inorganic. This was a vivisection that knew no corporeal boundaries and a visceral
process which became increasingly disgusting as the satirist fashioned and vivisected
the morally grotesque and physically repugnant bodies of a population Samuel
Rowlands nonchalantly dismissed as “the off-scumme of the world” (Rowlands Wks
I: 3).

But where non-satirical writers anatomised with a detailed analysis of a subject
divided by sections and subsections, the more selective and highly moralistic analysis
of the satyr-anatomist included a simplistic and haphazard tearing open of the very
bowels of London and her inhabitants in his search for the sinful origins which would
explain the divine cause of London’s pestilential ills. Although Frye's comment on
The Anatomy of Melancholy (1621} as an “intellectual approach” to the human subject
aptly applied to a serious writer like the Menippean Robert Burton, the
satyr-anatomist operated in a more Juvenalian mode. If anything, the
non-Menippean satirist was anti-intellectual and crude in his anatomy of pestilence.

Anatomising through rhetorical conventions, then, London satirists leaned more
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towards John Bullokar and Bartholomew Traheron’s medical definition of
“anatomie.” According to Bullokar’s An English Expostor (1616}, “antomie was “An
incision or cutting. The art of knowing the situation, office, and nature of all the
parts of a mans body” (Bullokar B7), whereas for Traheron’s Vigo’s Chérugerie {1586},
“Anatomie . . . Signifieth the cutting vp of a mans bodie” (OED CD ROM). Ina
deceptively figurative approach, the satyr-anatomist “cut and search{ed] every part,”
as Bullokar and Traheron suggested, but with a2 more deliberately violent edge
(Bullokar B7).

In his A Newe Anatomie of whole man (1579}, John Woolton maintained that
although it was “an yrkesome and cruell thing, to cut and mangle mans lymmes and
members,” Woolton concluded, “yet the ende and use of the same is both
necessarie and profitable, in all the course and trade of mans life” (ANA I). Similarly,
S.H. noted in A new treatise of the pestilence (1603}, “This cruell disease” (S.H. As)
demanded that the satirist and anatomist had to be cruel to be kind. In other words,
both competing anatomies, satire and legitimate anatomy, had to deform the urban
body to reform the urban body.?* Just as Nashe had suggested in Christes Teares Over
Ierusalem {1593} - “To desperate diseases must desperate Medicines be applyde” -
desperate anatomies sought cures for precarious diseases like plague (Nashe Ws II:
20). Blending the discursive with the real, then, satirical anatomists transcended the
dissective medical gaze with a grotesque vision manifest through a series of sadistic
moral vivisections. And as Marston’s Pietro concluded in The Malcontent [1604],
“When nothing helps, cut off the rotten part”: the satirist incised and dismembered
the symbolic body until it was utterly void of its foul corporeality (MAL I viii 73).

As it was for the dissector, anatomy was central to satirical art, and writers

22 By “deform” I mean that while satire dissected and misshapened its victims rhetorically,
comparative anatomy hacked and dissembled its subjects of study physiologically.
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regularly dissected what the satirical physician Thomas Lodge described as London’s
“spectacle of follye” (Lodge Comp Wks I: 1) or what Joseph Hall often in crude detail
referred to in his Virgidemiarvm [1598] as “the mis-ordred world, and lawlesse times”
of the city (Hall Coll. Poems 1 i 12). “Through choice of faultes, and purest vice
selected,” as Thomas Bastard put it in Chrestoleros {1598} (CSB 106), by articulating
“euery pertyculer and neglygent vyce” imaginable, as George Gascoigne did in The
Needles Eye [157?], the satyr-anatomist practised his symbolic art on a corrupt
city-at-large and through stock-character- types — including the rake, the whore, the
drunkard, the usurer, the masterless man, the greedy, the gambler, stage actors, or
any other hedonistic creature he considered worthy of his misanthropic abuses
(Gascoigne Comp Wks 111 381). The invective anatomy scathed and dissected every
Londoner; none was spared the satirical wrath. In The Anatomie of Abuses (1583},
Phillip Stubbes even attacked “The horrible Vice of pestiferous dauncing,” for
example (44 M8). As John Barclay expressed in Euphormio’s Satyricon [1605): “the
whole human race —- are the chosen targets for my rage,” satirists indicted all
Londoners with their berating anatomical rants (Barclay 3).

Unlike the more orthodox dissections observed by natural philosophers and
physicians, the satirical anatomy was more subversive and distorted. Reviving
Galenist traditions, then, the satirist reverted to virtual anatomy, dissecting what he
considered the vilest animal of all: the rational animal, or homo absurdus*3 to be more
precise. This endeavour was, of course, no small task. With respect to the sheer
scale of urban vice and mass mortality occurring during outbreaks, the extravagant
asininity of London proved overwhelming. As the satirist’s Sisyphean venture would

document, an absurd subject required an even more absurd anatomical method.

23 While the term bomo absurdus is a late-nineteenth century invention, the concept of absurd
humanity can be traced back to Aristophanes, Plautus, Terence, Chaucer, Erasmus, and Cervantes, to
name only a few. See J.A. Cuddon’s The Penguin Dictionary of Literary Terms and Literary Theory, 967.
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Anatomising Absurdity and Satirical Malpraxis

The satyr-anatomist was an absurd hero of sorts. He was no buffoon because
his baneful narrative role mostly excluded comic absurdity. As Gordon Teskey, in
Allegory and Violence (1996} suggests, “Absurdity” was “the trope of sublimity”— the
satirist’s textual existence exuded a tragic strangeness — he was a solitary figure, an
outsider in medsa res of a hostile, infectious world (Teskey 46). Voicing the abuses of
an entire (de)generation the satirist attacked the essential absurdity of London and
the city’s insistence on transgressing the norms of orthodox Christian doctrine. This
was a frustrating endeavour, however, for no matter how hard the satyr-anatomist
railed, anatomised, or shamed his audience, London remained unreformed and
plague continued to thrive and recur. His surreal anatomical method seemed an
appropriate one, considering that epidemics were the quintessential absurdist
experience, as the pious, along with the sinful, fell victim to the disease. This
“blindly seeking out both sinner and sinless,” or “random celestial swatting," as
Leeds Barroll refers to it, seemed to challenge orthodox claims, thereby opening up
the possibility of more interpretive absurdist anatomies (Barroll 95-6).

Thomas Nashe, the author of The Anatomie of Absvrditie (1589}, has the
distinction of being early modern London’s premier absurdist anatomiser. While the
focus of Nashe’s pamphlet was an attack upon the artificiality of Renaissance
romances (Ousby 707), Nashe saw fit to excoriate the sins and abuses of London as
well. In this wildly innovative work, Nashe viewed the anatomy as an “absurd”
prospect but a necessary one. Speaking on the immoral state of London, as he would
do in the equally absurd allegory, Christs Teares Over Ierusalem (1593}, Nashe had
contended he was “vrged to take a view of sundry mens vanitie, a suruey of their

follie, a briefe of their barbarisme . . . that each one at the first sight may eschew it as
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infectious, to shewe it to the worlde that all men may shun it” (Nashe Ws I: 9).
According to Nashe’s “voyce-crazing vehemencie” (Nashe Ws II: 165), the
infectious plague was not the result of some natural cause but was brought on by the
“vanitie,” “follie,” and “barbarisme” of the “brute Beastes” he spoke out against
(Nashe Wks I: 40). Absurd times undoubtedly inspired absurd moral and even
medical commentary.*4

For Nashe and the satyr-anatomist, the sublimely “absurd” anatomy
expounded just how radical a departure anatomical satire was from the empirical
approach of comparative anatomy, for example. While Nashe admitted that “some
may object, that I goe beyond my Anatomie, in touching these abusive enormities,”
the implications of Nashe’s moral scheme would prove debasing (Ibid. 37). The
body “beautiful” inscribed by humanist anatomists, for example, was abjectly
subverted by Nashe’s fabrication and dissection of the grotesquely sublime body, a
process described by Nashe as the “paynting forth [of] theyr vgly imperfections”
(Ibid. 16). Of course, unlike Bacon’s rational paradigm, the satirical aesthetic
observed unnatural phenomena: not concrete, but abstract facts with a misanthropic
hypothesis that was already a foregone conclusion.

For Bacon, knowledge was power, whereas for the satirist, invective ignorance
was sovereign. Where vice and folly had been attacked in “satire and cynically”
rather “than seriously and wisely,” as Bacon pointed out in Book Two of The
Advancement of Learning [1605], within these feigned anatomies, the early modern
body and the city would become targets of the satirists’ anatomical rituals of
degradation and abuse, and not subjects of medical inquiry (Bacon Maj Wks: 253).

What separates Robert Burton’s satire from the other satires examined in this study

24 Robert G. Frank Jr. notes that even the “imagination” was sometimes cited as the cause of
disease. See Frank’s “Medicine” in The History o?t?ve University of Oxford Vol [V, 533.
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is that Burton’s Menippean narrator, the intellectual Democritus Junior, was much
less misanthropic than, say, the Juvenalian satyr-satirist narrator, such as John
Marston’s W. Kinsayder, from The Scourge of Villainie [1599] or any of the narrative
personae constructed by Nashe or Dekker. Despite the pessimistic and
condescending views these satirists held of the city and its inhabitants, their insults
to their readers, “the most desperate and fowlest players in the world,” do not seem
to have had an adverse effect on sales because the impolite practice was
commonplace (SDS 2).

