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Abstract

This research examines the intersections between the sciences of optics and
catoptrics, and literature and art. The themé science, religion, vision and the
mirror, are allied and must be considered in tandem with each other in order to form
a full and proper picture of mirrors and vision in the Early Modern period.

Throughout the period, the changes and developmerttseitheories of vision
and reflections, and the technolgies of mirror manufacture, were vast. These changes
are made manifest in the literature and art of the Renaissance, demonstrating a
di stinct overlap in theor i etchmwlbgy,aindsi on,
mirror metaphors. T h e 1 they inaluderpiGds, vamig/,s o c i a:
seltlove, fear, the counterfeit, and deétland these motifs are to be found across a
range of literature, from myths, to moralising poetry, to cehdeanuals and plays,
as well as in emblems and paintings. The mirror, through the course of this research,
will emerge as a tool of the artist, an object in which to seek the self, with which the

self may be portrayed, and in which to seek to improveelie
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Introduction

Inwardness in the English Renaissance is almost always formulated in

tebmsd a doubl e spectatorshipéThe diff el
the outer man is a function of the difference between the limited, fallible

human observer and t he unl i mited di v
interpretation is thus imagined as a process by whichlelinhuman

spectatorship might approach divine omniscience.

The Early Modern period saw significant changes in the technology and
understanding of mirrors and visidrOptics and catoptrics (the study of reflection),
topics which we now consider to libe domain of science, were, from ancient
Greece through to the 1700s, intertwined with philosophy and matheratics.
mirror entered into the vocabularies of a number of different aspects of culture and
experience, including poetry, theatre, religi@mt and sciencé. Whilst literary,
scientific, and historical studies have provided thorough investigations of the uses
and applications of the mirror, as well as details of its emergence throughout history,

this important conceptual connection betweenrttechanics of the science of vision

'!Kat harine Eisaman Maus, O6Proof and Consequences:
Re n ai sRepresentafion34 (1991) 2962, p.38.

Z Informative and comprehensive overviews of the history of optics and catoptrics can be found in

David C. Lindberg,Theories of Vision from Aindi to Kepler(Chicago & London: Chicago

University Press, 1976) anthsco RonchiQptics: The Science of Visitrans. by Edward Rosen

(New York: Dover, [1957] 1991)

®These texts include | a TimaesstheRepuble, De Anima andSense and Sensibiia Lucr et i us o6s
De Rerum Natura Pt o Dgticay 0 G g IO® thedunction of the parts of the bo&yclid's

Opticaa, A u g Lonfeasmr@gadDe Trinitate and in later years the works of Robert Grosseteste,
RogerBacon, Kepler, and Galileo.

* For example, artists including Parmigianino, Jan Van Eyck, Albrecht Direr, Lubin Baugin, David

Bailly, Artemesia Gentileschi, Sofonisba Anguissola, and Johannes Gumpp; literary works including

S p e n FhefFade"de Queens&halke s p e Hlaméetband Richard ]I  Mi IParaxised.estand

poems by John Donne, Mi chael Drayton, and Sir Jo
Metamorphosesyhich | will discussn more detailn the forthcoming chapters.



and the technology of the mirror seems somewhat neglectéeé. aim of this thesis

is to examine this link in order to offer a more fully contextualised discussion of the
mirror and vision throughout the literature aad of the early modern period.
Avoiding the idea that selfhood emergedridg the Early Modern period, will

show that there is a clear distinction between ideas of inward and outward self, and
this thesis will argue that the competing theories obwisthe extramission and the
intromission theories, are connected to this division of inward and outward selves.
Furthermore, | will argue that the exemplary mirror, through which the mirror is
often characterised with classic negative connotations, ascpride and vanity,
moves beyond its simple moral lessons and encourages the viewer/reader to look
inward and examine themselves. | contend that throughout this period, women
wishing to express themselves had to negotiate the problematic associations and
motifs of the mirror but men, however, were far more free to examine the the
implications and mechanisms of mirrors. However, although newer technologies and
theories were available, this thesis will argue that these were not always used, thus
allowing the classic mirremetaphors to persist throughout the period in literary and

artistic works.

® Bruno SchweigMirrors: A Guide to the Manufacture of Mirrors and Reflection Surfdt633),
William S. Ellis, Glass: From the First Mirror to Fiber Optics, The Story of the Substance that
Changed the Worl{1998), Sabine MelchoeiBonnet,The Mirror: A History,trans. by Katheria H.
Jewett (2002), and Mark Pendergragirror Mirror: A History of the Human Love Affair with
Reflection(2003) offer historical studies of the mirror; Herbert Grabbg, Mutable Glass: Mirror
Imagery in Titles and Texts of the Middle Ages and Enlatissancg1982), Rayna Kalas,
Frame, Glass, Verse: The Technology of Poetic Invention in the English Renai{@#¥eand
Stuart ClarkVanities of the Eye: Vision in Early Modern European Cul{@@)7) each provide
substantial examinations of therror and literature, and the effects of mirror technology in literary
works.



Interpreting the Mirror
Although explorations of visual theory and mirror technology are largely absent from
major critical works on English Renaissance pgairama or pamplets, discussions
t hat examine materi al cul tureds i nfl uen
S a wd &pygihes of the Imaginatiomt at es t hat &éthe elabor at
engineers of the Renaissance reached deep intereadgn political, aesthetic, and
phil osophi cal structures of t hought 6, p
everyday Renaissance life, across a range of spheres of influence.

This focus on technology as rooted in daily life and the imagination is exiilor
Science, Reading, and Renaissance LiterahyeElizabeth Spiller, a text that is
concerned with knowl edge and new ways
imaginative literature and experimental science are inventions of a startling new
attention to k o wl e’ dThie ew knowledge and new approach to knowledge
informs O&énew ways of writing tHaThe try t
conrection between knowledge and technology highlighted by Spiller is also
discussed by Sabine MelchiBonnet inThe Mirror: A History particularly in her
chapter entitled O6The Magic of Resembl an
seltfknowledge, and how subjectivity can be related to the mirror. Noting the dual
concerns of t he & s us @heistidn pietyy wlhich pldcenthee r a t i

mirror i n a OdoeBorinétpositionsihd dicror die its duality @s the

¢ Jonathan Sawdafngines of the Imagination: Renaissance Culture and the Rise of the Machine
(Routledge: London & New York, 2007), p. xviii.

" Elizabeth SpillerScience, Readg and Renaissance Literature: The Art of Making Knowledge,
158031670(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), p.1.

8 Spiller, p.1.



pl ace where O6the indivi dua®l Howevay Ingthed e f i n €
Spill erdés wo-Benneods Mie tficallyiwdhetlzelcannestipns ¢

between visual theory and mirrtgchnology, and their influence on eampdern

literature, which is the central concern of my thesis.

In Frame, Glass, Verse Rayna Kalas attends to whe
me t a p h o emaigsanae fpoetR: windows, lenses, frames and glass; and she
argues for these objects as uniqu®ly Ii
Kalas joins matter and meaning, and arguesiforé f | enxhe bpplicatidn pf the
w o r d @pproaemthzthis thesis will follow with respect to the many minterms
and their diffuse connotatiods. Kal as argues that d&éat the
Sonnets establish a relationship between technical and figurative invention that
i ntegr at es o bfethought withcmattea and social rank with craft
produ®€®tFoondKal as, 060gl assmakingéwas a <cri
scientific and poetic discourse in the |
and she finds tnmett sShemkkes puesaer eodfs béswi ndow
gl ass objects to illustrate that o6l inks
be O6darticulated as technical Il nvention a
recourse to either the symbolicemble and t he Neopl atonic dev
ar'tal asdés text is, however, mostly restr

her six chapters to the object, and glass receives much less attention, whereas my

° Sabine MelchioBonnet, The Mirror: A Historytrans. by Katherine H. Jewett (New York &

London: Routledge, 2002),¥56.

9 Rayna KalasFrame, Glass, Verse: The Technology of Poetic Invention in the English Renaissance
(Ithaca & London: Cornell University Press, 2007), p.1.

“Kalas, p.1.

2Kalas, see chapter six, pp.1688.

13 Kalas, p.168.



project will have the mirror as the deal strand running through each chapter.
Furthermore, | will argue that while the
and artistic forms of expression, the technology is not necessarily positively reflected

in these works. Rather, | will arguleat often the mirror is negatively represented,

and the object seems unable to escape its damaging discourse, not despite, but
because of scientific progress, which o
problematic iconography.

Mar k Pe n drorgMireos A listory of the Human Love Affair with
Reflectionprovides an accessible and full history of the mirror, in that his book
traces the lookingjlass back to the Egyptians and Etruscans. He covers folklore,
religion, magic and science, amouidper topics, in a number of concise chapters that
reveal the mirror to be an object of fascination and intrigue. However, due to the
nature of the text, his engagement with optical and catoptrical science is minimal,
and neither literature nor art arev@stigated in depth. The approach of this thesis
wi || be to preserve the broadness displ :
more strongly on the literature and art of the period. Optical theory is, however,

di scussed i n Darlheordgs ofCVision. fromdAKiadi tp Keplet

Lindberg, prolific in the field of the history of visual theory, uses as his starting point
the process of visual perception as it o
of the visual s y mathemmadical lprintiple® of pelspectieesand t h e
the psychology ¢YTheipuabl pmroftptviendn is
mi crocosm of the e"™This thesis wil take thia furtherartde r p r i

argue for vision and its theory as cahtio, and intimately linked with, the mirror

1 David C. LindbergTheories of Vision from AKindi to Kepler(Chicago & London: Chicago
University Press, 1976), p.x.
*Lindberg, p.x.



and its technology. Whildindberg writes from a purely historical, scientific
approach, this thesis will draw on the history of the science of optics, in order to
examine its influence on selected poetry gainting of the period, as well as

popular pamphlets and plays. Both Lindberg and MeldBminet concentrate on

producing a detailed histoiyLindberg of optics, MelchieBonnet of mirrors and,

while MelchiorBonnet includes art and literature in herhi st or i c al essa
mirror o, her history is of the French mi
French culturé® This thesis will focus on English literary and printed texts only,

thus moving away from MelchiBonnet 6 s approach.

English | i terary sources ar eThadMusablawGlase d i n
Mirror -Imagery in Titles and Texts of the Middle Ages and English Renaissance
Grabes works with the vast array of printed texts from as early as 1100 to 1700, and
traces specificallt hose t hat are related to the m
engage with the science or philosophy of the mirror, but rather seeks to establish a
method by which the wideanging mirrormetaphor may be categorized. A large
portion of his study is takemp by the generation of an exhaustive list of the potential
definitions and uses of the mirraretaphor, under which texts (both printed and
literary) are listed. Whilst this categorising of mirmaetaphors provides a useful
glossary, and demonstratassj how mutable the mirror was during his chosen
period, this approach presents the problem of restriction. Often, as this thesis will
demonstrate, multiple meanings can be encoded in a single usage of a mirror
metaphor, andcscategorisation can ofteneateunhelpful limitations that, if applied,

would hinder the potential signifiers of a given text. The aim of this thesis is to

16 Melchior-Bonnet, p.ix.



provide as broad and inclusive a study as possible, in order to protect the complexity
of the object of the mirror, and thusile the classifications Grabes makes will often
be of use throughout my study, | will move away from this organising principle.