Though Nashe declared “Science hath no enemie but the ignoraunt,” Nashe,
like his parodic cronies, nevertheless dismissed the rational methodology in favour of
symbolic vivisection (Nashe Wks I: 35). As Nashe attested, in order to discern the
causes of urban wickedness and its mortal and pestilential effects, the satirist saw fit
to dissect the city’s corrupt, metaphysical or symbolic bodies in images of disease,
decay, and disgust, which were typically and vitriolically indicative of Renaissance
satire, as Jonathan Hart argues. Focusing on the Favites favits and nothing else but
favites 1606} as Barnaby Rich did in his satirical assault on London, writers, such as
Robert Greene in A looking Glasse for London and England [1594], threatened “a
scourge for euery priuie fault” they hypercritically dissected (Greene Wks XIV: 86).

In dissecting absurdly deceptive bodies, all was not as it appeared. John
Donne, for example, noted that the satirical anatomy was an equally unflattering or
“ruinous Anatomie” (Donne Maj Wks 104). As a legitimate anatomist would concur,
the satirical poet could “learn’st thus much by our Anatomie” (Donne Comp Eng
Poems: 334) by “behold[ing} the mis-shapen vglinesse and absurd inconsequence of

this Sinne” (Rous 1622: 266). In contrast to Rous’ The Diseases of the Time, Attended by

35 See Jonathan Hart’s Theatre and World, 42.
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their Remedies [1622], Donne’s less-violent “Anatomy of the World” was a more polite,
cautionary work which dissected the globe in an attempt to remind Londoners that
despite gay appearances and brief absences of epidemic, one should not be fooled
by outward impressions. Indeed, Donne would have agreed with Dekker who
reminded his readers, the “fairest faces hath often times the fowlest bodies”
(Dekker Non Dram Whks IV 195).

The satirical anatomy was, therefore, more about wit than medical wisdom, a
point raised by Bacon and reinforced by Donne in “From a sermon preached before
King Charles I” [1627]. “We make satires,” wrote Donne,

and we look that the world should call that wit; when God knows, that that is

in a great part, self-guiltiness, and we do by reprehend those things, which we

ourselves have done, we cry out upon the illness of the times, and we make
the times ill: so the calumniator whispers those things, which are true

nowhere but in himself. (Donne Maj Wks 381)

A satirist in his younger days, Donne, who grew more pious, acknowledged here how
satire magnified and distorted the tragic reality of life in pest-ridden London. As
Donne suggested, these were ill times that were made even sicker by satirical
anatomies. While the satirist insisted upon anatomising the sickly city, Donne
argued that such writers were “calumniators,” false and malicious anatomists whose
slanders were erroneous, macabre, and absurdly extreme (Ibid. 381). Though Donne
admitted the dangers of invective wit, his cautionary warnings rarely prevented him
from committing the same anatomical atrocities he condemned his contemporaries
for.

In “The First Anniversary. An Anatomy of the World,” for example, Donne
dissected the frail, plague-ridden condition of early modern London: “Thou knowst
how lame a cripple this world is / And learnst thus much by our Anatomy” (Donne
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Comp Eng Poe 336). Moreover,

.. . this worlds generall sicknesse doth not lie

In any humour, or one certain part;

But, as thou sawest it rotten at the hart,

Thou seest a Hectique fever hath got hold

Of the whole substance, not to be contrould,

And that thou hast but one way, not t’admit

The worlds infection, to be none of it. (Ibid. 336)
Within the framework of Donne’s symbolic anatomy, dissection could not reveal any
natural cause for a divine disease. Whether in the throes of fever or infection,
humoural imbalance, or even “rotten at hart,” Donne’s anatomy of the “crippled
world” of London could be forestalled not by some medical miracle discovered
through physical anatomy but be avoided by not becoming consumed in the sins of
the city. It was almost as if that by denying disease, or, as Donne said, “not t’admit /
The worlds infection,” plague and other infectious diseases would simply disappear
with the sins that created them. This is perhaps a naive view for us, but it was a
tenable stance for an early modern poet inhabiting an urban macrocosm perpetually
threatened by “divinely” recurring epidemics.

Throughout the early modern period, both physical and symbolic anatomies
were arts in their own fashion yet were more similar to one another than we like to
imagine. Many legitimate physicians and anatomists were indeed university

trained,?$ but many were not. According to William Bullein’s “Medicus” in A

26 As Robert Frank Jr. explains, the academic route to the DM took a minimum of fourteen years.
Owing to its intensiveness and length of study, only a relatively small number of physicians
completed the degree. According to Frank,
Four years of reading and disputation in ar, rhetoric, logic, mathematics, moral
ghilosoph , and some Greek led to the BA; a further three years of philosophical studies
rought the young scholar to the MA. Only then, at least according to the statutes, could
he commence studies in one of the three higher faculties of theology, law, or medicine.
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Dialogue against the feuer Pestilence (1578}, the physician

must be first a good natural Philospher, he must haue the knowledge of tymes

and seasons, and bee acquainted with complexions of men, of obseruyng the

nature of thynges, and the climates vnder heauen, with the course of the

Sunne, Moone, and Starres, ayre and diet. (DFP 32)
Being licensed by the College of Physicians, of course, did not guarantee that the
physician had a degree. As A.W. Sloan notes, “To get a {medical} licence
testimonials were required from accredited physicians or ‘persons of quality’, stating
that the applicant was well known as a practitioner of medicine and surgery” (Sloan
141). Owing to a combination of the increased demand for plague cures and a
shortage of medical doctors, quackery flourished during outbreaks. To help the
literate consumer separate the quack from the physician, Johann Oberndoerffer
offered his own anatomy, The anatomyes of the true phystion, and counterfeit mounte-banke
[1602], as did Sir Thomas Overbury dissect the “Quacksaluer” and other corrupt
“characters” of London in his Concested Newes {16131.%7

In London anatomy was strictly regulated for the surgeon, but less so for the
highly literate satirist. Indeed, any articulate early modern could anatomise satirically;
as Nashe wrote in Haue with You to Saffron-Walden [1596}: “if thou wilt haue the
Doctour for an Anatomie . . . I am the man will deliuer him to thee to be scotcht and
carbonadoed” (Nashe Was III: 17). While the satirist wasn’t put to death for

malpraxis writings, it was nevertheless “satire,” as Northrop Frye notes, that put

The studiosus medicinae was required to attend the lectures of the regius professor of
medicine and to take part in disputations in the schools. After three years he could
petition to be admitted BM and, after an additional four, to be admitted DM. To complete
the degree, the incepting doctor had to read a course of either three long or six short
l;c;ulrle,s onsa ‘Galenic’ subject. See Robert G. Frank’s The History of the Unzversity of Oxford
0l.1V, 508.
27 Although Herring's translation of Oberndoerffer railed against quackery, Sir Thomas Overbu
invoked disgust to denounce the mountebank in his Conceited Newes. According to Overbury, “His
{the mountebank’s} discourse is vomit; and his ignorance, the strongest purgation in the world.”
(See The “Conceited Newes” of Sir Thomas Querbury and His Friends, 201).
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“Nashe, Jonson, Marston and Wither into gaol” (Frye 1977: 337). As the Marprelate
controversy proved, satirical tracts could be burned or banned, as they were during
the Bishop's Ban of 1599,2% a hostile political reaction to politically subversive*?
moralist entertainment, to be certain. But, then, who was to argue that the satirist
could not be as capable as his medical counterparts of diagnosing disease. Those
counterparts’ own cures, as will become apparent, were as absurdly experimental as
much of the nonsensical cures suggested by the satirical mountebank.

In Renaissance London it seemed every school of thought had a curative
answer for plague and other afflictions. As was typical of the satirical position,
Nashe, in The Unfortunate Traveller {1594}, summed up the medical profession this
way:

Galen might go shoe the gander for any good he could do, his secretaries had

so long called him divine, that now he had lost all his virtue upon earth.

Hippocrates might well help almanac makers, but here he had not a word to

say; a man might sooner catch the sweat with plodding over him to no end,

than cure the sweat with any of his impotent principles. Paracelsus with his
spirit of the buttery and his spirit of minerals could not so much as say, 'God

amend him to the matter’. (Nashe Wks II: 230)

As Nashe explained, the satirists had good reason to be sceptical of the fragmented
discipline known as early modern medicine.

Although a “corporall Plague,” pestilence remained largely a spiritual illness
(TKM C3). As satirists investigated the “spirituall furniture which we must carry with
vs,” the medical anatomist made considerable empirical contributions to natural

philosophy by focusing on the corporeal body (J.D. 36). While the satirical

28 See Matchew Hodgart’s Satire, 141.
29 See Julian Martin's Francis Bacon, the State, and the Reform of Natural Philosophy, 38, 59, 148, & 193.
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anatomists opened symbolic wounds of metaphysical proportions, London’s
anatomical elite was carving its own way into medical history. Indeed, by the first
quarter of the seventeenth century, William Harvey had set radical new English and
continental standards in anatomy. Harvey’s anatomical lectures, Prelectiones anatomiae
untversalis (1616}, recognised the errors of Galen?® and promoted new directions in
anatomy, but it was De motu cordis et sanguinis {1628} that secured Harvey’s name in
medical and anatomical history.3* The discovery of the circulation of the blood was a
momentous achievement in a context where freshly killed hens and pigeons were
still being applied to buboes3* and people were, amongst other things, advised by
medical writers such as Thomas Thayre, Simon Kellwaye, and Francis Herring to
“drink twice in the day a draught of their own urine”? to prevent infection from
plague. Pharmacologic exorcism, or the driving out bodily evils with evil tasting or
bizarre concoctions (by modern standards), remained popular treatments employed
by licensed physicians, including Shakespeare’s son-in-law, John Hall.}4

Physicians tested a variety of treatments for plague and other diseases.
William Harvey, for example, treated tumors “by the laying on of dead hands,™

while the physicist Robert Boyle cured nosebleeds by placing a special moss that

30 Gweneth Whitteridge notes that while Harvey outlined the anatomical errors of Galen, Harvey

also excused Galen and the ancients for their shortcomings by suggesting that “the body had

changed since the days of antiquity.” See Gweneth Whitteridge's “Introduction” to The Anatomical

Lectures of William Harvey [, 161&, XxXxi.