I n terms of wvision in Early Modern Eur
Vanities of the Eyeexamines the trajectory ofision through the Renaissance,
investigating the implications of developments such as perspective on the integrity of
vision, and seeks to understand déwhat ha
of indeterminate meaht oglddeyas ivdraicensidesed p ar t
so important that they were associated with the mind and learning, and perception
was considered a visual process. In depictions of the five senses, sight was

represented by the 0symboelfi matoralist painting. c cur a

reflected | ight, and perspective deptho
achieve or display itéo, such as O6éspectac
al |, pl ai n® Hdwewer Clanki argues ithatthemphasis turned to

0l i keness6 or o6ésimilitudedé and, eventual
the coll apse of 6the cognitive theory th

was not always the preferred sense in the hierarchy, and oftenghaad touch

were favoured as the BpQliamek 6% e htiecxlte porfc
fascinating and particularly nuanced account of vision, on which my thesis will draw

for context, and for the breadth of resources that will help inform my undeirsgan

of vision throughout the period. Howeve

my unification of vision and mirrors, while Clark concentrates solely on the issue of

7 Stuart ClarkVanities of the Eye: Vision in Early Modern European Cul{@gford: Oxford
University Press, 2007), p.3

18 Clark, p.1213.

YSee Cl ar k, cha pVYaeitiesaftheeEyop®@3Bpeci es o6, of



sight . Clar k, i n hi s TdeivVantie of the E0EI6Bd Ge or
text that sits at the heart of his resea
of Renai ssance oPHakmewm hdbsutext scbhés v
all evil, responsible for gluttony, jealousy, contempt, and envy, amtiey vices.

The eye was bl amed for adultery, and so
c 0 n n ot ?a Clarlodemmobstrates, throudtakewill thatvision could be closely
allied with religion, and certaivantyy t he
and pride see that it, too, falls down with vision. This argument, which places both
vision and the mirror as objects of sin, objects whose essentially dual nature lends
itself to becoming susceptible to sin, and also to encouraging corruptmme ihat

this thesis will follow, although | would argue that these themes had been well
articulated prior t o Thd ¥dnigewor thel E@agpeatee ix t , S0
1608, there were already several texts, both visual and literary, that futlybeels

and established the message that Hakewill expounds. Visually, for example, Hans
Bal dung Thegee Ages1dd the Woman and the Dezftii510 (see figure 13),

clearly works with the establishettaditions thatplace the mirror and self
examinationn a context of selfove andsin.

Debora Shugerdés essay O6The #fAl 06 of the
Refl exive Mindo, picks apart and attemp
considers the notion of subjectivity and identity as relatedniat whe individual saw
reflected in the mirror, and immediately encounters difficulties in making this

connectioni 6up to the | ate seventeenth centur

2 Clark, p.25.
2 Lindberg, p.25.



o d & &'hese mirrors are odd, Shuger claims, because the mirror rafielgts the
self, that is, the face of the viewer, a
do with selfc o n s c i &°uMost Kenaisdance mirrors do not reflect the face of
the person before the mirror, but rather, reflect an exemplary imagehesel that
do reflect an O6inner selfd, in fact refl
t han i ndi*lihd uwsallbe asveelsf .u s ,-pr&ddedtg find angdarlyi ms ,
modern English instance of mirroring used as a paradigm for nefleself
c onsci 6urbus farslsvéuld not disagree with Shuger on these points, though
rather than categorising references and instances of mirrors in English literature as
6oddad, I view them as entirely cCommen
phi | osophical discourse. However, | feel
research comes in the attempt to apply an anachronistic theory of selfhood onto a
period and object that is rooted in an entirely different context. This thesis will
argue that a sense of self is not necessarily essentially detached from the structures of
society and religion. Rather, it is my contention, and a central concern of this thesis,
that an independent sense of self can exist during the early modern pedidadisan
achieved through the careful negotiation and interpretation of societal norms and
rules.

The link between vision and biblical sins is replicated with the mirror. As seen in
Griends painting of 1510 (seehed wththee 13)

mirror standing as a symbol of pride, vanity, and transience. This unseemly object

Debora Shuger, O6The fildo of the Beholder: Renai s:
Renaissance Culture and the Everyddyby Patricia Fumerton & Simon Hunt (Philadelphia:

University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999), pp421(p.22).

2 Shuger, p.22.

4 Shuger, p.22, p.26.

% Shuger, p.31



afforded the individual the opportunity to examine themselves and, perhaps, to
devel op some form of autonomous degléf,hood
offers an exploration of earyodern identity. In her introduction, Piesse notes that
much of the scholarship on iinteeogdtiontiny as s e
anything other than the religious sense flourishes across a range of rscimily

from the beginning of the sixteenthe n t *u IHoyvéver, Piesse locates notions of
self-scrutiny in the writings of Plato and Aristotle and argues that, since the
sixteenthcentury looks back to classical philosophers, Platonic and Neoplatonic

noi ons of selfhood are O6vitalé tdhisusnder st
an argument to which | will adhere in this thesis; | propose that an identity mediated
through religious doctrine is a legitimate identity nonetheless.

During this perid , we are reminded, schol ars we
condemnation of Galil eod of the rii sks o
NicholasJolly cites Descartes whose views are often ambiguous but regularly cite
the 6tight connpkYy oan 8 e? RichadPopgkifaddiesses o
the debate of the relation of theology and philosophy during the seventeenth century,
and argues thatthe seventeenth century does not entiréjvorce itself from
theology in order to march towards the Entegimend but rather o6rel
were deeply intertwined with philosophical conceptions of knowledge, revelation,

the importance of scientific enquiry, human nature and what it is to be reagshable

®A. J. Pi es sAcCompaniod t&Emglish Repafssance Interatuamd Culture ed.by

Michael Hattaway(Oxford: Blackwell, 200], p.634.

%" piesse, p.635.

BNicholas Jolly, 6The Rel at i oThe Gmlridge ldisiorybthe ol ogy :
SeventeentlCentury Philosophgd. by Daniel Garber & Michael Ayers (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Pess, 1998), i, pp.36388, (p.365).

®Richard Popkin, 6The Rel iCpinadws yB aPchkihg rosswomch yodf i e
Cambridge History of Seventeerflentury Philosophgd. by Daniel Garber & Michael Ayers

(Cambridge: Cambridge UniversiBress, 1998), i, pp.39&82.

10



Margaret Mil es, i n h ethe Bedy ana yhe By¥ of she o n :

Mind i n Saint Augustineds fDe Trinitate
i mportance of St Augustineds I mplogment at
understanding and expressirggp i r i t ual vision. usMi heés c

understanding of the physics of vision enables him to describe a processchy w
one comes tbat wh’*Miblneg ®bs efiets t he role of
to Augustinebs theory of devotionhg and
visual theory as significant as part of his sense of spiritialiMiles is referring to
the first model of visual theory, the extramission theory, described by Plato and
Aristotle i a theorythat pervaded philosophy, optical science, and literaorks
throughout the Medieval and Early Modern
was emitted by the eyes and reached out towards the object. The form of the object
woul d mingle with the visua lsoubthaicauseé, and
an individuatos ee t he obj ect . Therefore, O6in th
mo ment ar i* The eximamisseon theory was extremely popular throughout
the Medieval and Early Modern periods, despite there being evidence of its
inaccurag.

This act of seeingelates directhit o A u g u sse of spitua vissoe, where
O0the object and the viewer are both esse
the human being has been c &rkicpartwasyl y ¢ on
physical sense of seeing, in which there is contact between the object viewed and its

viewer, characterises a notion of the theoryvision thatprevailed but did not

®¥Margaret Miles, 6Vision: The Eye of tibe Body an:
Trinitate andConfessiond TihanJournal of Religio63 (April, 1982), 125142, (p.125).

3 Miles, p.1267.

%2 Miles, p.128.

3 Miles, p.130.

11



remain unchallenged. In the intromission theory, the eye was the passiventeaipi
theimages thaentered it, thus reversing the power of the viewer.

Michael Camille addresses the impact of the intromission theory of vision in his
essay, OBefore the Gaze: The I nternal Se
Camille arges that the shift from the extramission theory to the intromission theory
was significant for the understanding of the human subject in the Medieval period,
particularly so in the context of religish.l n Cami | | eds di scussi ¢
relationship vith God is altered dramatically by this reversal of the visual flow. This
thesis will discuss and connect the distinction between the two major theories of
vision T extramission and intromissioin to ideas of internal and external selves.

Going beyond Cai | | eds analysi s, which is restr
devotion during the Medieval period, this thesis recognises that although the
intromission theory had been proposed before the beginning of the Early Modern era,

it did not displace the pofar extramission theoryDavid C. Lindberg & Nicholas

H. Steneck argue that the earlier belief that leaselsother optical devices deceived

through optical i Il usi ons, coupled with
invention of the telescopefr centuri esdé and that it was
and Kepl er 0s wor k t hat this ®06hmrrend:

acknowledgement of this, my research will therefore discuss how both theories are
linked to subjectivity and mirroring, througtiothe Early Modern period. It could

be expected that the progress of science and technology would be reflected in the

#Mi chael Camille, 6Before the Gaze: The Internal
Visuality Before and Beyond the Renaissance: Seeing as Otheredsdy Robert S. Nelson

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp227% (p.204).

®pDavid C. Lindberg & Nicholas H. Steneck, 6The
Scienced in Al $cience, Bedicing erm Baciety ie tthe Renaissanalel (London:
Heinemann, 1972), pp. 3&1.
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literature and visual art of the time, however, as | will show throughout the course of
this project, this is not necessarily the case many cases, the intromission theory
was viewed with suspicion objects such as the mirror, the lens and the telescope
were framed in terms that were frightening and destabilisindpile the, perhaps

safer, motifs and images surrounding the extraomstieory persisted.

Mirrors in Myth and Early Modern Literature

The literal mirror reflects whatever is placed before it, whether that mirror is
fashioned from glass, metal or stone. The early modern period made regular use of

the multiple meanings that he wor d 6 mi® rit® wide rangenoh ot e d .
metaphors was bolstered by the advancésannology, which moved fromooking-

glasses made from stone, to metal mirrors, to convex and concave pieces of glass of
different quality and clarity, to plane, ystal mirrors. The mirror, it is argued,
Omakes an early appearance in the vocabu
to a mor al édi scourse that -extaanri thaat oomnd t
6devel ops the dial ect icHowefer, Blachi@Bortnet a n d
argues that o&éthe mirror as an el ement of
about much | ater arfdT hmeucrhi rlreosrsé sf riengvuoel nvte
process of selknowledge during this period is certainly contestatt creating links

between selfhood and the mirror or its reflection should be approached with

caution®* This thesis will examine the complexities of the relation of the loeking

% See Herbert GrabeSheMutable Glass: mirror imagery in titles and texts of the Middle Ages and
the English Renaissandeans. by Gordon Collier (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982).
3" Melchior-Bonnet, p.3.

3 Melchior-Bonnet, p.3.

¥See Shuger, O6Thred,fil4bp .02f1 t he Behol de
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glass to apparent e X pr e-postraip and wilpdsitiod s e | f 6,
these within a cultural and religious context.

The mirror must surely have provided quite the riddle tanbe/idual at the first
moment of perceiving his or hewn reflection. Psychoanalysis now considers this
moment to be seminalinthed’ el opment of the individual
welkk nown essay O0The mirror stage as for ma
in psychoanalytic experience6, the O6rela
established for the first timeghen the individual understands the reflection as his or
her own imagé® In this instance, the individual moves from viewing the body as
fragmented to understanding it as a unified whble. the story of Narcissus we find
the young man battling for thirmoment of comprehension and, ultimately, perishing
for it. Ovidods tal e oMetamhbghosesssniost sften i n b @
associated with the theme of skife but, within that, we find his struggle to
understand the image that he seescédld before him in the water. The warning
I ssued to NarcissusoO0s mother, when she e
that o6if he does not come to know®hi msel
This warning was initially considered to hlee mpty wor ds 6, unt il
madnesséafflicted the boyd and tHKe dnat
However, this aspect of the myth receives less attention and, during the early modern
period, the moral of this tale is the danger of gazingreself in the mirrof?