31 While Harvey’s antomies were conducted at Oxford, his texts were printed in London.

32 According to L.W.:
If there do a botch aﬁpcare: Take a Pigeon and plucke the fethers off her taile, very bare
and set her taile to the sore, and shee will drawe out the venome till shee die; then take
another and set to likewise continuing so till all the venome be drawne out. Which you
shall see by the Pigeons, for they will die with the venome as long as there is any in’it: also
a chicken or a henne is verie good. (I.W. By)

33 See Paul Slack’s The Impact of Plague in Tudor and Stuart England, 31 & 352.

34 Robert Hudson has noted that John Hall had “prescribed among other things webs of spiders,

animal excreta, and dried cocks' windpipes, and in one of his own iﬁnesses he had a live pigeon

gcned and applied it to the soles of his feet to 'draw down the vapours'." See Robert Pp ﬁludson’s

isease and Its Control, 200.
35 See David Hoeniger’s Medicine and Shakespeare in the English Renaissance, 19.
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had been grown on an Irishman’s skull into the sufferer’s palm.3 In The
Metamorphosis of Ajax (1596}, Sir John Harington, referring to Paracelsian curatives,
added, “some Physicians say, the smel of a Jakes is good against the plague” (MOA
134). Among other popular beliefs of the early moderns, tobacconists and butchers
were also apparently immune from plague.’” Mirroring the folklore of plague, "Face”
in Jonson’s The Alchemist (V .i.), as F.P. Wilson notes, conveyed the notion that
“Three or four peeled onions left in the ground for ten days would gather all the
infection in the neighbourhood" (Wilson 9). If nothing else, moss, dead hands and
the ingestion of urine made repentance seem more affordable and perhaps sensible,
if not more appetizing, than the bulk of early modern medical cures.

In spite of the satirical hostilities directed at the medical profession, humanist
physicians were frequently on the same side as the godly satirists. In his Watch-Man
for the Pest [1625], for example, the physician Stephen Bradwell articulated 2 more
divine position of disease transmission and causation. According to Bradwell:

The Plague, is a popular Disease: sent immediately from God; wrought by the

constellations of the Heavens, the Corruption of the Aire, and the Disorder of

Mans Diet: At the first striking to the Heart, is Venemous, Deadly, and

Infectious: And for the most part accompanied with a Feavor; As also with

Spots called Gods-Tokens, or with Blayne, or Botch, or Carbuncle. (WMP 2)
Bradwell’s medical position was not unique and was echoed by Lodge, among many
others.

While theories of infection evolved in medical discourse, the staunchly

conservative satirical forces that circulated in print worked towards devolving and

3 Ibid,, 19.
37 See Charles Mullect’s The Bubonic Plague and England: An Essay in the History of Preventative
Medicine, 194 & 207.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



65

mocking scholarly progress by promoting and sustaining the Christian myths of
plague because they took natural causes out of the equation. The empirical
observations recorded by legitimate anatomists, therefore, became little more than
grotesque fantasies for the regressive and morally orthodox satirists. Through the
anatomical gaze, the satirist could symbolically explore the entrails he fashioned out
of London’s vilest bodies in visionary ways. The local colour of epidemic continued
to take on a nauseating hue as the satirist coupled horror with his sensationalist and

didactic tragedies through his symbolic scalpel: the pen.

‘Morall Goore with pleasaunt penne in hande’: Scribing the Anatomy

Without the aid of the “conuenient Instruments” of the legitimate anatomist,
the

Razors of all sortes, great, small, meane, sharpe, blunt, straight, crooked, and

edged on both sides; Sheares or Sizers; round and large long Probes of Brasse,

Siluer, Lead; a Knife of Box or of Iuory, Pincers of all sorts; hooks, Needels

bent rather then straite, Reeds, Quils, Glasse-trunkes or hollow Bugles to

blowe vp the parts, Threds and strings, Sawes, Bodkins, Augers, Mallets,

W imbles or Trepans, Basons and Sponges (MCM 27),
satirical anatomists had no recourse but to penetrate the corrupt fabric of the body
with pen, scripture, and above all, a crude and vulgar imagination. As John Weever
confessed, the satyr delighted to “flesh [hils penne with the fatte of [the}
filthinesse” (Weever Whip Pamph I 16) he witnessed in London, while John Taylor
complained that George Wither “In sharp Ramnusiaes Pisse, his Pen he dip'd”
(Taylor WksI: 5). Satirists like Weever, Taylor and Wither were discursive
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anatomists more skilled with Ockham’s razor3® than a Vesalian scalpel. As Burton
stated pointedly in his Anatomy, “the pen is much worse than the sword”; the satyr-
anatomists of early modern London would reconfirm this view time and again (AM Pt
1 Sec 2: 290). Although we might dismiss the power of the pen in our own age, the
early moderns would have been less inclined to do so. The profound impact of the
pen is what likely inspired the engraver of Vesalius’s title page for the Fabrica to take
liberties with the anatomical enterprise, because, as Andrew Cunningham notes, a
close examination of the engraving reveals that Vesalius is, in fact, grasping a stylus in
his right hand, not a scalpel.?

Stephen Gosson, the anti-theatrical pamphleteer, was instrumental in further
sustaining the controversies of the contestable dissected body.4° In his uniquely
own empiricist timbre, Gosson argued in The Schoole of Abuse {1579}, that “The
Anatomy of man” was “set out by experience” (Gosson C50). But Gosson, like
Nashe, Dekker, Guilpin, Jonson, Donne, and many others, was no physicians or
surgeons. As Gosson confessed,

Though my skill in Phisicke bee small, I haue some experience in these

38 I invoke William of Ockham here because, like the early modern satirists, Ockham maintained
the “principle of simplicity.” As such, Ockham’s theory — “entities are not to be multiplied beyond
necessity” — inspired the satirist to not so much multiply as he did divide the body physiology,
albeit sometimes beyond absurd necessity.
39 Andrew Cunningham reveals this clever discovery in The Anatomical Renaissance, 128.
40 In spite his professed disdain for dramatic theatre, Gosson expressed a curious penchant for the
anatomy theatre. In this sense, he sided with his adversary, the poet and physician Thomas Lodge.
While Gosson attacked the theatre in The Schoole of Abuse {1579}, Lodge defended the dramatic arts,
goet , and music in his A Reply to Stephen Gosson's Schoole of Abuse in Defence of Poetry Musick and Stage
:?1580]. Despite their opposing opinions about art and aesthetics, both writers seem to agree
on the subject of anatomy. Indeed, y tearing back the “ranke fleshe,” Gosson could expose the
interior of what Thomas Lodge described as “our human filthines” (Lodge Ws I: 31). Like Gosson
and Lodge, Nicholas Bownd saw fit to flay the skin in order to reveal the “naturall corruption,
cleauing fast vnto vs” (Bownd 2) exposing what William Bullein described as the “Rhetoricall
coloures™ (DFP 3) of the bodily interior’s variety of disgustingly persuasive hues. In a corresponding
vein, the dramatist Shackerley Marmion, shifted the emphasis away from the theatre by drawing a
link between satirist, the coney-catcher, and the civilian in The Sod);cred Citizen (1623]). According to
the anatomising Marmion: “The fleshe of a Cittizen {wa]s as ranke, & as unwholesome, as a tame
Coney, that feeds on playsters” (TSC III ix 1632-33). As Marmion pointed out, while dramatist,
satirist, and clergyman debated one another, writers of radically opposing erspectives were
frequently united in dissecting the urban and the civilian grotesqueries of their culture.
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maladyes, which I thrust out with my penne to euery mans viewe, yeelding the

ranke fleshe to the Chiurugions knife, and so ridde my handses of the cure,

for it passeth my cunning too heale them priuily (Ibid. 5),
the only “experience” these writers had with anatomy was moral, invective
imagination. This was, as William Bullein simply put it, an anatomy of “Morall Goore
with pleasaunt penne in hande” (DFP 16). “Plucke vpp a good courage, mine infant
pen,” bemoaned Nashe, “and wearily struggle (as well as thou maist) thorow thys
huge word-dearthing taske” (Nashe Wks II: 69).

In The Weeping Lady: Or, London Like Ninivie tn Sack-Cloth {1625}, Thomas
Brewer resented having the task of anatomising plague, complaining that he was “too
weak a Pencil-Man for such a Piece” (TWL Az). Brewer’s melancholic disclaimers,
however, did not prevent him from sentimentally dissecting “this heauily bewayled
Contagion” (Ibid. C4). In a slight departure from the satyr-anatomist, Brewer
“Describ{ed} the Mappe of [London’s} miserie, in this time of Her heauy Visitation”
(Ibid., A1) through a more mournful lexicon, a setting which, William Muggins
argued, “The learned Homer could not pen . . . well” (LMG B1). While Brewer
spoke of divine retribution, he did not threaten satirical revenge like the purist satyr.
Brewer was, of course, the exception to the rule.

Despite his medical ignorance, then, the satirist often fancied himself as a
novice dissector with good or justifiably vengeful intentions. The satirical scalpel for
his anatomical escapades was none other than the “bastard quill” (Weever Whip
Pamph I 37). Indeed, the only buboes lanced by satirists were the moral eruptions
they claimed to locate on the bodily landscapes they mapped and condemned in the
same “rank breath.” Dekker explained the discursive anatomy in Newes from Hell
(1606} this way:

I fell to my tooles (pen, inke, and paper) roundly . . . after hee had cast vp
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what lay in his stomacke, suspecting that I came rather as a spie to betray him,

then as a spirit to runne of his errands, and that I was more likely to haue him

to Barber Surgeons hall, there to Anatomize him. (Dekker Non-Dram Wks IT

95)

As Dekker articulated, the satirical anatomy was not simply a Foucauldian medical
gaze but a dissective gaze — not simply surveillance but a figurative dismemberment
of a “betrayed” body.

In A Sermon preached at Pawles Crosse [1578], for example, the preacher
Thomas White suggested it was the satirists’ symbolic role “to play both the
Phisition and Surgeon . . . and thrust diligently [their} sword of justice in, to launce
out all coruption and baggage which is gathered in the bowels” of the symbolic
anatomy theatre known as Greater London (White F7).4' If Padua was the centre of
anatomy on the continent, satirical London, with its “clowde-climing slaughter-stack
of . .. Dead carkases” (Nashe Ws II: 49) was, as George Wither suggested in
Britain’s Remembrancer (1628}, “the Slaughter-house of Death,” a grotesque human
abatroir where the satirist conducted and recorded his dissective metaphysical
investigations (BR I 33).

“Gainst her owne bowels thou Arts weapons turnst™: for Nashe, the
“ink-squirting” pen was what mutilated the grotesque body most in the discursive
realm of the virtual anatomy (Nashe Whs I1I: 280). It was not in a lecture hall or an
anatomy theatre, but upon parchment that the satirical anatomists best exposed the
freakish complexities of the human body, indulging not in the glory of creation but in
its figurative and dissective carnage. As R.C. put it in The Times Whistle {1615}: “Let

vlcerd limbes and gowtie humours quake, / Whilst my pen I doe incision make”; the

41 As Jonson explained in Every Man in His Humour [1601}, the dramatic theatre could also mirrored

the anatomy theatre where the civic subjects became the “decay’d, ruinous, worm-eaten generation
of the round” (EMIH Il ii 217).
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anatomical subject was extended no tender mercies (R.C. 2). Where medicine had
speculated on the intricate wonders of the body, satire degraded the human body by
musing solely upon its abject failings. In the hands of the illegitimate “imitators of
lewd beastlines,” as John Marston described them, satirical anatomists dismembered
a grotesque body composed of the less-appealing properties of the macrocosm: filth,
slime, but most of all, as Chapter Two will demonstrate, a repugnant excremental
essence (SOV 93).

Unlike the misanthropical approach of the satirist, however, Vesalius’
anatomical enterprise was a humanist one which dignified and ennobled the human
body. Similarly, legitimate English anatomists like John Banister reinforced the
genuine efforts of his discipline and the surgeons “Whose skilfull pennes have
paynted so ech part and peece of Man, / As none lookes now to better it, (I thinke)
nor euer can” (Banister C2). Although humanist physicians, like Banister and
Francis Herring, maintained that there was no other body “so noble Subject as the
body of man” (Herring 1604: Cr), this secularized position was undermined by the
satirical stance conveyed by writers such as William Cupper, who held that there was
nothing “more fowle and filthy then we our selues are by nature” (CSC 32). As
Shakespeare’s Romeo described the “vile part of this anatomy,” the body
metamorphosed into what Juliet referred to as the “Despised substance of divinest
show” (ROM 111 ii 106 & 77). There was nothing romantic about the satirical body —
it was exclusively tragic.

In recording plague, the satyr-anatomist not only looked inward but outward
as well. Through his “soild” imagination and misanthropic gaze, he turned an
unflactering looking-glass upon London’s most “fowlest” inhabitants. With his
speculum of speculation, the satirist would differentiate between the sublime and

the beautiful. The problem, however, is that while there was an abundance of
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sublimity, there was a pronounced absence of beauty. Without truth, beauty, and
goodness, the reductive gaze of the satyr focused his critical eyes upon the bad and
the ugly of satirical London.

“The Mirror Which Flatters Not’: Neo-Platonic Cultural Mapping

The divide and rule phenomenon of epidemic - the divine retribution which
separated the sinful from the pious, and the quarantines and shutting up of infected
houses that severed the sick from the healthy — were mirrored by satirists in divide
and rule strategies of their own devices. In many ranting tracts, the satyr claimed to
be holding up a mirror which exposed the present vice and the absent piety of
London. The unflattering reflection he painted in words was, however, a macabre
pastiche of wickedness and death. This grotesque memento mori anatomy was
reflected upon by Bullein’s “Theologus” in A Dralogue against the feuer Pestilence [1578):

When you doe beholde your self in a glasse, remember your face shall bee

leane and pale, your nose rotten, your teth stinkyng and blacke, your eyen

dimme and blinde, your eares deafe, and runnyng, your Heeres fallen awaie,
your Vaines broken, your Senewes relaxed and wasted, bone corupted, bowels
ful of roumes and all your flesh consumed. (DFP132)

Through the trope of the looking-glass, an array of satirists fixed a hypercritical gaze

upon London and its inhabitants, manufacturing a grotesque image of a diseased and
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decaying city.#* The distorted looking glass more imagined than reflected the
“grosse deformity” of the city (Marston Poems 83). As Marston suggested in Certaine
Satyres {1598] — “Who would imagine that such squint-ey’d sight / Could strike the
worlds deformities so right” — it took satirical eyes to capture the grotesque essence
of the city in plague time (Ibid. 73).

In most plague satire, early modern writers mapped and anatomized both the
microcosm and the macrocosm of allegorical London. This Neoplatonic concept —
the notion of a “little cosmos” within the cosmos — was a popular one for comparative
and satirical anatomy.43 Indeed, Neoplatonism’s “microcosm-macrocosm analogy
[wa]s the “master metaphor of allegory” as Gordon Teskey argues (Teskey 184). By
extension, then, great thinkers such as Isidore of Seville ran with the trope and
contended that “All things [we}re contained in man, and in him exist[ed} the nature
of all things.”#+ This mingling of macro and micro matter was referred to by
Neoplatonists as “the copulation of the world: subject and predicate, idea and
substance, mind and nature, institution and body, ethos and history, promise and act,
human and inhuman, doing it like wolves” (Teskey 76). A variety of English

Renaissance writers explored the comparative, metaphorical, and copulative

X; William Rankins’ A Mirrovr of Monsters [1587}; Thomas Churchyard’s The Mirrors of Man and the
anners g’Mm {1594); Thomas Lodge’s A Look:nf Glasse, for London and Englande [1598}; C.G.’s The
Minte of gﬁrmities fx6oo]; John Davies of Hereford's Mirum in modum. A Glimpse of Gods Glorie and
The Soules I.Bpe {1602} and The Triumph of Death: or, The Picture of the Plague: According to the Lﬁ, asit
was in Anno Domini 1603 (1605); Barnaby Rich’s Favites favits and nothing else but favites [1606}; H.A.'s

The Description of the late great, memorable and prodigious Plague 1625 (1625}, John Taylor’s A Looking
Glasse [1630}; and Thomas Heywood’s Londini Speculum: Or Londons Mirror [1637] are but a few
noteworthy examples of the unkind satirical “mirror which flattered not,” plaguy London.

43 As Andrew Cunningham notes, the Platonic and NeoPlatonic tradition of the ancients “now came
to be interpreted in a specifically Christian way by reference to certain biblical passages and
expressions” (Cunningham 41).

+4 St. Isidore cited in David William’s Deformed Discourse, 108.
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possibilities of Neoplatonism throughout the period.45 Unlike their medical
counterparts, however, satirical anatomists employed Neoplatonism as a trope rather
than a profound philosophy. According to William Harvey’s Anatomical Lectures
[1616}: “Just as it is in the world so is it in the microcosm.” Harvey’s medical gaze also
viewed the human body as a mirror of its culture (4LH 165). Similarly, Philip Stubbes
adopted the rather ancient humanist approach: “Man is a wonderful Creature: and
therfore is called in greek MICROCOSMOS, a litle world in himself” (44 Az).
Helkiah Crooke’s legitimate anatomy also remained fettered to Neoplatonic notions
of the past and was further influenced by alchemy and the Paracelsian movement in
England.

While these archaic approaches were becoming somewhat outdated, at least
according to Bacon, such notions remained typical of the satirical and much of the
comparative anatomies of the period. Bacon took issue with the microcosmic debate
because, as he explained,

The ancient opinion that man was Microcosmus, an abstract model of the

world, hath been fantastically strained by Paracelsus and the alchemists, as if

there were to be found in man’s body certain correspondences and parallels,
which should have respect to all varieties of things, as stars, planets, minerals,

which are extant in the great world. (Bacon Maj Wks: 208)

For Bacon, the body was a complex organism inhabiting a complex system: nature.
In both macro and micro systems, Bacon intimated that one should not assume that

one necessarily mirrors the other. Indeed, the mysteries of “this globe . . . seemeth

45 Robert Underwood, in A New Anatomie, [1605} for examg}f, compared “the Body of man: ... 1 Toa
Household. {and} 2 Toa Citie, as did Underwood's The Little World. Or, A Liuely Description of all the
{{arm and, properties of Man (1612]. On a more grandiose scale than Underwood’s, John Davies of

ereford’s Microcosmos. The Discovery of the Little World, with the government thereof 1603}, Helkiah
Crooke’s M:mm{m%apbia: A Description of the Body of Man (1615}, tloshu:a Sylvester’s
Micro-cosmo-graphia: The Little Worlds Description; or the Map of Man [1612] and John Earle’s
Microcosmography (1628} paralleled the human body with the world-at-large.
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to us a dark and shady body,” wrote Bacon, yet only “in the view of God . . . {was it}
crystal” (Ibid. 286). As shade was to crystal, the body was to the macrocosm; thus for
Bacon, Neoplatonism was too simplistic a model for comparative anatomy. If
anything, the Bacon’s position “apocalyptically” undermined satirical Neoplatonism
because the medical approach, which was further reinforced by Vesalius’ illustrations,
exposed a bodily structure that did not, in any way, resemble the macrocosmic
structure.#¢ Despite Bacon’s and Vesalius’ insights, however, early modern satirists
remained determined to use the suspect comparative analysis to varying degrees. In
appropriating the Neoplatonic method for his own satirical ends, even Thomas
Middleton, a cynical anatomist, fancied himself a “Micro-cynicon of sorts in his Sixe
Snarling Satyres [1599].