Narcissus pays the ultimate price not for falling in love with himself, but for realising

0 Jacques Lacaicrits: A Selectiontrans. by Alan Sheridan, (London: Tavistock, 1977), p.4.
“ILacan, p.4
, p.4.
“20vid, The Metamorphosetrans. by Mary M. Innes, (London: Penguin, 1955), p.83.
*30vid, p.83.
“See Calvin R. Esduwsa rMlyst,h 6i Thh eS pBhatiesciei PsiicdogyP4do et r y 6 i n
(January, 1977), 688. Edwards touches on the enigmatic nature of the Narcissus myth, and
questions whether or not the moment of recognition actually constitutésiealfedge.
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the truth of his reflection. The Narcissus myth is treated repeatedly by ancient and
Renaissance artists, writers and poets: Pausanifisg@tury AD) in his 10 book
Descriptionof Greecgc.5070AD); Leon Battista Alberti characterised Narcissus as
the inventor of painting iella Pittura( 1 4 3 5) ; Sir Philip Sidn
Astrophil and Stelld 1591) refers t o titheath IGoked m@at y 6 o
wat 6ry gl assbo; Edmund Spenser describes
Still to behold the obiect of their pain
(1.1-3), in his thirtyfifth sonnet in theAmoretti (1595); whileChristopher Marlowe
alludes t o Na rHeio sasduLeandern(1598),i whént he describes
Leander 6s iemyutsyl atchku smu s e, sings of Lean
cheeks and lips, exceeding his / That leapt into the water for a kiss / OWhis
shadow andé/ Died ere he c¢76)uyandBeneenuytooy t h e
Cellini sculptsNarcissusbetween 1500 and 1571, a@hravaggioand Nicholas
Poussin painNarcissug1597%99), andecho and Narcissud 62830) respectively®
Nar c i snurwrsegpsrience, then, is an enduring image that permeates
Renaissance literature and art, characterising the mirror as the object of vanity and
sellove, themeshat! will investigate in chapter three.

The mirror is often the key object around whather Ovidian myths centre. The
myth of Medusa also receives regular treatment in works of literature and art, and
has its place in my fourth chapter. In this myth, the powers of vision and reflection
are combined, pitted against each other, in ordeckieve the climactic beheading

of the Gorgon. Petrarch describes the power that his love for Laura has over him as

5 Sir Philip Sidng, Astrophil and Stell§1591) inRenaissance Literature: An Anthologyl. by
Michael Payne & John Hunter (Oxford: Blackwell, 2003), stanza 82, p.554; Edmund Spenser,
Amoretti and Epithalamiofprinted for William Ponsonby, 1595), EEBO, image no 23; C3
Christopher Marloweliero and Leande1598) in Payne & Hunter, p. 688.
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the same as OMedusa had over the old Moo
comparing the power of love to the destructive, activer ce o f Medusaos
power so strong it renders others inanimate; Giorgio Vasari describes Leonardo
painting the head of Medusa in Hi® Vite di Piu Eccellenti Pittori, Scultori e
Architettori (1550); inMacbethwhen King Duncan is killed, the sigthis produces
i's so horrific that Macduff advises Leno
sight [/ With a -8 w m@&@ent that regersgs thé usual fiow af 0
sight and adds the wunusual not ifioadinof Mec
certain circumstances Ben Jonson in 60ded alludes
Mi nerva provided to Perseus so t-Alxt he ¢
while Cellini sculptsThe Triumphant Persey$54554), Caravaggio paintgledusa
(1598) and Bernini sculptdle d u s a 6 £163M'e &lere, the reflection in the
mirror allows Perseus to force defeat and triumph over the powerful stare of the
Gorgon, a stare that has, until this point, rendered others lifeless. These two myths,
interpretedand reinterpreted during the course of the Renaissance, illustrate the
currency of the mirror, as well as its multiple applicationsach version shows the
interrelation of the ideas of power, destruction, will and force. These two examples,
and theirrepeated reise, demonstrate ably the irreducible links between vision,
mirrors, reflections and comprehension.

The mirror became a popular motif, and was regularly used in the titles of printed
texts during the early modern period to connote a numbelifigirent meanings.

Mirrors and their reflections became synonymous with pride, femininity, vanity, self

¢ petrarchRime Sparsa)o 197- seeThe Medusa Readeed. by Marjorie Garber & Nancy J.
Vickers (New York & London: Routledge, 2003); William Shakespeaomplete Worksed. by
Richard Proudfoot, Ann Thompson & David Scott Kastan, (London: Thomson Learning, 2001),
p.782; Ben Jonson in Payne & Hunter, p. 896.
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love, Venus, death, spiritual devotion, and compendia, such was the mutability of the
object. This thesis will address the issues that the myths rofsSas and Medusa
bring to the fore, and will examine the ways in which the meanings associated with
the mirror are used across a selection of literature and art of the period. This
research will offer readings of lesdarown printed texts alongside @amcal authors

such as Spenser and Milton, in order to analyse more fully the extent to which
mirrors, optics and catoptrics filtered from science and philosophy into literature and

art.

Optics and Catoptrics, Mirrors and Mirror -Metaphors

Everything des seem to vie

Which should first attract thineye:

But since none deserves that grace,

In this crystal view thy facg.
Andrew Marvell 6s ODialogue Between the |
published some time after 1667 takes dualities and dppusias its topic. This
poem ties together the key themes of vision and mirrors, and marries them with a
sense of the spiritual. Marvell uses the metaphysical conceit of the body as a prison,
within which the soul is confined, to explore the themesofptation and restraint.
The poemds religious t hemes ar e repr ese
thematically expands the temptatiB)fn of 1

Pleasure repeatedly makes attempts at tempting the soul, using treecdehsebody

to appeal to the soul . Ni gel Smith note

47 Andrew Marvell,The Poems of Andrew Marveli. by Nigel Smith (Harlow: Pearson, 2007)31-
34,p.3536.
8 Smith in Marvél, The Poemsp.33.
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the higher senses are sight and®Hhkeari ng,
world, Pleasure finds, is full of temptationsdabeauty, to the éent that it

difficult for the eye to know where to look first. Therefore, Pleasure advises the
Soul , 60i n t his °tThy fickleaeye duees rotvknawhwhich fwaydoe 6 .
look first, or upon what its gaze should fall, and so the better ogtimncdontemplate

the selfimage in the mirror. The Soul resists this temptation, referring to the

6Creatorés skill é which must al ways ©be
trivialities and instructs, O6cydhissEiet empt
Soul goes on to consider sight further:

heavens are those we cannot see?-8H5 The Soul further resists the fleshly,
worldly pleasures presented to the eyes and eschews them in favour of a more
spiritual, inward view the inviside beauty of the spiritual thaannot be seen and is
therefore all the more stunning. The mirror here is representative of weakness and
the sins that emerge from delighting in trivial, earthly temptations as seemgthro

the eyes. Simultaneously, sight comes to represent a deeper spirituality, an inner
vision that can be put to wordsefullyin observing divine beauties. Sight then, can

be internal (spiritual) or external (worldly) and is often linked with the mirror

9 Smith inMarvell, The Poemsp.33

YEditor Nigel Smith notes the foll ovitimaygeeman t he u:
that Pleasure is offering the crystal for the Soul tatseeflection in; however, all releva@ED

entries refer tthe transparent rather than rather than reflective propefteegstals, and th©ED

does not @&i venebnoifr rtchred .He forther sotedy o wie v e yFystal'had 6
was an abbreviated form of "crysglhss'(OED, A n. 5) or an object made from ®ED, A n. 6);

crystalgl ass was known for its tSmiahnms3g)atoweveryjanB.ut ¢
Parker argues that the | ack of referenceesin t
not necessarily preclude its use in this way. Parker convincingly argues otherwise, listing examples,
and it is my feeling, given my findings throughout the coofahisthesis, that the sense intended

here is that of a mirror in which Pleasureencauges t he soul t o Maneeldsk . See |
6Cr yst al Noteddnd Querieg6 §une, 2009219226,

oul c
he
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This central theme, which sees vision and mirroring linked, is a core focus of this
thesis.Chapter one, ODark conceitsdé and Ot he
mi rror 0 dtadisg pant a iddles r om T h o ma dingdapanikhe s 6 s
combat of the tongue, and the fiue senses for superid®®7) which places the
mirror in its context of mystery, science and mythology. From this point, the chapter
draws together a selection of the key optical texts from philosophy and mathematics
in order to provide an appropriate background against which the literature and art of
the thesis may be productively examined.
the subject of optics and catoptrics, through to those of Roger Bacon in thenthirte
century, there were two dominant theories of vigi@xtramission and intromission.

The former argues that a light flows out from the eye, meets the object and forms an
image thais impressed upon the soul; the latter holds that images entehénéyé.

Both of these theories persist, often alongside each other, throughout the
Renaissance, even as more precise theories are discovered. The optical and
philosophical treatises often appear to offer a threefold construction to their studies:
Aristot e 6s for mul ation of the soul i's creat
the body; Platobs concept of human being
the object consists of the reality, its imitation, and its copy; Ptolemy creates a
threebld structure of his study of mirrors; and Heron of Alexandriarsféetripartite

model of visionthat unites optics, dioptrics, and catoptrics. This repeated division
into a o6trinityoé wild! feature in my dis
appearance in a seffortrait and an extract from a piece of poetry.

The peculiariti es oifmoding #gomrlownrglass todlat c on st

mirrors; the variances in the substances from which it was creatgch as stone,
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metal and glass, as wels the opposing theories of extramission and intromission,
therefore generated a particularly diverse set of meanings which filtered into the art
and literature of the period. Furthermore, writers and artists made creative use of
outdated or incorrecheories and mirrors in their work, a pothat! will pursue in

the course of this thesis.

The theme of selfliscovery and selknowledge is the subject of chapter two,
OForgery and Seemi ag: pai ht ihmy eamdst elde es
particularly fraught with difficulties, not least of which is the fact that attempting to
determine an understanding of self, mediated through the mirror, involves tracking
such indeterminable factors as experiences, emotions, and comprehension.
However, through the discussion of a number of -pelftraits, as well as the
consideration of alternative expressions
Renaissance sense of datiowledge. In particular, my argument centres on the
distincton ®t ween exter nal and internal noti or
these and the extramission and intromission theories of vision. Visual theories and
vision played a significant part in the theology of the pefiddere was a division
between a trustf the eyes as the most noble of the senses, and a suspicion of them.
The eyes were, at the same time, considered particularly susceptible to temptations
and involved in deeply spiritual moments, such as visions and transubstantiation.
The link betweenextramission and intromission theories of vision can, | argue,
extend into religious discoursand play a significant part in the relation of subject to
object, internal and external. In the paintings of Parmigianino, Jan van Eyck and
Durer, | suggest thiahe interplay of internal and external, often featuring the use of

a mirror, is cleverly manipulated to display aspects of self, oregglbration. The
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images of these artists each, in some way, work to illustrate my central argument in
which | propos to connect the distinction between internal and external, to the
extramission and intromission theories of vision.

The mirror often offers an example to t
is in front of it. T bsés ofdhe discumgioh af chagier mi r r
three, which offers the myth of Narcissus as a means of leading out a deeper analysis
of the ways in which the exemplary mirroretaphor was offered as an instruction or
means of modifying onewési bbhaoiour to The
the example, emerge in a range of genres, from pamphlets warning against the
dangers of alcohol , to 6mirrors6 that r
exemplary mirror can include the individual who has-&eshionedand offers his or
her self as a model for others, and, within this, are the themes of transience and
fakery that are commonly assocTlhaRaerid wi t h
Queeneoffers the faerie queen as an example to all, but pushes thaphoe in
other directions, suggesting the text itself as a mirror, as well as making use of the
mirror metaphor on several occasions throughout the narrative. Extracts from
HamletandRichard llwi | | provide a further inmwestig
and selffashioning, and once more, the connection between mirrors and mirroring,
and light and selknowledge are drawn and investigated.

While chapter three focuses on the exemplary mirror, which tends to point
towards a single moral lesson, chapte f our OMul tiplying the
with the mirrordés capacity for replicat
chapter explores the problems that the exemplary or moral mirror presented for

women, at whom it was often directed, and disesighe potential for the woman to

21



circumvent some of the mirr orPérseusrCatgati ve
t he Medus a(écs. IHem) ,Ofdy Francesco Maffei,
concern, that of the muldirectional or redirected gaz highlighting the fear and

danger surrounding the Gorgon whose powerful stare subverted traditional norms. A
selection of selportraits by female artists reveals the very different approaches of

these women to the problem of representing themselfasists seek out a new

method of either sidestepping the issues of-regfesentation, often through a
redirection of the gaze, or by presenting themsedkgeadhering to a particular set of

societal conditions.

That the mirror offered the artist a numlae tricks and tropes is exemplified in
Johannes Sé&teortaip @&16). This painting will serve not only to
il lustrate the chapterds theme of the mu
both viewer and artist, but is also a direct comtwdsch shows the disparity between
womenoporsterrdi ts and those of men. Gumppc
of the artist, plays on the theme of the threefold structure of representation. In
chapter one | highlight the repeated use of aitgastructure in models of vision,
ideas of the soul, and concepts of the study of mirrors, and this chapter will develop
this more fully-ptorrtauwugh @Guindp N8&cE Tegdsohihfn D a \
(1599).

Chapter five, 0 Mi $ thi® the8is witlV & discussind of Jobrmo n ¢ | L
Mi | t Paradise Los{ 1667 ) , paying particular atter
the notion of microcosm and macrocosm. Chapter five builds on the interrelation of
visual theories and theology, taking accounthe significant changes in technology

and optical science that occurred during
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that discuss vision and the eye alongside each other will demonstrate how the eye has
come to be thought about during the severiteeentury, and establishes the links

bet ween visual t heory, the eye and micro
the experiences of Adam and Eve in Gardenof Eden, but, | will argue, treads a

fine line between science and religion that signals IMt o n 6 s awarenes
theoretical developments, and balances this with a caution that illustrates a
recognition of the potential dangers of expressing a world view contrary to the

bi bl ebs teachings. Mi | tonds IepiceohTthe ng of

Fall displays an acceptance of theories that caused concern and fear.

Inclusions and Exclusions

Finally, some words on the scope of this study: in terms of its literary coverage, my
focus is chiefly on e xaeriaQees fShoank eESdmeuarnro
Sonnet |11, Haml et , Richard | lby8mlohnLovebd
Davies andParadise Lostby John Milton. These key texts will be supplemented,

where appropriate, by printed texts by anonymougsserknown authorsfrom the

Early Modern period. The primary aim of this project is to maintain the broad scope

that the subject merits, since the range of mirrors, mimetaphors and examples in

which mirroring and reflections occur is vast. Without this breadth, tp& to
becomes greatly reduced so that it would be possible to discuss perhaps only one
type of mirror. The limitation of such an expansive approach is that my discussions

of the materials are also broadowever, | feel that to indicate the true naturéhef

mirror it is essential to take this broad sweés worth nothing howevethatthere

are a number of fascinating topics that could yet be included in this study but which,

for lack of space and coherence, have been excluded. One such aresiudytiod
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captromancy, which refers to divination using a mirror. Predictive or magic mirrors
can be traced back as far as the Aztecs, @tdptromancywas still practiced
throughout the RenaissanteScr yi ng Obecame more popul ar
the mysteries of the wuniver se® Jbho Dee, t 6al
per sonal adviser to Queen Elizabeth 1, f
crystal ball sé and while scrying was one
extensive,including expertise in astronomy, mathematics, optics, cartography and
theology, among other subjeétsThis would mak an appealing contribution to the
discussion here, had | the time and space to includ8irilarly, the place of the
mirror in folklore, as well inthe study of alchemy, would be compelling topics
pursue but areurrently beyond the scope of this thesis.

While my work locates its discussion in English literature, the works of art that |
will draw upon are European. Throughout fRenaissance in England, the visual
arts were far less prominent than in the Italian Renaissance. In Europe, painting was
far more influential and often it moved far more swiftly towards new painterly
techniques, such as realism, perspective, and a neersianding of the use of
darkness and light in painting. Vision, then, with its intrinsic links to perspective and
light, is intimately connected with painting and the newthodsemerging in
European art, and so the new techniques and ideas developlitadyihave direct
relevance to the themes of this thesis. Furthermore, the repeated concern of Italian
painting’ in a move away from religious subject maitawith mythological themes
makes the European works relevant to this thesis, in which anafySidian myth

recurs.

*1 pendergrast, p.29.
2 pendergrast, p.37.
%3 pendergrast, p.29, p.41.
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The chapters of this project follow a chronological order for the sequence of
ideas. However, in some instances material from later or earlier than the date of the
main texts of the chapter will be introduced where it is releadbd so, and where it
will contribute to the depth of discussion.

For the principal authors included in this study, figures such as Shakespeare or
Spenser, for example, | have endeavoured to source the most recent scholarly
editions and therefoneprodicethe text exactly as in these editions. However, with
regard to the printed texts by noanonical authors, | have adhered to the original
printed texts as located on Early English Books Online. In these texts, | have
preserved the original spellirgnd punctuation in order to retain the full character
and meaning of the text.

Finally, there are a number of terms that will be used repeatedly throughout the
course of this thesis. These terms are not intended to be connected to any use they
may or maynot have in contemporary theory, as the basis of this study is literary and

pictorial analysis, and not theory. These terms are as follows:

Self. The term self will be used to indicate a sense of that which is truly personal

and unique to a given inddual i the characteristics and personality which structure

a person. In instances where it is required to discuss a particular type of self
perhaps referencing a past or hi storica

appropriately.

Other: This term will refer to that which is not the self, or is not understood to be

part of the individual for example, in the instance of Narcissus, he initially views
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his reflection as adothei6 as he fails to recognise that the reflection is, in fact, an
image of himself. | will draw on the work of Nancy Selleck, in my second chapter,
who investigatet he i dea t hat 0sel fé6 relies wupon
where the O6éotherd becomes oO6not merely t

| oc’tis o .

Outward self/Inward self. Self, during the Renaissance is, | will argue, clearly

divided into an internal self, and an outward self. The outward self is defined by
clothing, objects and mannerisms that go towards fashioning the individual. These
objects orfashion items may carry with them specific meanings, such as a mirror in

an image connoting vanity, a board game indicating transience, or lavish clothing
connoting luxury and social standing, for example. The inward self refers to identity

that is spedic to the individual, and which is not visibénd cannot beepresented.
Furthermore, | will regularly refer to this division using the terms internal and
external, t hough wi I | refrain, for the m

avoid thereligious inflection it brings.

Generic self This term is taken from the work of Debora Shuger who claims that
Renai ssance mirrors simply present an
common pPITheesé®. refl ections ar aregenetallyeater i ¢

reflecting or representing a specific individual or any particular self.

** Selleck, p.21.
%5 Shuger, p.22.
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Gaze This term will not be used in its currethieoreticalmeaning. Instead, gaze

will be usedsimply to indicate looking or staring.

Multiple Viewpoints: The mirror is capable of producing a number of different
views via the reflection it offers. For example, if you place two mirrors opposite
each other, the effect created is recursive, reflecting repeatedly as far as can be
perceived. The placement of a roiriin a portrait will regularly offer the viewer

more than oe viewpoint in a painting the reflection may, for example show the
back of the room, or the artist. These are viewpoints that are not physically possible
without the mir atonra®dhenceunsoteithanyoneqgodint of eiqwlisi ¢
generated for the benefit of the viewer who gains additional information about the

scene.
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Chapter One

6Dark conceitsd and Ot h
optics, catoptrics andthe mirror

All the management of our lives depends on the senses, and
since that of sight is the most comprehensive and the
noblest of these, there is no doubt that itheentions that
serve to augment its poware among the most useful that
there can &°

To begin a history of mirrors during the Renaissaade analyse not only glass, but
also mathematics, optics and catoptrics. The mirror has value not only as a scientific
object of experiment but holds its place in a context of literature andnafthomas
Tomki sb6s al | eg o Lingoaa or thel coinbateof thei tangue, jarid dahg
fiue senses for superioritfd607), the character Visvs competes against the other
senses for domi nance. Each of t Bnd s ens
describe their Ohousesdé6 before the judg:
crown. Visvs presents a boy who offers a short rhyme:
Thatds nothing of it self
As like a Man, as a thing, like may bee,
And yet so vnlike, as cleamm®ntrary,
For in one point it euery way doth misse,
The right side of it a mans left side is

Tis ligher then a Feather, and withal
It filles no place, nor roome it is so smll.

, yet euery

*6 Rene Descarte8iscourse on Mthod, Optics, Geometry, and Meteorologns. by Paul J.
Olscamp (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2001), p.65.

>’ Thomas Tomkisl.ingua, or The combat of the tamg and the fiue senses for superiofltpndon,
1607) EEBO, image 26, G1
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Commvnis sensvs, Phantastes, Hevresis and Memoria attempt toedebghiddle

and eventually Hevresis arrives at the a
Gl as’s®elbe mirrorés reflection is presente
characters struggle to under stestipagethehe 06Kk
i ssue of t he* AdRhantasted stares mte the mireot to see how his

0l eft eie is [his] right in the gl assed,
|l oue with your self6 and askase&Wh,0 twaswh
Anamnestes r e tNardissu® &R or soéodoitehd for® | oue
Phantasteaddressea key concern and mystery of the mirfoits apparent reversal

of what is before it. Phantastes stops and tries to understand the imagehimefore

looking beyond what he already recognises to be himself, to that which he cannot
understand. He realises at once that although the reflection is himself, it is different,
which highlights the issues of similitude and difference that the mirror ovisity it.

Joined onto this is the classic association of the mirror with Narcissus: the moment

of Narcissusodés death occurs when he come:
the reality of his situation and understands his own reflection. Anagsnesirns
Phantastes against this fate, even though Phantastes looks not at himself but at the
peculiar quirks and complexities of the reflection. This small section of the play
draws attention to the mirror and its reflection, calling to mind multipl@esahat

are intrinsic to the mirror, such as Narcissus,-le®#é, and death. However, it also

touches on the science of the object, showing its reversals as a source of mystery and
contemplation. That Anamnestes automatically and immediately warnsaBlesn

against the dangers of gazing narcissistically in the mirror illustrates that the link

*8 Tomkis,Lingua EEBO, mage 26, G2
%9 Tomkis,Lingua, EEBO, image 26, G1
0 Tomkis,Lingua EEBO, image 27, G3
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between the mirror and sdbive is deepseated. It is Visus who offers this riddle,
thus linking the mirror and the reflection with vision.
The lookingglass,as described in this short riddle, is a compeject thats, in
its own right, something of a riddle a puzzle to be deconstructed, analysed and
under stood. lt is Visusds aim to wunr a:
knowledge and understandinfithe piece of technology that is described. While the
mirror-riddle demonstrates its links to the theme of -sgfiresentation (both in
Phantastesds gazing at himself and Anamn
at a learning process offereahd provided, by the mirror. The riddle serves as a
trope for this process, demystifying the technology of the mirror while
simultaneously presenting its capacity
Battista Alberti and Leonardo da Vinci were propasg écan verify res
educate the eye, bBwut also provide ill usi
The substance at which they all stare is glass and Alan Macfarlane and Gerry

Martin feel strongly that the significance and-faaching impact of glass must not

be underestimate. They claim that there are O6th
an increase in reliable knowledge and re
centuries may *have been |l inked©o:

One was through the influence of medieval optics and geometry on the
perspective art of fifteenth century architects and painters. A second was
through the influence of glass, particularly mirrors, windows and panes

of glass, on the technology of enchantment and illusion. Thirdly, through

the effect of mirrors on concepsd representations of the individéal.