Yet whether microcosmic or macrocosmic, the wealth of anatomies offered by
satirical writers was largely non-empirical and ponderously moral. While the medical
anatomist offered “empirical” truths of the human body, the satirist offered only
grotesque moral truths. Everard Guilpin's Skialatheia. Or, A Shadowe of Truth, in
Certaine Epigrams and Satyres {1598} used the satire and epigram to convey so-called
“truths” of human existence: the “lewd deformity” of a “folly-soyled age” (Guilpin 51
& 58). Predictably, satirical truth proved a “bitter” pill for the readership to swallow.
As Guilpin put it, “The bitter censures of their Critticke spleens, / Are Antidotes to
pestilentiall sinnes”; “some wanton words to blame” were the necessary moral
prescription required, for “They are the language of an Epigrame” (Ibid. 61, 52 & 52).

Bacon recognized and complained that the satirist habitually responded to
epidemics by misshapeningly anatomizing both the culture and the disease.

Moreover, Bacon also recognised that deformity in humans was not always a sign of

46 See Gordon Teskey’s Allegory and Violence, 110.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



74

sin or evil as he argued in his essay, “Of Deformity.” In fact, the reverse could be true
as Bacon cited a list of “excellent [deformed} persons” including Socrates and Aesop
among them (Bacon Essays 192). As did dissection, mapping of bodily form and
function on a microcosmic level offered the potential of revealing hidden truths of
human existence, because it would ultimately expose the vice and degeneracy of the
flesh. In Microcosmographia: A Description of the Body of Man (1615}, Helkiah Crooke
explained the dilemma facing the anatomist this way: “there was onely one obstacle,”
and that was “to reueyle the veyle of Nature, to prophane her mysteries for a little
curious skil-pride, to ensnare mens mindes by sensuall demonstrations, {which]
seemeth a thing liable to heuy construction” (MCM 197). As Crooke suggested, the
early moderns operated under the assumption that if one could unravel the complex
mysteries of the human body one could likely repair the corrupt and permissive
society. Like Crooke, the anatomist John Banister understood that “to discusse the
secretes of nature, which [welre so merualous in manns body . . .[wals the hardest
point in Philosophie” (Banister A4). Both competing anatomies maintained that a
comprehensive understanding of the microcosm promised unbounded possibilities.
While the anatomists persisted in their empirical quests, satirists paraded opposing
notions of the body, suggesting that the universal truths legitimate anatomists sought
were misguidedly in vain, because, epistemologically speaking, the grotesque body
and its soul were possessed by God alone.#? In pushing the envelope of divine
mystery, the satyr-anatomist sometimes offered cautionary warnings to his dissective

competitors who, he believed, were treading on dangerous theological ground.

471In Microco:mofr(nrobm'/! Description of the Body of Man {1615}, Helkiah Crooke spoke of the divine

mystery which eluded the anatomist. According to Crooke,
Whereas therefore there was no proportion or correspondence betweene mortality and
immortality, betweene the Soule and the Body; nature with wonderfull skil, out of the
principall part of the feede did extract and separate a spirit which lay lurking in the power
of the Matter, a spirit [ say of 2 Middle nature betweene Heauen and Earth, by whose
mediation as by a strong band the diuinity of the soule might be married to the humanitie
of the body. (MCM 428-9)
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The Dangerous Truths of the ‘New Anatomie’

While satirical anatomies began with the looking-glass, most writers
transcended the critical gaze by symbolically penetrating the surface of the city and
the body. Through the brazen efforts of the satirist and medical writers, anatomy
had become a by-word for a scripturally informed and desperate, God-fearing culture.
Like many of his contemporaries, the dissective gaze of Robert Anton allowed the
poetical writer to “read an Anotomie lector of their vices” and vivisect “their grosse
and sotish bodies,” predictably arriving at the conclusion that these “basely
vncapable” bodies were the source of London’s pestilential frailties. This type of
blaming was emblematic of plague satire as was the satirist’s seemingly honest
intentions (Anton C2).

Finger-pointing and laying blame on London’s moral violators was a central
concern of plague satirists. As Robert Gray and his satirical cronies would plead, sin
brought the Lord’s vengeance upon London, a typological point reiterated in Psalms,
where the Lord was “an avenger of wrongdoing” (Ps. 99:8). Working within scriptural
dogma, the satirist claimed, therefore, to be doing the Lord’s work by spreading the
hard doctrinal truth by anatomising “a large cittie, wholy inhabited with this
damnable enormitie” (Nashe Wks I: 172). Epidemics were not simply outbreaks of
disease, therefore, but part of the shame and scandal of infection: epidemics were
divine vengeance of catastrophic proportions. In appropriating rigid patterns of
biblical doctrine and either ignoring circulating theories of contagion or attributing
them to divine causes, the satirist helped to sustain antiquated retributive notions of
disease transmission into the popular imagination. By dismissing secular speculation
as “a Discourse full of learned Simplicity,” just as Defoe described it in his historical

reconstruction of epidemic, A Journal of the Plague Tear (1721}, the satyr-anatomist
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insisted that pestilence was a discursive phenomenon with a lethal presence (Defoe
75). Following the severe epidemic of 1625, Thomas Fuller, a divine, fed his readers
the satirical empiricism of the day. According to Fuller’s experiential data,
“experience tells vs daily, that there are some Diseases which grow vpon men
meerely by their sinne and wickednesse” (Fuller 27). As Fuller and his
contemporaries argued, early modern London was a culture facing a “real” crisis but
with “imagined” divine causes. By eliminating sin, the satirist maintained London
could eradicate disease.

Despite his rude rhetoric, the satyr-anatomist sometimes conveyed goodwill
and cited moral objectives as the sole purpose for his anatomical investigations. In
an apologetic tone somewhat inconsistent with other satirical anatomies, Robert
Anton claimed in Vices Anotimie, Scovrged and Corrected, in New Satirs (1617} to “take
no pleasure in the incision of other men” (Anton B7). But the discourse of plague is,
of course, rife with such disclaimers. Indeed, the bold retractions did not prevent
Anton or any of the other satyr-anatomists from incising their victims with a highly
Marstonian schadenfreude® that did not conclude, as Marston declared, “till out his
guts are torne” (SOV 73). Regardless of their doubtful gainsaying, the satyr-anatomist
clearly enjoyed the dissective task at hand and indulged in all the perverse pleasures
and grotesque possibilities the symbolic anatomy offered. In this grotesque interplay,
“anatomy” was not simply an early modern buzz word for satire but a rhetorical
method for dissecting the culture around him. Freud’s dictum —- “Anatomy is
destiny”#9 — was both a persistent trend for the early modern satirist and physician

and a guiding maxim for an age desperate to see an end to the recurring “pestilential

48 John Marston’s Scourge of Villainie (1599} offers perhaps the most violent and self-indulgent
satirical anatomy of early madern London.
49 Sigmund Freud quoted in Vicki Kirby’s Telling Flesh, 75.
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visitations.” As Benjamin Gordon has suggested, “The Renaissance of medicine
began with anatomy,” just as the Renaissance of satire began with symbolic or
discursive anatomy (Gordon 748).

Satirical anatomies were more about constructing than dissecting: they
constituted a moral enterprise operating under a fagade of tragedy and veracity.
Unlike legitimate anatomy, which sought to reveal the observed inner-truths of the
body, the satyr-anatomist offered fictional rather than empirical truths. Under
“tragic” and threatening epidemical conditions, the satirist claimed to reveal
important grievous moral truths through tragic grotesque realism. While medical
writers condemned the filth and decrepitude of London, satirists such as Thomas
Dekker directed his abuses towards the effete state of London. Capturing the “true”
“Horror of a Plague, the Hell," Dekker, for example, bemoaned in his ironically titled
The Wonderfull Yeare [1603] (PPD 82):

Sorrow and Truth, sit you on each side of me, whilst I am deliuered of this

deadly burden: prompt me that I may vtter truthfull and passionate

condolement: arme my trembling hand, that it may boldly rip vp and

Anatomize the vicerous body of this Anthropophagized plague: lend me Art

(without any conterfet shadowing) to paint and delineate to the life the whole

story of this mortall and pestiferous battaile” (Ibid. 26).

Through a combination of “sorrow” and “truth,” Dekker claimed to “paint without
any conterfet shadowing,” contending that his “art” had, in fact reconstructed a
disturbing yet grotesquely valid picture of the plague: a grotesque vision that,
according to Cyril Tourneur, had to exclude euphemism. As Tourneur reasoned,
“Where shall I stand that I may freely view, / Earths stage compleate with tragic
sceans of wo? / No meade, no grouve, whose comfortizing hew / Might make sad

Terror my sad minde forgoe?” (Tourneur Wks: 58). Composing the satirical anatomy
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was a melancholic and precarious vocation, but someone had to do it for the good of
the culture.

Blaming others for plague, however, also put the anatomist at risk. As John
Banister’s dedication from The History of Man, Sucked from the Sappe of the most
approued Anathomistes, in the present age [1578] read, “to the benefite of my Christian
brethren, the godlie, and towards Chirugians of England” (Banister A4). Banister,
like the physician and dramatist Thomas Lodge, who acted out of the Christian
“duetie” and “love” he “owe{d] to this Citie,” was representative of the pious tone of
the anatomiser working within both the legitimate and the satirical mode (Lodge
Whs IV 3). In A necessarie and bricfe treatise of the contagious disease of the pestilence {1630},
William Boraston similarly lamented: “pray for me Sinner the writer of this little
Treatise, for to that intent I take the paines” (Boraston 32). Boraston and his
contemporaries complained that anatomising the diseased city was a dangerous and
painfully thankless task, and consequently, they demanded credit for their perilous
and self-righteous plights.

Often, the seemingly genuine humility conveyed through the anatomy was a
transparent one. As Thomas White, a professor of moral philosophy at Oxford
warned: “God is true, and all men are liers” (White 70). Operating under the guise of
truth, satirical anatomies were often deliberately deceitful and invectively abusive.
While the humanist or more medically inclined intellectual would read Vesalius,
Vicary, Bacon, Crooke or Banister, the more devout masses in search of moral truths
could consult the satirical diatribes of John Davies of Hereford, Henoch Clapham,
Donald Lupton, William Cowper, or Henry Holland. But where the serious
anatomist engaged in natural philosophy and used empirical observation to
substantiate his claims, the satirical anatomist employed imagination and a

defamatory anatomy to condemn his objects of study. Though radically opposed in
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method, both legitimate anatomist and satirical anatomist dissected the plague
experience towards the same end: a welcome end to disease and suffering.

For Robert Burton and many others, anatomy exposed a variety of bodily and
social ills. Satirical anatomies, however, most often did not flatter or worship the
body, but rather, condemned and denounced the seemingly “true” and “evil” nature
of humanity. “As One read in deepe Chirurgery,” wrote Dekker in Lanthorne and
Candle-Light (1609}, the satirists were prepared to “Draw’st on these Eu’lls,” to reveal
“the true Anatomy” (R4 185). Though described as “true” anatomies’® with “real”
matter, the satirical dissections were but discursive and metaphorical substances
vivisected through ardent satirical imaginations.”® As Dekker suggested, the
trumped-up “Eu’lls” of the misanthropic body would be impossible to ignore or
eliminate. To invert Dekker’s comedy of the plague year of 1603, anatomised flesh
more resembled “Im-Patient Grissill™? than healthy, patient flesh. While they
offered their fictive imaginings as epistemological proof, they complemented their
claims with a host of pious disclaimers. Consider, for example, Nashe’s defense of
his anatomy: “God is my witnesse, in all this relation, I borrowe no essential parte
from stretcht our inuention, nor haue I one iot abusde my informations” (Nashe Ws
I: 382). As one of the greatest abusers of the new anatomy, Nashe clearly anatomised
in denial.

Along with canonical satirists such as Donne, Marston, Dekker, Nashe, and

50 George Deux observes: “Truth in the Middle Ages is somewhat different to truth as understood
by the post-Renaissance world: it is, one can perhaps say, a more literary truth, a truth which is
more directly personal and more obviously didactic than that of an age which prides itself on
scientific objectivity than detachment.” See George Deaux’s The Black Death 1347, 2.

5t For more creative satirical writers like Stephen Egerton, entering the symbolic body with “the
word of God” had a certain drill-like quality in Egerton’s The Boring of the Eare, Contayning a Discourse
by way of Dialogue concerning hearing the word o, (1623].

52 am drawmﬁ on the early modern notion of ‘impatient Bovcrty’, by making a similar comparison to
the impatient flesh of the sinner by negating the title of Dekker’s play, The Pleasant Comedy of
Patient Grissel [1603].
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Burton, many other well-known and lesser-known writers also contributed to this
“new anatomie,”3 disseminating their investigations for any curious reader interested
in their dissective explorations. Anatomy was not solely limited to the body but had
wider cultural implications and was used to dissect a variety of social problems as well.
This “new anatomie” vivisected baseness (John Andrewes’ The anatomie of basenesse
(1615D); sin (Anon.’s The anathomie of sine [1603)); folly (Henry Hutton’s Follses
Anatomie (1619]; vice (Robert Anton’s Vices anotimie, scourged and corrected in new satirs
[1617D); lovers’ flatteries (Robert Greene'’s Anatomy of Lover's Flatteries [1584]); abuse
(Philip Stubbes’s Anatomie of Abuses {1583]); absurdity (Thomas Nashe’s Anatomie of
Absurditie (1589)); valour (Sir Philip Sidney’s Valour Anatomized, in a Fancy [1581));
death (John More’s A liuely anatomie of death {1596)); love (Edmund Spenser’s The
Faerie Qyeene [1596]);3+ the distressed soul (Bartholomew Robertson’s The anatomie of
a distressed soule {1619]); the mind (Thomas Rogers’ Anatomie of the Minde {1576));
atheism (John Wingfield’s .Atheisme close and open, anatomized [1634]); wit (John Lyly’s
Euphues: The Anatomy of Wit (1578)); urine (James Hart’s The anatomie of Urine {1625));
and the more energetic John Donne anatomized the whole world (Anatomy of the
World (1611]). Dekker’s more humorous The Ravens Almanacke {1609} anatomised no
less than twelve types of plague.$ On the continent, Johan Oberndoerffer dissected
physicians and quacks (The anatomyes of the true phystion, and counterfeit mounte-banke
[1602)) while Vitus Jacobaeus busied himself anatomising the Protestant reformer

Martin Luther (The anatomy of Martin Luther {1567)). By 1611, William Cowper had

53 From the title of Robert Underwood’s A new anatomie [1605}.

54 See Gordon Teskey’s Allegory and Violence, 38.

55 Dekker wrote in The Rauens Almanacke,
[ finde therefore that 12. great and greivous plagues, shal especially fall upon the heads of
this our English nation: and those are these viz™: ‘Saint Pauls plague’; ‘Saint Chads plague’;
‘Saint Benets plague’ ; ‘Saint Magnus plaqyrcl;; ‘Saint Trontons plague’; ‘Saint Bridgets plague’;
‘The wives plague’; ‘The blacke plague’; “The fryers plague’; “The devils plague’; “The
Home plague’; and finally, ‘Gods plague’. (Non- amWE:IIV: 188-92)
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produced The Anatomie of a Christian Man. What separated Cowper from the vulgar
satirists was his insistent focus on a moral exemplar. Where most satirists
anatomised the “unChristian” man as immoral exemplar, exposing the sinful
constitution of the body, as Wither put it, “With bad examples of thy Instigation,”
Cowper inverted the satirical process of the anatomy (4SW 259).

Emulating and appropriating the anatomical method, the satyr-anatomists
manufactured “new” dissective works of their own. These were “new” anatomies of
the plague experience which constructed morally deformed bodies within what the
satyr perceived to be a morally deformed culture. In a quasi-Baconian poetics, for
example, John Davies of Hereford fashioned a poetic “advancement of learning” of
his own device. In Micracosmos [1603]}, Davies likened the starving poet to a cadaver.
“How many Poets, like Anatomies,” asked Davies,” (As leane as Death for lacke of
sustenance) / Complaine (poore Staruelings) in sadd Elegies / Of those whom
Learning onely did advaunce” (MC 118). For Davies, it was anatomical poesy of
learning and not anatomical dissection that would reveal the truth of the tragic
human condition in time of plague.

In the spirit of pious truth, the satirist maintained plague that was London’s
nemesis —- the violent expression of God’s anger and resentment at the city’s sin —a
sacred disease unleashed upon a profane city. The intense social stresses and the
accompanying religious crises inspired by epidemics motivated the satyr-anatomist to
lash out in all the rhetorical savagery and apocalyptic fatalism he would become
renowned for. Through satire and anatomy, writers attacked what they considered
the various abuses responsible for plague: sin in all its carnal forms. Working within
the religious ideologies of their time, satirists blended Christian myth with historical
reality, interpreting plague as a divine affliction. Within this satirical mode, writers

metamorphosed the city into a grotesque urban stage, just as Thomas Beard’s The
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Theatre of Gods Tudgements: Or, a Collection of Histories (1597} and Edmund Rudierd’s
The Thunderbolt of Gods Wrath Against Hard-Hearted and stiffe-necked sinmers, or an
Abridgement of the Theater of Gods feareful judgements executed vpon notorious sinners
[1618] constructed vengeful biblical histories by passing them off in embittered
frankness as the darkest moments of London’s legitimate social history. Allegorical
histories of London which linked the city to biblical Israel, Sodom, Egypt, or even
the Flood were especially in vogue. Tracts like Thomas Adams’ Englands Sicknes,
comparatively conferred with Israels 1615}, Thomas Brewer’s The Weeping Lady: Or,
London Like Ninivie in Sack-Cloth [1625}; John Godskall's The Arke of Noah, For the
Londoners that remaine in the Cittie to enter in with their families, to be preserued from the
deluge of the Plague [1604); Thomas Nashe’s Christs Teares Over Ierusalem [1593}; and
Francis White’s Dead Souls 1619} explored some of the many allegorical possibilities
the so-called interpretive “visitations” offered the London satirist.