®LArthur F. KinneyShakespeareds Webs: Net wor k fNewYork&eani ng
London: Routledge, 2004), p.33.

%2 Alan Macfarlane & Gerry MartinTheGlass Bathyscaphgondon: Profile Books, 2002), p.75.

83 Macfarlane & Martin, p.75.
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Combined with the sciences of optics and
an i mpact on multiple fields: the mirror
dome and his perspective paintiffgt brought to painting depth perception and the

idea of the vanishing point, thus supporting artists in the creation of realistic and
naturalistic images; it became a tool for artists to view their own work as if from
anot her 6s ®ip dsrconuave; tonweer ;plane forms, the mirror was a

useful object to the actor on stage who wished to create a special effect or the artist
who wanted to create an anamorphic image with the use of a cylindrical thirror;

finally, for artists who wished to accurately portryemselves, the mirrors of
increasing clarity supported them in the production of-etfraits. The sense of

vision is ultimately intertwined with the mirror and its effects.

Making the Mirror

Throughout the Early Modern era, there were a number ¢tdctefg objects in

operation, in culture, literature and art. The varieties of materials from which they
wer e made, and the differing types of re

took their place in the literary and artistic contexts. The iimisror would have been

“For a narrative history ofHoBaRenassahceGenibsi 6s do me,
Reinvented Architectur@ew York: Walker & Company, 2000). Although he is aatarchitect or

art historian, King provides valuable information as he describes the progress of the project in detalil.

See also Giulio Carlo Argan & Nesca A. Robbbs ar
Origins of Perspective Theoryinthe F t e e n t hlou@a of the:Waybarg and Courtauld

Institutes 9 (1946), pp.94.21, in which they link the invention of perspective with the discovery of

antiquity, and draw links between the art of perspegiaiating and science which they linklioth

art theory and mathematics.

®“Leonardo argues this point in his notebooks, tel
recognised in the works of others than in our ow
mirrorand ofted ook at your work as reflected in itd as
to you |ike some other painterdés work, so you wi|

way b6 (see L e dhedaotabanksadfdeovardadaiMined. by Irma A. Richter (Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1980 repr 1998), p.221.

% Shakespeare makes use of the mirror on the stage on several occasions but perhaps most notably, in
Richard Ilin which Richard calls for a mirror in which to look at Isieff, before he smashes it on the

ground in disgust (see IV.1.26389).
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a pool of water which, when perfectly still, provided a reflectionAlternative
methods of viewing the face before metal or glass loeglagses include materials
such as bsidian, a black volcanic stone which, when highly g@i$ gives off a
dark reflection. The earliest such mirrotgave beeriound to date from around 6200
B.C.E®. Other mirors that predate glass include bronze, copper, silver and gold
mirrors found in Egypt, Persia and Northern ItdlyHowever popular tree metal
mirrors were, production eventually turned towards glass: the earliest glass mirrors
date back to no later than the third century A.D. and are extremely small (their
diameter is often less than three inchieshs we will see throughout the coursé
this thesisgven after they have been superseded by superior techntilegg, dull
metal or stone mirrors feature regularly in Early Modern literature, their cloudy
reflections lending themselves effectively to use in metaphors,.

A central problem irthe poduction of glass mirrors wass lack of clarityi so
dull was its texture, glass was originally considered as an alternative material to
pottery. Glass was first made by casting and grinding, rather than by glass blowing,
and this technique resatt in an opaque aterial.*

Glass blowing, a key process in the development of mimaking, was not
developed until the century before the birth of ChfistAncient glass was made
from a combination of sand, soda ash and lime (chalk) and, when thieatasl to a

temperature in which the ingredients became molten, a blowing rod was dipped into

®" Throughout this thesis | will use the term mirror to describe all miiker reflective objects.

Where necessary, for clarification, | will specify if the mirror is concaveyexglass, stone, metal,

or water. I'n this way, I i nt edday meéaningrarell ease t he
encompass the range of mirrors that existed throughout the medieval and early modern period.

8 Mark PendergrasMirror Mirror: A Hist ory of the Human Love Affair witheflection (New York:

Basic Books, 2003), p.3.

% pendegrast, pp. ®.

O Melchoir-Bonnet, p.12.

" Macfarlane & Martin p.10-12.

"2 Macfarlane & Martin, p.12.
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the substance to gather a lump of molten glass which could be Bldvanly Roman

glass mirrors, which were convex, were produced by pouring molten lead énto th

bl own glass spheres but these Omirrors?o

discolorations and bubbles created during gtde&ing.”

The introduction of manganese oxide, discovered in Alexandria in around 100
B.C.E., brought improved clarity arapacity toglass thatllowed the production of
glass windows for the most luxurious and important buildings in places such as
Rome and Pompeii. Mirror production improved and onto this newer, clearer glass,

was laid a layer of hdead thatgave the muor its shiny reflective surface. Initially

this process was problematic as the heat of the lead often caused cracking and

breakage of the gl ass however, O0by t

Ger many, France and | tavgby hbhdr g¢é eayhiedd

that they then opened at the ends and

large as thirtby-4 0 i nchesd onto which O6FIlorenti

unheat ed ' Thiarkwen, cleater, ghads.would demself well to metaphors
that alluded to purity, as well as provide a more useful tool to artists wishing to
create sefportraits.

Italy was an important centre for mirror and glass making and during the
Medieval and Renaissance periods, Venice, hmgewith its nearby island of
Murano, was famous and unparalleled for glass production. Around 1450, glass

workers in Murano produced an extremely lightweight, clear, and high quality glass,

william S. Ellis, Glass: From the First Mirror to Fiber Optic§he Story of the Substance that
Changed the Worl(New York: Avon Books, 1998), p-8, p.11.

" pendergrast, p.117.

> The Glass Industry Online Portahttp://wwwglassonline.com/infoserv/tisy.htmb [accessed 6
April 2009].

® pendergrast, p.118.
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which they named O6cri st al Isbandcontamedthighwa s c
quantities of potassium oxide and magnesiumn 1507 Andrea and Domenico
doAnzol o del Gal |l o soumdétt h adnyolvddrerspdtingf or a
an extremely thin layer of tin and covering it in mercury to produce rey sayer.
The sheet of glass was then lowered onto this sheet of metal to create a highly
reflective mirror’® These traditional methods remain largely in place in modern
mirror manufacturing processes: thse proc.
used method of making a mirror though the poisonous mercury has been replaced
with nontoxic alternatives such as silver or aluminium.

While Italian glassmakers retained a reputation for progress and quality in
producing clear, high quality glass, anportant discovery was made in England.
An English glassnaker called George Ravenscroft (1€B1) was challenged with
the task of finding a suitable substitute for the Italian cristallo glass: his solution, in
1676, involved increasing the quantity lead oxide instead of potash and this
produced a brilliant glass with a ,o6high
was particularly suited to cutting and engravifigThe glass industry then, directly
impacted mirrormanufacture and dictated tiypes of mirrors that could be made
and were used. While larger glass mirrors were available from the early 1500s, these
were prohibitively expensive for all but tiveealthiestof individuals. This would
mean that concave mirrors, both cheaper and paprality, would have been in
greater circulation, along with metatirrors that though dull, were more easily

affordable for ordinary citizens. Melchi@onnet gives an example of mirrors

" Ellis, p.20.

8 pendergrast, p.119.

" The Glass Industry Online Portahvww.glassonline.com/inforserv/history.htmjaccessed 1 pil
2009].
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purchased in France in the eighteenth century, noting that whikviédrage salary of
a worker was fortffive francs a month, a mirror could sell for upwards of ninety
francs per square meter, excluding the costs of the frame or the retaiippavkile
at the beginning of the century, large mirrors (seventy by -fovey inches, for
example) sold for £750, by 1734 the price of these mirrors had dropped t& £425.
The progress of the manufacture of mirrors illustrates the range of reflecting
objects that were available during the Renaissance, and factors such as ocost go s
way to suggesting reasons aisculdtianandwag 6ol d

still used in the literary and visual works of the era.

Modern Optics and Catoptrics

As well as learning about the changing methods of mimanufacture, it is
important to the subsequent sections of this chapter, and the thesis as a whole, that
we understand the basics of vision. This project will continually link optics and
catoptrics, and will use the first theories of visioextramission and intromission

to frame and understand the mirmmetaphors used in Early Modern writing and art.

The progress made in these fields throughout the period covered in this thesis often
involved the eye and its physical construction, therefore this section offers a short
discussion of modern optics and catoptrics in order to illustrate how we now
understand these processes to work, and to provide a contrast with the attempts of

philosophers and medieval and early modern scholars to make sense of these

8 Melchior-Bonnet, p.74.
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phenomen& In modern by si ci st V @pticso ThRSciencehdf Gison
Ronchi retells the story of his first experience with optics:
| learned that there was light, consisting of rays capable of being
reflected and refracted; that there were mirrors, prisms and lense® abl

produce images; that there were optical instruments; and that there was a
sense organ called the €ye.

Ronchi 6s comment suggests that at the co
without which the mirror is useless. The diagram belouwsitates the structure of

the human eye:

Conjunctiva %

Anterior chamber e
|

Comea

Pupil ——

_Cenlul retinal artery

= Optic nerve

Central retinal vein

The anatomy of the human &ye

8iCatoptrics is 6that part TheOxfo@Englisk Bictiomdry, ch treat s
http://dictionary.oed.com/
82 vasco RonchiQptics: The Science of Visitrars. by Edward Rosen (New York: Dover, [1957]

1991), p.3.
8 The National Eye Institutes http://www.nei.nih.gov/health/coloboma/index.asp#accessed 1

April 2009].
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In the process of vision, light enters the eye through the cornea, which curves and
refracts the light, that is, bends it inwards. Once the light has passed through the
corneat enters the anterior chamber and moves through the pupil and iris, in front of
the lens. The suspensory ligaments surrounding the lens can contract or loosen to
alter the shape of the lens and thus focus so that relaxed muscles will focus on distant
objects and tight muscles on close objects. The lens will focus the image/light that
enters the cornea and proceeds to the retina. When the light has passed through the
lens it enters the vitreous body. The retina detects the light and the light projected
ont o it is an inverted or O6real d i mage,
learns to turn the image the right way ¥ipIn basic terms this is the modern
understanding of how we see. But, in many ways, it is very different from the
varying models ofvision offered in the prenodern world which | will address in
subsequent sections of this chapter.

Our understanding of catoptrics (the theory of reflection) has its basis in the works
of ancient, Medieval and Renaissance mathematicians and ssi@nflste law of
reflection describes the reflection of ligtatys off smooth, shiny surfaces, such as

polished metal or metaoated glass mirrors. The law of reflection states that each

ray i that is, the incident ray (the ray of light that strikes theage), the reflected

8 Shar Levine & LesliddohnsonThe Optics Book: Experiments with Light, Vision & Col(hNew

York: Sterling Publishing, 1953), p.46.

®There are comprehensive accounts of tOptiesstheorie:
The Science of Visidrans. by Edward Rose&457, repr 1991), in which chapters two and three

cover seventeenttentury optics and the basis of the science of vision, afldgnries of Vision from

Al Kindi to Keplerby David C. Lindberg (1976), in which Lindberg is extremely comprehensive.

However Li ndberg & Nicholas H. Steneck dispute many
during the medieval period optical illusions were beyond comprehension. Lindberg & Steneck argue

that preGalilean philosophers were far more sophisticated in thigking than Ronchi states (see

David C. Lindberg & Nicholas Steneck, 6éThe Sense
Science, Medicine and Society in the Renaiss@rm&lon: Heinemann, 1972), pp.-29).