For “The plague which otherwise would fall,” explained Robert Greene,
penance was the most popular collective medicine prescribed (Greene Comp Wks
XIV 113). “Repent O London least, for thine offense” (Ibid. 113) was a common
rallying cry of the more pious satirist. Similarly promoting the hysteria and phobic
hatred of plague, writers like Robert Gray made their titles self-explanatory: An
Alarvm to England, Sounding the most fearefull and terrible example of Gods vengeance, that
euer was inflicted in this world vpon mankind for sinne [1609}. Such heavily didactic
providential views of history left little to speculation or imagination because their
typological accounts were scripturally grounded.

Guided by biblical typologies of pestilence, satirists anatomised both the
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urban and the human body, encoding each with moral, anagogic and even political’®
meanings. Plague discourse was, therefore, largely about satirical vengeance and the
early modern satirist was the public voice of what René Girard has defined as
“negative reciprocity™: the tendency to explain and rationalise a social crisis like
plague through moral causes.5” Despite increasing evidence towards natural causes
of plague, the satirist remained steadfast towards providentialist causes, pacifying the
secular by arguing that God could work through natural causes to enforce his
wrath.® “Aboue nature and secondarie causes,” argued Henry Holland, there was “a
higher power, that is, I thinke, to speak with the Scripture, to the mightie hand of
God” (SPA 17). As Donne explained in Meditations X11, “Nature” was God’s
“immediate commissioner” (Donne Maj Wks 338), or in Spenserian terms, the
Almighty was working through “great Dame Nature” to exact retribution (FQ II ii 6
2).

Consequently, the providentialism of the anatomy promoted “spiritual
physicke” or metaphysical medicine over medicinal cures, as John Downame did in
Spiritual physicke to cure the diseases of the soule [1600]. But, then, even licensed
physicians who prescribed medicine to sufferers of plague and other infectious
diseases also prescribed prayer along with their treatments. Largely misunderstood

in a medical sense, plague was considered a divine retributive disease charged with a

56 Ben Jonson, in Underwood, for example, explored the political possibilities of the satirical body.
In “An Ode to James Earle of Desmond, Writ in Queene Elizabeths Time,” Jonson politically
dissected the feminized state itself. According to Jonson: “her [London’s} dead essence (like the
Anatomie / in Surgeons hall / Is but a Statists theame, to read Phlebotomie” (Jonson Comp Poems:
163). In this work Jonson likened parliament to an anatomy theatre where politicians lecture on
‘bleeding’ the political body of the state. In Jonson’s semi-fictitious realm, politicians resemble
satyrs who, in a sense, carve up England for their own partisan whims, literally bleeding the country
and the city dry through greed and corruption. As Jonson intimated, unscrupulous politicians
pursued not bodily truths in this anatomy, but false virtues just like the satyr, who stopped at
nothing to achieve his bloody agenda.

57 See René Girard’s The Scapegoat, 14.

58 See Cindy Patton’s Sex and Germs: The Politics of AIDS; Nancy Siraisi’s Medieval ¢& Early Renaissance
{ffgfciqe: gzn Introduction to Knowledge and Practice, 8 & 9; and Keith Thomas’ Religion and);be Decline
of Magic,
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variety of mythological associations. In The Plague in Shakespeare's London {1963}, F.P.
Wilson cites four supernatural causes the early moderns linked to biblical plagues:
The plague was God's instrument for the punishment of sin. It was God's
angel (2 Samuel xxiv 17), the arrow of God (Psalm xoxviii 2) flying through the
air, the hand of God stretched out to smite the wickedness of men and cut
them off from the earth (Exodus ix 15). (Wilson 3-4)
As Wilson suggests, plague could also be caused by “corruption of the air,” “the
planets,” and “Cacobymia,” or humoural imbalance, but for the satirist, the divine
origins of plague proved the most popular fashion for blaming the city for its own
pestilential undoings (Ibid. 5-6).

During the early modern period, then, London not only suffered the ravages
of plague, but also the invective abuses of the many satirists denouncing and
anatomising the manifold sins of the city. While English anatomists like Vicary,
Crooke, Banister, Caius, and Harvey physically dissected the sinful bodies of
executed criminals, English satirists such as Lodge, Donne, Nashe, Hall, Jonson,
Dekker, and many others, symbolically dissected the living cadavers of the
city-at-large destined for infection, damnation, or, in the case of “Jacke Wilton” in
The Unfortunate Traveller {1594}, vivisection.’? As Thomas Walkington explained in
The Optick Glasse of Humors [1607], it took a revolting mind to dissect revolting
matter, because he considered the anatomical prospect: “the signe of an abiect
minde to beat our braines about necessaries for our vile corps” (OGH B4-5). This
was, of course, as Walkington hinted, an ideal literary match: abject minds for abject
bodies.

Through disgusting subject matter and his often unfeeling narrative distance

59 In Nashe’s The Unfortunate Traveller, Jacke Wilton finds himself on the table of the
vivisectionist Doctor Zacharies who was about to “cut [Wilton} like a French summer dublet”

(UFT 131).
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from plague, the satirist sought reform through moral deformity. These were
contrived anatomies not aimed at eliminating disease in a pathological sense but
solely designed to reinforce the “truth” of their Christian ars moriends message and
their gruesome memento mori call to arms. While the anatomical pursuits of natural
philosophy were beginning to reveal important physiological observations of the dead
body, the satyr-anatomists remained unimpressed. Disconcerned with dissecting
the dead, the satyr-anatomist fixed his moral gaze upon the living. The “new

anatomy,” for the satirist, meant not dissection but vivisection.

Satirical Vivisection and the Quick Anatomy

Unlike the dissections carried out in the name of natural philosophy, the
dissections of satirical anatomies were disinterested in mimetic anatomy; theirs was
not a symbolic dissection of a celebrated corporeal body, but a condemned symbolic
body ritually dismembered within a discursive domain. Whereas comparative
anatomists sought to understand the physical structure of the body through the
“carkasse cut vp,” satirical anatomists were primarily concerned with the body’s
animate moral fibre (Cotgrave A39). Indeed, few satirists, with the exception of
Thomas Lodge, were medically inclined; but all were united in their concern for
London’s mortal vulnerability in time of plague. Textual proof of the satirist’s
vigilance in attempting to protect the moral purity of a city threatened by sin and
disease is pervasive. These were meta-anatomies, symbolic vivisections of
non-corporeal flesh and bones produced by visionary imaginations considerably
removed from reality. In contrast to the legitimate anatomist, the satirical anatomist

indulged in the subcutaneous parts of a grotesque discursive body he could both
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manufacture and cruelly dissect. The satyr anatomised “men with their bodies
gashed” (Jer. 41:5), paradoxical bodies with the contradictory status of “living
cadaver,” because as even the physician, John Cotta, maintained,“men while they
liue are alreadie dead” (Cotta A3).

As Wither suggested in Abuses stript, and whipt (1613}, the satirist fashioned a
disciplinary body he could vivisect, “To [make} feele the Torture of this earthly hell”
(ASW 62). Yet despite the figurative violence of vivisection, satirists such as T.C.
maintained: “no bodily weapon hurteth and hindreth men so sore, as the word of
God”; scriptural truths meted out the greatest pains (T.C. Bs). The trembling body
was a deserving body, and, as the Book of Job bemoaned and T.C. reiterated: “Man
[wa]s chastened with pain”; the satirist vivisected and inflicted pain with words, just
as the Lord did (Job 33:19).5° Human dissection, vivisection, and vengeful body
mutilation were not as foreign as they might seem to the satirical imagination. The
satirist drew his inspiration for bodily violence from a variety of scriptural passages.®
The painful truths of his “cutting” words were best administered through grievous
metaphorical methods. Though God remained the divine architect of the anatomy,
as Dekker said to the Lord, “I holde you as a Surgeon,” the satirist functioned as the
Lord’s surgical helpmate, a second in command for this grotesque and divisive
enterprise (Dekker Norn Dram Whks IV 217).

The living anatomy articulated by Thomas Swadling in Sermons, Meditations,
and Prayers, upon the Plague {1636] reinforced the satirical hierarchy which reaffirmed

God’s position in the great chain of anatomy as the supreme dissector:

60 In the Bible, there is good reason to fear the mortal pains of God’s word. As God said in [saiah:
“I will look to the one who trembles at my word,” (Isa. 66:2) the power of “divine” words could be
strangely destructive.

61 Some of the bodily mutations that appear in the Bible include a Leavite who cuts up his
concubine’s body in Judges 19:29; 20:26, hcadinﬁs arise in 1 Sam. 17:46, 1 Sam. 17:51, 1 Sam. 3129, 2
Sam. 4:7, 2 Sam. 16:19, 2 Sam. 20:22, 2 Kgs. 10:6-8, Rev. 20:4; and gashed bodies emerge in Jer. 41:5.
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So long as God punishes you, hee gives you physicke: If he draw his knife, it

is but to prune you; you are his vine. If he draw bloud, it is but to rectifie a

distempered veine; you are his patient. If he breake your bones, it is but to

set them straighter. If hee bruise you in mortar, it is but that you may breathe

up a sweet favour into his nostrills; you are his handy worke: and if one hand

be under you, let him lay the other as heavy as hee pleases upon you: let him

handle you which way hee will, if hee does not throw you out of his hands, it is

not matter. (Swadling 46)
As Swadling suggested, the divine anatomy was a necessary moral corrective, and as
violent as God’s dissective methods might have appeared, Swadling justified the
Lord’s vivisectionist tactics as vitally obligatory. In The Teares or Lamentations of a
sorrowfull Soule (1613}, Sir William Leighton similarly explained:

He [God} like a good Chirurgion,

Doth hurt to heale, they are his launces:

That lett out our corruption,

And so saues vs from worse mischances:

Our plagues on earth saue vs from hell,

Diuels wel may feare, for there they dwel (Leighton 148).
Taking their dissective lead from God himself, satirists followed in the Almighty’s
divine footsteps, or so they claimed. Satirical divines such as Donne, Marston, and
Swadling envisioned themselves doing the Lord’s work through anatomy; seeking
often perverse answers from “a quicke bodie, but a buried will,” as Samuel Daniel
suggested in Musophilus (1599} (Daniel 73). Some, like Robert Greene, “perfectly
anatomised” the animate sins of youth in London didactically, so that the reader
“might see euerie veine, muscle and arterie of her unbridled follies” in their

grotesque splendour (Greene Ws IX 123).
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As the scientifically-minded practised their art on the dead, the satirist
executed his living anatomies on the quick. While anatomy had been censured
throughout history, human vivisection was an even more taboo and repugnant project.
Nevertheless, human vivisection likely occurred at some point and was figuratively de
rigeur for the early modern satirist, as Donne suggested in “An Anatomy of the
World,” which explored the body “Alive to study this dissection” (Donne Maj Whs
208). Though much more highly articulate and sophisticated than most of his
satirical contemporaries, Burton’s Menippean satire on melancholy or depression,
The Anatomy of Melancholy {1621}, was in fact, as Robert Burton himself described it,
“a living anatomy” (AM Pt 1 Sec 2: 230). To help justify his own symbolic vivisection of
a depressed humanity, Burton argued that even “Vesalius the Anatomist was wont to
cut up men alive” (Ibid. Pt 1 Sec 1: 130). Burton also cited Joseph Hall's Characters of
Virtues and Vices (1608}, which claimed to be “a living anatomy,” consuming and
reducing the body to a skeleton . .. a lean and pale carcass” (Ibid. Pt 1 Sec 2: 230). The
anatomist Helkiah Crooke further supported Burton’s vivisectionist claims on his
own terms. As Crooke argued:

I am not ignorant that some of the ancient Physitians, as Herophilus and
Erasitratus, by the License of Princes whome they had possessed with the
profit thereof, did anatomize the bodies of condemned wretches euen whilst
they were aliue, which also in our age hath beene done by Carpus and
Vesalius. (MCM 18)
If vivisection were good enough for Vesalius,5? the satirist considered it good enough
for his own symbolic method. The brilliant but short-sighted Burton did, however,

fail to acknowledge that Vesalius was not the first anatomist to be accused of

62 Crooke’s claims were, of course, likely hearsay. If human vivisection did take place in sixteenth-
century Padua, the practice was unheard of in early modern England.
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vivisecting human subjects. The ancient Alexandrian anatomists Herophilus [ca.
300 B.C.], the father of anatomy, and his rival Erasistratus [ca. 250 B.C.] held that
distinction.%3 Following the lead of prominent ancient anatomists, the satirist
explored the symbolic entrails of his own quick subjects in his own discursive mode.

Although legitimate anatomists had to confine their dissections to the winter
months, satirists were somewhat less concerned about putrefaction and could
anatomize year round. Unable to preserve the dead flesh, as no embalming fluids
were available, decomposition set in quickly in the Renaissance anatomy theatre. By
likening his own virtual anatomy to the actual, Donne expressed the expedient
dilemma of his own symbolic vivisection this way: “So the worlds carcasse would not
last, if I / Were punctuall in this Anatomy; / Nor smells it well to hearers, if one tell /
Them their disease, who faine would think they’re well” (Donne Maj Wks 217). The
satirist, like the anatomist, according to Donne, had to dissect rapidly as the body
rotted before him, as it did in Marston’s living anatomy where the “maggot-tainted
lewd corruption” of the flesh further animated an already volatile and unstable
grotesque body (SOV 59). As Barnabe Barnes “romage{d] in the worm eaten keele of
[a] rotten hulke” in The Devil’s Charter {1607}, the putrescent flesh of the living
cadaver made the symbolic vivisection a truly repugnant prospect (Barnes V ii
3093-94).

Though graphically explicit anatomists like Crooke proudly “cvt up dead
carcasses of men” (MCM 18), the satirical anatomy was made even more barbarous by
the fact that it claimed to be executing a “liuing Anatomy of the body” (Forrester
Aé), an onerous enterprise to be certain. In his own symbolic vein, the Puritan poet

George Wither’s Abuses stript and whipt [1613}, also indulged in the aberrant pleasure

63 See V. Persaud’s Early History of Human Anatomy, 45.
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of dissecting the living: “Tis him my newly-inspired Muse here tries,” wrote Wither,
“Whilst he is living to Anatomise” (ASW 12). The satirical anatomies performed on
the living were, in the mind of the satirists, victimless vivisections carried out not for
medical but didactic purposes. The anatomy’s grotesque muse, the writhing
symbolic body, was both the source and the target of the satyr-anatomist’s desultory
rage.

By dissecting breathing beings, the satirist could expose the corrupting body
quiddity of a sinner in action. The anatomising satirists reasoned they had, at the
very least, a slim chance of morally reforming the living, since the dead were past
help. Just as Aeschylus had written in Fragments [525-456 B.C.], “Pain lays not its
touch / Upon a corpse” (Tripp 134), and Shakespeare would add in The Rape of
Lucrece, one “cannot abuse a body dead,” satirical anatomists performed vengeful
dissections designed to mete out the symbolic pains and penalties it conveyed upon
the living (RL 1267). The exterior vileness of “dirty” flesh and its putrid interior were
best exposed through an anatomy where bodies were symbolically excoriated and
violently disembowelled alive and kicking. An illustrative example of the grotesque
living body flayed at the hands of the satirist can be located in John Davies’ Humours
Heau'n on Earth [1605}. As Davies put it:

Here, in a corner fits an vgly Forme,

That on the matter of a liuing Corse

Finds matter of much mirth; which is, t'informe

Himselfe of all the sinews, and their force;

Who, with a knife, the flesh doth all deforme,

To pull our nerues and sinews in their course:

Which like strings, broken, hanging at a Lute;

So hang these nerues the Body all about. (HH 162)
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Unlike Vesalius or Vicary, Davies claimed to be perhaps more torturing than
dissecting a “liuing Corse,” a grotesque body not only in the process of decay, but
more importantly, in the process of sinful life. Like a mangled “sinewy” instrument,
with its “strings,” “broken” and “hanging,” this human “matter of much mirth,”
somewhat reminiscent of Vesalius’ muscle men,54 was flayed by the satirist with a
sharp discursive scalpel, further deforming the already “deformed” flesh of the
grotesque body. Yet in spite of the confessional mode of the disciplinarian satirist,
whose descriptive lines “fetch{ed} a deepe sigh,” the satyr-anatomist would prove
equally capable of expressing even more violent perversities of quasi-Sadean

proportions (Lyly Wks IT 74).

Satyr-Masochism: Lashing the Naked and the Living Dead

While the satirists often attacked the lewdness of nudity, nakedness, in any
anatomy — satirical or physical — was a necessary precondition for bodily division.
Representative of the inquiring satirical spirit, Marston maintained :hat, “The naked
truth [wals, a well clothed lie” (SO V 55). According to Marston’s scheme, by first
removing bodily apparel, the anatomist could ultimately edge closer to the truth yet
nearer to degeneracy. As Marston contended, satirists ultimately disdained the
“sumptuous clothes” which not only embodied greed and decadence, but obscured
bodily truths (Ibid. 66). Longing for a return to their prelapsarian origins, the satyr-

anatomists reasoned that Adamic nakedness might reveal Adamic origins.% Yet

64 I am grateful to Lesley Cormack for making this connection between Vesalius and Davies.

65 For Bacon, as Julian Martin notes, “the true and legitimate humiliation of the human spirit”
would reveal the divine operation of things on earth, by recovering the “prelapsarian nakedness of
mind.” See Martin, Julian. Francis Bacon, the State, and the Reform of Natural Philosophy, 150.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



92
nudity raised cultural anxieties in itself: as Revelations 16:15 declared, “blessed is he
who keeps his garments that he may not go naked.” While the “good” early modern
Christians insisted upon concealing their nakedness, the anatomists were
unrespectful to social decorum, and exposed their humiliated subjects nude. By
shedding his subject’s clothing, the satyr was that much closer to the essential
Hobbesian state of nature, drawing nearer, he believed, to the elemental genesis of
his sinful human guinea pig. As a symbolic anatomy, however, the clothing was
nothing more than an allegorical shroud.

The undraped cadaver, as a subject of empirical inquiry, was acceptable and
necessary for natural philsophy. But for the satirical anatomy, nudity was a more
perverse mode of enquiry, as the satyr was not undressing cadavers but “quick”
sinners. In this symbolic realm there was a perverse voyeurism at work for the satirist
who defrocked his victims before eventually scourging and anatomizing them,
enabling his readers to be “partaker{s} of strange sights” (Rowlands Comp Ws I 3).
If the anatomical inquiry was made rude or dirty, the satirist blamed not himself but
the malignant state of his undraped subject, as Marston did in The Scourge of Villanie
{1599}, where he used his “idle rimes to note the odious spot / And blemish that
deformes the lineaments / Of moderne Poesies habiliments” (SOV 60). In this
satirical anatomy, Marston remarked that if his poetic livery appeared “blemished”
and “deformed” it was mimetically fashioned by the grotesque state of his nude
subject and not the satirst’s own naked “genius.” This deterministic view was
reiterated by Wither in Abuses stript, and whip {1613], where truth itself became
degenerately anthropomorphised. According to Wither: “I neither feare not shame
to speake the Truth, and therefore haue nakedly thrust it forth without a couering”
(ASW 8). The poet conveyed the anguish expressed by Paul in Galatians 4:16, where
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