% David C. LindbergTheories of Visio from AtKindi to Kepler(Chicago & London: Chicago

University Press, 1976), p.12.
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ray (the ray of light which leaves the surface), and the nqgahiale perpendicular to

the surface is imaged at the point of reflectiontp the surface of the mirrdr all lie

in the same plane. When measured against the notmeahngle of relfection is

equal to the angle of inciden€eThe law of reflection holds not only for flat, shiny

surfaces such as the mirror but also for rougher surfaces such as paper or tinfoil. The

law of reflection holds true for all surfaces, wit the mirror is plane, concave or

convex, as early modern mirrors could be. Reflection found in rough surfaces is
referred to as o6diffuse reflectiond wher
called o&éspecul ar refllegctdiaotn 6t. h e Foeofulnedcatriyo

me d # d@he law is expressed in the form of a diagram:

normal

incident ray reflected ray

The Law of Reflection®

This law can be developed further to examine the way in which the light moves: the
principle of | east t i nidistbeory, wtich hamitstobts Pr i

in work produced by the Greek mathematician Hero of Alexandria, states that the

8 Richard Fitzpatrick, University of Texas, Austllectromagnetism and Optics: An Introductory
Course(2007), <http://farside.ph.utexas.edu/teaching/316/lectures/nodath®?. (accessed 1 April
2009).

8 Benjamin CrowellOptics(2008), <http://www.lightandmatter.com/html|_books/5ogaccessed 1
April 2009] (p.14).

8 Fitzpatrick,<http://farsice.ph.utexas.edu/teaching/316/lectures/node12 =Hantessed 1 April
2009].
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6ray of 1light Ieastbivmmed edat her ptahdn & aki ng

The diagram below illustrates this theorem:

A B

|
|
I
|
|
|
|

ol
|
|
A
|
|
|

¥

£
s

¢

.
Fermabs t heorem (pri‘nciple of |l east ti me

This diagram shows three possible paths from A to B, the correct path being ADB, as
the line that gives the shortest path to B is the one that lies on the straight fine BA
and the angles of incidence and reflecbonADB are equal.

Fermatds principle accounts not only fo
light that travels through other mediaefractioniand can be used to
law (1621, published 1637). Refracted light is light that ig bpon passing through
media of differing density, such as water and ioilvhen light travels through
di fferent medi a it moves at varying spee
law of refraction predicts that a lighty always deviates more towdarthe normal in

the optically denser medi um, i . e. t he

(Fitzpatrick).

O Frank L. Pedrotti & Leno S. Pedrotiitroduction to Optic§New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1993), p.35
L pedrotti & Pedrotti, p.35.
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incident ray normal

medium 1

interface

refracted ray

The |l aw of refraction (Snellds La
This process is what Crowel |l refers to a
work in the élyedhtascrosses a boundary be
the eyebds jelly) [ Crowel I, p.60]. Thes

between vision, light and reflection, bringing together the core concepts at work
when we look in a mirror. Wthermore, aspects of these theories emerged from and
were confirmed in the experiments and works of ancient philosophers, and medieval

and early modern scholars and scientists.

Ancient Optics |

The eyes and vision are central to this thesis, sinceeatdire of the project is the

link 1 will draw between the dominant, early theories of vision and the importance,

and impact, of these theories to the operation of perceptions of self. To return to

T o mk iLisgbaseach sense must prove themselves withaavo f t hei r 00 Db]

and O6housesbo:

%2 Fitzpatrick,< http://farside.ph.utexas.edu/teaching/316/lectures/node128.fandessed 1 April
2009].
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VIS.

Vnder the forehead of moun€Cephalon

That ouefpeeres the coast bficrocosme

All'in the shaddowe of two pleasant groues,

Stand my two mansion houses, both as round

As the cleare heauens, both twins as ¢éikeh other

As starre to starre, which by the vulgar sort,

For their resplendent composition,

Are named the bright eyes of mo@ephalon

With foure faire roomes those lodgings are contritied.

In this show of objects &6 Li nguaéset s o uigrarchyoof boddyc onf i g
organi zation i n Micr oc os mu-selse, hsuthat whishh e ¢ a
defies the Il ogic of t HWeVibody,decsammureist yh,i
in detail: characterising t hwwo mhngichy as
housesad, Visvs imbues the eyes with a se
roundness to the heavens and describing their likeness for each other as alike as
6starre to starred (see figure oree, i n
foreground, as an allegory of sight, seated in a room-ftsw@ing with visual
objects, such as paintings, globes, a mirror, telescopes, and other scientifi®® tools).
The association brings both scientific and architectural metaphors to the eyes, and he
goes on to describe the anatomy of the eye:

With walls transparent of pure Christalline

This the soules mirrour and the bodies guide,

Loues Cabinet bright beacons of the Realme,

Casements of | ight quiuer of Cupidds s
Wherein | sit and immediately ceiue,

% Tomkis, Lingua, EEBO image 27, G2

“Carla Mazzio, 6Sins of t h Modérolmoguag Stide®8Ear |y Mode:
(Autumn, 1998) 95124, (p.106).

% See Mazzio for a short discussion on the tonguéniguaand also Morris P. Tilley who notes the
correspondenc e sLinguaa nde ehi rT oJnrikdsce Tpawhileds 0@y |, in 6The
ComedyLinguaand$ r J o hnNdsawe eTwidarsLanguiage Notekt (January, 1929)

36-39.
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The specief things corporeall,
Keeping continuall watch and centinell
Least forraine hurt inuade olticrocosme?

The language that Tomkis chooses here suggests a number of different philosophical
and scientific influences. His use ofthet&sn€hr i st al |l i ned, whi ch
to the oO6christalline humouré may indical
Ospeciesd suggests an understanding of
Omi crocos mebob, t hat i s, t h eomilgaadany harmn or d
These short extracts perhaps intimate the pervasive influence of philosophy and
science on literature of the early modern pefiod i svsdés descriptior
indicates not only an awareness of optical science, but also the clobetliveen the
eye, mirroring, and a sense of the inteiingtat is, the self. This mix of technology
places the eye, the mirror, and the soul in the same context. This section will look at
the key figures in the research and understanding of sighteptenec and mirror
imaging in antiquity, in order to uncover how the eye, the self and the mirror are
related in optics and catoptrits.

Determining a specific starting point in the history of optics is troublesome.
Al t hough many s dOpticsare€atoptiics(280 EQE) hsithee dirst
study of optical laws, theories of vision and reflection had already been formulated in
ancient Greek philosophy.The two prevailing formulations of vision were the
extramission and the intromission theoyibsth of whichl will examine in more

detail in the following discussion. In the simplest terrs,dxtramission model held

% Tomkis, Lingua, EEBO image 27, G3

" Gary Hatfield summarises the Platonic and Aristotelian theories of the senses that the seventeenth
century 6i nd®6&) ddtpayspartictlar ptter@idn 4o vision and images (pp-2) in

Gary Hatfield, 6T hThe Cmlgiadge Histowy ef SEvanteebtbriturye s 6 i n
Philosophyii., ed. by Daniel Garber & Michael Ayers (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1998),pp. 9531002.
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that light rays flowed outward from the eye towards the object, whereas the principal
premise of intromission was thiaght rays etered the eyeDemocritus (c.46&.370
B.C.E) attempted to cover all manner of detail of the mechanisms of life, including
perception, psychology and medicine. Perhaps most famous for his thoughts and
theories on atoms, t h DOrsthepMindahd®s thepSerssesé s w o
Democritusdés theory of sight states that
senses and Opercepti on oc c uatosns, houglather e s ul -
organs of sensation, efidolad whi ¢ h ar ees&hed from thensunfiaberofa
sensi bl & Ilo his,ethetidrédmission theory,llaobjects are constantly
shedding these thin images and percepti
combining with those of the soi. Democr i t us 6s uercepton &t andi |
described more fully in the works of Theophrastus where he describes the
Democritean theory as follows:

He has sight occur by reflection, but he talks of reflection in a special

way. The reflection does not take place immediately in the ;papiier,

the air between the eye and the seen object is imprinted when it is

compressed by what is seen and what it sees (for there are always

effluences coming off everything). Then this air, which is solid and has a

different colour, is reflected in ¢heyes, which are moist. What is dense

does not receive it, but what is moist lets it pass through. That is why

moi st eyes are better at seeing than
recognises what is akin to'ft.

Once the air ha s thédimageof everythng thahis arodird it,\the t h
air carries the image andflectsit back to the eye. The air deals directly with the
eye, giving its image to the eyeball, in a way that is not instantaneous. Images are
not fed directly and quickly to &éheye but instead must await the arrival of the image

in the air, once the impression of the object has been inscribed upon the air, and so

% paul CartledgeDemocritus(New York: Routledge, 1999), p.27.
% Cartledge, p.28.
10 cartledge, p.228.
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the eye becomes the secondary receptor of the image of the object since it is the air
that first receives its markT hat t he i mage is &édcompresse
all owed to pass through the eye accounts
everything including very large objects which are far greater in size than the eye or
the pupil. In thigntromission formulation the eye is passive and comes secondary
to the process of the image being formed in the air. It is the physical shape and
structure of the eyeball itself that controls what is admitted into the eye.

I n P ITimdeos.s360 B.C.E) we find his theories of sight, mirrors, dreams
and reflections. Pl atods supposition wa:

For they caused the pure fire within us, which is akin to that of day, to

flow through the eyes in a smooth and denseastt and they

compressed the whole substance, and especially the centre, of the eyes,

so that they occluded all other fire that was coarser and allowed only this

pure kind of fire to filter through. So whenever the stream of vision is
surrounded by midlay light, it flows out until like, and coalescing
therewith it forms one kindred subst a
vision, wheresoever the fire which streams from within collides with an
obstructing object without. tondAnd this
of every object it touches, or whereby it is touched, throughout all the

body even unto the Soul, and brings about that sensation which we now

term 6%eeingbd.

Pl atobs theory of vision appearadiso be
known asthe extramission theoryThe fiery visual stream that is emitted from the

eyes clashes with the stream of light that comes from the object and when these

meet , the objectds image is created in t
forourlackd abi l ity to see properly at night
vani shes into nightodé the O6inner fire is

becomes al so an '% Thd raneandeyes seemoto hae geey pitte.

191 p|ato, Timaeus, Critias, Cleitophon, Menexenus & Epistiless. by Rev. R. G. Bury (London:
Heinemann, 1929), p.16103.
192 p|ato, Timaeus p.103.
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involvementinP| at o6s theories so that vision be
mostly outside of the body and yet seeming quite physical in the notion that the soul
itself is struck by the images. Although this approach, which came to be named the
0 extr anheays wasncontested, it held currency and popularity, through
translations, throughout th&ledieval period, and was still used during the
Renaissance.
Pl atods unusual approach to optics beco

for the reversals #t appear to occur in a mirror:

And left appears as right, because contact takes place between opposite

portions of the visual stream and opposite portions of the object, contrary

to the regular mode of collision. Contrariwise, right appears as right and

left as left whenever the fire changes sides on coalescing with the object

wherewith it coalesces; and this occurs whenever the smooth surface of

the mirrorsérepels the right portion
the left to the right®

Notably, PaAt o compares the processes involved
to the regular mode of <collisioné, i ndi c
of viewing ohiebesness im$ rmotr a oénor mal 6 vi
actionwith its own laws, so that looking in the mirror is not akin to seeing any other

object. Plato makes the distinction between object and image, reality and
representation, and describes the differing distortions that take place when using both

flat and conave mirrors. The types of mirror that would have been available to Plato

would have been those of polished stone, metal or concave glass, all of which would

have been small, and all of which would have offered murky, distorted reflections,

193 Timaeus p.105.

45



thus it is perhps unsurprising that Plato separates the process of viewing a reflection
from O6nofmal 6 sight.

Cent r al extramisBidrthebry ai wsion is light: although Plato stops short
of directly connecting the sunnseargad t he
whi ch more closely res®nihlee sutnhe ss WOmé&tshpa

sight and i s it sel%Plawifitdhthablight ib essential,sincb | e r

without it our sight is defi cioarmarenbecaus
|l onger bathed in daylight, but in artifi
to be virtually Dblinddé but when we | ook

[t he eyesT]” Theeayes and Bghtrare intérconnected waldie is placed
on | ight O6because it Ilinks the sense of
most val ua b | The connkction hebmveen lightsrid .sight is crucial to
the theory of vision. Plato was unable to recognise thatdigtered the eye and so
remained fixed on the extramission theory whereby light was enfiittetthe eye.

Light similarly appears as a central focus in the works of Aristotle -8224
B.C.E) when he examines the senses. In Boo&fDe Anima(On the Sol)
Aristotle directly addresses what he perceives to be the errors of the works of Plato
and others, and takes issue with Platoods
Aristotle begins by explaining that

' i ght and tr ans paorinmgengrad any leodynneritieher f i r
emanation from any body (for in that case they would be a body of some

1%41n theRepublic Plato makes further notes on the important distinctions between reality and the

image. He begins by attacking poetry on the basis that its images are not founded in reality, but in
imagination, and he goes to form his concept of the object, which is threefold, in the story of the

couch and the table. I owi || di scuss Platobds tri]
to image, in more detail in Chapter Four.

195 Republi¢ p.235.

1% Repubic, p.235.

197 Republi¢ p.235.

198 Republic p.234.
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kind themselves), but the presence of fire, or something of the kind in the
transparency; for there cannot be two bodies in the same place at the
sametime*

Aristotle believed that the visibility of things was dependent upon colour, so that in
using the term o&6transparentd he intende
directly seen without qualificatiThsn, but
meant that nothing could be seen without
thing i s % ddewevel, although 4ristotlé argued that there was no fire
extending from the eye towards the fire that flows from objects, he still found tha
sight Omust be affected by whsomethmgnmes be
bet weend since O6if there wer'¥ WheetPlaion g é we
argued for a ofired in the eye, Aristotl
is composed of wateré[ but] *ilrteecloseig t he n
paragraph of Book 111, Aristotlebds reaso
sight becomes clear: an animal has sight whether it exists in air or in water, that is,
in what is transparent and not of more solid mass, such as earth'9r fire.

Ari st ot | e dtheory of vision was siediatedrby his ideas on the process

of refraction’™ While Aristotle did not recognise the differing appearances of

199 Aristotle, On the Soul, Parva Naturalia, On Breatans. by W. S. Hett (London: Heinemann,

1935), p.105.

110 Aristotle, On the Soylp.105.

110n the Soylp.103.

120n the Soylp.667.

1130n the Soylp.143.

1140n the Soylp.203. InSense and Sensibillar i st ot l e took issue with Pl at
Timaeus posing the question 06if wvision occurred whe
why should not vision b(8ensegndS8dndibiip.2p5Asrsii dtl et liend s he
recognition that objects such as fish scales or

the dark, formed the basis of his rejection of P
that he eye was composed of water, not fire.
)1'n Aristotledbs theory of the senses, the senses

another, and through this, Aristotle developed a sketchy notion of the process of refraction. He beings
with adiscussion in which he argues that all the other senses are subservient to touch, and he notes
that for survival, intelligent beings must &énot
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objects that aresubmersed in fluid, he found that objects were affected in different

ways, dependent upon the medium in which they appeared. Finally, he used these
examples alongside the process of refl e
theory which holds thahe eye produces a fire:

For that reason in connexion with the reflection of light it is better to
suppose, not that the ray leaving the eye is reflected, but rather that the
air is affected by the shape and colour, so long as it remains continuous.
And it is continuous supposed that it is smooth; then the air in its turn
moves the vision, just as if the impression on the wax had passed right
through to the other sid&.

Without explicitly identifying how the processes of reflection works, Aristotle made
asignificant departure from Platods theor
were affected by different media in i mpo
ray that Omoves the visionbé.
As with Plato, Aristotle too commented on the idistion between reality and

replication. Extending the discussion of the imprint in the wax, Aristotle found that

On the general question of sensation one must lay down that sensation

is the reception of the form of sensible objects without the matggr, ju

as the wax receives the impression of the signgtwithout the iron

or the gold, and receives the impression of the gold or bronze, but not

as gold or bronze; so the sense is affected by each thing which has

colour, or flavour, or sound; not in therse in which each of them is

so called, but in the sense that its character is of this kind, and in
virtue of its form*!’

Sight, then, was concerned with images and not matter, with form and not object.
Displaying an important shift from Plato and Denmtus, a sense receives an image,

is receptive to that image and submits to that image as far as is necessary without

di stanced which happens o nfivgfacally throdgreamediuminmal ] e x e |
which the animal is affected, and is moved by the sensible object, and the sensible object by the

me d i uOnée So(lp.197199). He noted the differences between types of media, giving the

exampl e t ha tdip&améthing mte wax,¢he movement would occur in the wax just so far

as one dipped itd but éstone would not move at al
di stanceb. However, &6it i s aOmthetStyp.1999 moves, acts
116 0On the Soulp.199.

1270n the Soulp.137.
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being able to take on the object itself.
object which is its image rather than its realdyd that copy does not hold the
essentiallqual i ti es of the original object b u
Al t hough it was Aristotleds opinion that
and was superior for helping supply the body witméeds in life, hearing was given
precedence over al |l the senses as it 06 n
because O0the spoken word, which®is respo
Euclid signals the shift from a philosophy of vision, to matagécal approach.
Euclid (325BG265BC) published two texts of immediate concern to this thesis: the
OpticsandCatoptrics(280 B.C.E). The&Catoptrics6 ascr i bed to Eucl i d
a compilation by Theon of Alexandria at the end of the fourth centr y A and s o
0 t @atoptricsof Hero of Alexandria is therefore our earliest extant work on the
s u b j'& AlthoGgh Euclid made important discoveries, he persisted in perpetuating
the Platonicextramissionconception ofvision in whichrays which emanateddm
the eye, a fact which he includes in his seven definitions and propositions in the
Optics the earliest surviving treatise on perspective:
Let it be assumed
1. That the rectilinear rays proceeding from the eye diverge
indefinitely;
2. That the fgure contained by a set of visual rays is a cone of which the
vertex is at the eye and the base at the surface of the objects seen,;
3. That those things are seen upon which visual rays fall and those things
are not seen upon which visual rays do not fall;
4. That things seen under a larger angle appear larger, those under a
smaller angle appear smaller, and those under equal angles appear
equal;

5. That things seen by higher visual rays appear higher, and things seen
by lower visual rays appear lower;

180n Sense and Sensibijlig.213.
119Morris R. Cohen & I.E. Drabkim Source Book in Greek Scien@dew York & London:
MacGrawHill Book Co., 1948), pp.26262.
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6. That, similarly, things seen by rays further to the right appear further
to the right, and things seen by rays further to the left appear further to
7. Elr']r?altegft]’ings seen under more angles are seen more cféarly.
I n Euclidés tflovedfromt heei sywal amédysonstructe
the largest end of which being the site at which the perceptible object appeared. An
object, to become visible, must come into contact with the visual rays. Lindberg
notes that theheoreaysdi meanst yt hat 0i t [
straight lines of a geometrical diagram to represent visual rays and thus transform
optical probl ems i f#tHoweyee asrhi|dberg latea $tatep, it o b | e
cannot be said that Euclid reducegtics to pure geometry since, as we have seen
above, Euclid comments that rays proceed directly from the eye which brings to his
geometrically slanted optics a flavour of Platonic philosophy.
Lucr et i b5 BGE) didactic @benDe Rerum Natura(The Nature of
Things ¢.50 BCE) included an entire book devoted to the senses. Book Dé of
RerumNatura Lucretius foll owed intrbnassiantheory | de a
of perception; that igidolaa whi ch Lucretius described a
are O0a sort of skin / Shed from *®he sur
Lucretius stated that the simple process of vision was accessible to all and, as with
Aristotle and to a certain extent Plato, his theory of vision was focused upon the key

notion of a o0l i keness©o:

An object gives off likenesses from its exterior,

The flimsy shapes of things.

[ €]

éthere are iimalkineoarlpf t hi ngs
As we can call it, shed from objects, since it bears the same

120 Eyclid in Cohen & Drabkin, pp.25258.

21| indberg, Theories of Visionp.12.

22| indberg, p.13.

123 ycretius,The Nature of Thingstans. by A. E. Stallings (London: Penguin, 2007), p. 107.
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Form and likeness of whateverngifrom which it camé*

Lucretiusds description has a certain ph
from objects. He compares the shedding of images from objects to the casting off of

skins from insects such as cicadas, or the removal of thégaalves at birth since,

0i f skins peel and drop away b¥®fThe e our
I mplication in this description is that
natur al and necessary pr oclesdéretwhiin ht hree as

that thing wh® fhue just isehe wax ampented by the ring in
Aristotl e wild/ keep the original form, s
allow vision to occur. Lucretius moved away from Aristotle when came to

discuss what stimulates vision and, where Aristotle laid emphasis on light, Lucretius
believed that t hat Owhat caused sight /
wi t h'® lucrétius argued that there is air between the object and outthetes
measures and indicates the distance of t
Between the object of origination and our eyes, / So all this air comes flowing
through our eyeballs, and the win#& / Rub
The focus remained on the 6i magedé of th
0i magesd came 0t'*% Ome aghin, the central ifosus @h the.
mechanism of sight is the concept of image and likeness, that reality. Whether

in Democrius, Plato, Aristotle or Lucretius, it is not the actual object that comes to

the individual but the 6i mpressiondé or O

24 De Rerum Natura, p.107.
125De Rerum Naturap.108.
126 De Rerum Naturap.108.
127 De Rerum Naturap.113.
128 De Rerum Naturap.113.
129De Rerum Naturap.113.
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On this point regarding images, Lucretius extended the discussion to cover what
happens when an object is before tmirror. Lucretius explained the fact of
reflection via a discussion of how images stream through substances such as glass
but shatter on impact with an impermeable matter such as wood: the mirror, having a
Opolished faced and ibseidtgi gohft lay skunbisttda nicse
guarantee its safety. Thus / It turns out that the likenesses flow back, from it¥to us.
Lucretius notes the transience and speed with which the mirror offers back an image
finding that 0wh e rwhatever angleto anlolgectdét may fade, /mi r r
't gives a picture back?®tThatigtosay thener®mp ond s
reflects back instantly which tells us,
are generated quickly and multiplyo gshat appearances of objects are always
available.

As with Plato, Lucretius made attempts to explain the various phenomena of the
mirror, i ncluding why the i mage appears
mirror 0s r ever safthe fioscpeoblems Lucretids explains that c a s e

when a mirrordés i mage is first cast of
To our pupils, it pushes all the air between it and our eyes,

And makes us feel all this before we see the glass. But when

We see the lookinglass itself a well, instantly then,

The image that we cast ourselves arrives and hits the glass

And bouncing, strikes our eyes again, and rolls another mass

Of air in front of it, and makes us feel the-biast sweep
Before our i mage: t hglasséodeefffhy it seems

Lucretius placed the importance in the appearance of depth in the mirror on the

physical movement of ¢6éairdé and O0i mageso.

hits the glass which causes a movement of the air and this motion of thermedi

130 De Rerum Naturap.110.
131 De Rerum Naturap.111.
132De Rerum Naturgp.114115.
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which the image travels causes the sensation of space. As with Aristotle, these ideas
seem to hint at an understanding of the effects differing media can have on light
waves or, Oaird, suggesting somegthabr m of
the theory was yet to be properly understood.

Lucretius also attempted to account for the reversals of the mirror in a similar way
to Pl ato. 't was Lucretiusd6s opindon th
hand side appears on thedeft i s t h acbming iWwnhgescollme with the flat
pl ane of the mirror, they are not safely
directly backwaThiss amaam® btohuantd 66t he eye,
the left now, and we find / Ehleft eye on the righitt hey have sWitched
Where Plato claimed that the reversal wa
upon impact with the glass, Lucretius argued for a direct rebound that pushes the
0i magesod6 in the oppesiet envedigasoesdofumidolse r
revealhis awareness of the multiple distortions and effects that the mirror is capable
of causing. He includes, for example, a discussion of the consequence of placing
two mirrors in front of each othersohat déany i mage can be ha
to anotherd and t heyadwizleln cifneaegties igeals man
the mirroroés abilities to reveal that w
convoluted discrete path through the badkaohouse which, with the clever
pl acement of mirrors, can be 'fEnadéed an

noticed that the convex mirror does not reverse left to right which, he supposes, it

13 De Rerum Naturap.115.
134 De Rerum Naturap.115.
135 De Rerum Naturap.115.
1% De Rerum Naturap.115.
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because the mirroro6s iimagea 6is¥ Fhetmirrced 6b e
in Lucretius becomes a tool of multiple uses: from unravelling the hidden mysteries

of the convoluted corridor, to reversin
images. The mirror is both mysterious in its abilitycomduct reversals depending

on its shape and yet capable of revealing the hidden and puzitirthe chapters

that follow, this thesis will consider the connections | make between the intromission

and extramission the@s and the sense of internal anxte¥nal selvesthat can be
experienced through a range of encounters with the mirror, whether that be through

self-portraiture or simple mirregazing.

13"De Rerum Naturap.116. In his notes, the translator of the Penguin edition, A. E. Stallings feels

that the mirror Lucretius talks about is a concave mirror and suggests that looking in a soup spoon will
provide the same effetti.e. that the image will appear upside ddwu right and left are not

reversed. However, in the case of the concave mirror (or, indeed a soup spoon), there is a right to left
reversal. Itis in the bulging surface of the convex mirror that we find no right to left or top to bottom
reversals (Sthngs, p.249).
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Figure one:Jan BrueghelThe Sense of Sigft617, Museo del Prado, Madrit}

138 Jan BrueghelThe Sense of Sigfit617), Museo del Prado, Madriuttp://www.wga.hu/
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Ancient Optics Il

The Catoptricsof Heron of Alexandria (c.230AD) is possibly the earliest surviving

text on the topic of mirroring. I@atoptricsHeron offers a tripartite model of vision,

dividing it into optics, dioptrics and catoptrics, and goes on to illuminate #my m

di fferent 6diverting spectaclesb6 that ca

6show the right side as the right sidebé

ts expected reversals], mirrordvachkhkad aao
0to see ourselves inverted, standing on
and mirrors which can show our 6 eat ur
However, Heron was keen to note that mirrors are not merely for distraction and
games but servaseful functions that thus makkem a suitable topic for proper
study**

Heron indicated in his text that he followed the extramission theory when he
discussed why visual rays are reflected and why the angles of reflection are equal,
sayingt h at dour sight I's directed in strai

Vi sit"oRdasserting the fact that 6our Vi si

Heron sketched out a theory to account for the bouncing at right angles of visual rays

onthemrroros surface: firstly, t hat t he 1
Obefore they are polishedb6 they can have
and so cannot be reflectedd and it s tl

which meas t hat the O6rays that are emitted

139 Cohen & Drabkin, p.262 6 2 . Cohen & Drabkin note that Herobd
used in our moda sense of the word, which denotes the analysis of refraction, and suppose that the

term dioptrics may denote Herods work on an 06i ns:
footnote 1, p. 262).

140 Cohen & Drabkin, p.263.

141 Cohen & Drabkin, p.263.
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secondl vy, by a consideration of the spe
proves that O6these rays are reflected at
mi r r dat $,6that the angle of incidence is equal to the angle of refléttion.
Using mat hemati cal proof it was Heronos
a given point] reflected to a given point by plane and spherical mirrors the shortest
are thosehat are reflected at equal angles; and if this is the case the reflection at
equal angles is i n' cHemrrfoonronsi tap pwiotahc hr e aos
foll owed Eucliddés methods of mathematics
with Pl aissodteeorg. xt r am
Considered by some as O6the greatest op
(c.127148AD) wrote the Optica in which he expanded upon the existing
mathematical and geometrical works by Euétd. As with those before him,
Ptolemy produced dteefold structure for the study of mirrors:
1. objects seen in mirrors are seen in theection of the visual ray
which is reflected from the mirror to the object, depending on the
position of the eye;
2. images in mirrors appear to be on the perpariar drawn from the
object to the surface of the mirror, and produced;
3. the position of the reflected ray, from the eye to the mirror and from
the mirror to the object, is such that at each of the two parts

containing the point of reflection and makegual angles with the
perpendicular to the mirror at that poifit.

It appears from this that Ptolemy too wa
since here he refers to the O6rayé as go
examined the phenomeo n o f refraction and tabul at e

amount of refraction wil!/l be | ess when t

142 Cohen & Drabkin, p.26264.

143 Cohen & Drabkin, p.264.

44| indberg, Theories of Visionp.15.
145 Cohen & Drabkin, p.268.
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difference between angles of incidence and refraction in the passive of a visual ray

from one of these bodse t o t he ot €heorigs of optics twerd chosely e 6 .

interwoven with anatomical observation.

In a move away from the strictly mathematical and geometrical analyses of vision,
Gal e n 620AD)1lrdasiseOn the function of the parts of the bodifered a
detailed description of the physical anatomy of the eye and of the functions of the
parts within the process of vision. In it he discussed the dissection of an eye and

noted, during his examination, the various parts and the effects of disseatio

them:
Wh e n t he fluid has escapedét he corne
another |l ayer, of which the <col our i s
viewo of the eye [i.e. the iris] bef ol
aperture [the pupil] is circularinmany aranh s | i ke i n manéWit
this aperture you can see the-icée ke humour of the | ens

hard than ice.You can see the grayike layer [the posterior wall of

the iris, which we call todagorpusciliare or uveg from the Latin

word uva, grape] is atthed to and blended with the cornea only at the
cornea scleral junctionéTo both aga
attaches itself!’

i n

Gal ends observations f ocus on the natur

lens to ice and the wall of the iis®@ gr ape, emphasising
defining the structures of the human body. Galen continued this most detailed of
descriptions by identifying the optic nerves, the vitreous humour and the retina and
by noting that the retina is the central agpd vision:

As soon as the optic nerves reach the eyes they unfold and expand,

surrounding the vitreous humour on all sides like a garment, and

finally each optic nerve attaches itself to the crystalline body [of the

lens] which is the essential organwof si onéThe [opti c] ne
out and becomes shaped | i ke a neteéet

146 Cohen & Drabkin, p.277.

147 Rudolph E. SiegelGalen on Sense Perception: his doctrines, observations and experiments on
vision, hearingsmell, taste, touch and pain, and their historical soufBasel: S.Karger, 1970),
p.4344.

58

~

C

nait

rv
he



thenett i ke tunicéis called vitreous, bec
structure resembles molten glass and its tint is the same as that of clear

gl asséchatdeelsheath envelopes the | ens ¢
[i.e. the anterior capsule of the lens] that we observe our image, just as

when we see it in a mirror, when we look into the eye of a person
close™to usb.

Gal enods | angua-gade, éabriogkdeobjecta Thmaoptic nerve is
compared firstly to a O6gar ment 0, suggest
must be enclosed within a protective 0ga
continues to be framed in terms which suggest its n&unerrorganic, when it is
O0shaped I i ke a net o6, which conjures the
catch whatever comes its way. The two metaphors of garment and net are combined
when Galen describes the way in which the vitreous humour is cbveley t he &6 n e
l i ke tunicd, encapsul a-mada gpjedt, bretecteve dncksp t h e |
shaped as to permit the passage of light rays. The architecture of the eye is described

in terms of the norganic which seems at odds with its placemerthe natural

body.

A. Mark Smith argues that in building ¢
0l odging perception and ment al functions
physi ol ogical mo d e | of t he brsensatiégn,by Gal en
delineating a complete anatomicat®lnand ph

producing these structured models Smith
physical and physiological extensidon of
sensation generally, to HAhe Galemimmodedafrt of

vision then, removed the primacy of the sense of sight and apportioned higher status

18 Sjegel, p.44.

“9A., Mark Smith, 6Getting t hdsisRi(Dpc1B81l;pp.beBs9, i n Per s
p.5723

%0 Smith, p.573.
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to the brain which was, once the eyes delivered images, the faculty that made sense
of the information presented: that is, it represents a shift away from images
imprinting themselves on the eye to the brain interpreting the world around it.

Although there existed anatomical and philosophical models of vision, sight also
had a moral dimemsn. In Book ten of hiConfessiongc.39%#398AD), Augustine
of Hippo (354430AD) discusses memory and, briefly, sightAugustine separates
the O6eyes which belong to [ his] fl esho
God!**? The corporealight, which corresponds to the fleshly eyé&snot necessary
to finding and following the correct spi
God™”® Furt hermore, the O6countless thingsé t
of t he eyes 0edthameasuré seahy the necessigy dor the use of these
things and their meaning in religiono:
works, abandoning inwardly him by whom they were made and disfiguring that
whi ch t hey?®wWbereges ofghd bodsre prone to temptation and the
power of the beautiful object, and this weakness makes humans easily distracted
from what should be their true, inward c

outward Oeyesd is sugge odyjandeofaofdrmafses epar a

conscious awareness. This spiritual dimension to ideas of vision will feature

3L |In writing aboutwn at can affect the individual és path to
the Opleasure of the eyes, Thee@Gadnfesbionramd. wy Rigllipt o my f |
Burton (London: Everymands Li breayes Augudtioedmshes p. 246
that the o6beauti ful and varied shapes, bright an

ec

l
capture hissolf Augustineés understanding of these obj 1
of touch that comes fromtleb j ect s whi ch touch him 6throughout e
no rest from them [é] for light herself, the que:

(Confessiongp.246). This conception of light and objects seems to correspontylamtiee theories

of Democritus and Aristotle in that objects appear to touch Augusteehaps hinting at a belief in

the Democritean O6eidolad and Aristotelian | ight
152 Confessionsp.247.

133 Confessios, p. 247.

154 Confessionsp.247.
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throughout this thesi s, including 1in a
chapter fiveds di Paradisedoson of John Milton:i
Afuller account of Augustinebs thoughts or
Book eleven oDe Trinitate(On the Trinity, 400416AD, where he initially divided
what happens when we see an object into three processes:
When we see a body we have to consider tndlistinguish the
foll owing three thingsé: first, the o
vision which was not there before we perceived the object that was
presented to the sense; thirdly, the power that fixes the sense of sight

on the object that is se@s long as it is seen namely, the attention of
the mind*®

This perceptive trinity combined to produce sight which, without the object cannot
function for, Augustine <cl ai ms, 0t her e
r e mo veAdthiibough Augustine gearated out each of these qualities as necessary

and yet independent factors of sight, he noted that for the human to perceive objects,

he or she must possess the attribute of vision at all times for functioning organs of
sense must be present in orderuderto recognise the visible object when it appears
before us, ot herwise Othere would be no
such times as we see nothingd whether (
cl o$edod.

The 6form of thedbedy®ot hdbtel osagsée t he
bei ngo,; the process of vision is a bodil
the senses and the body to remain fixed
thus it is the soul which is therdctor of the organs, of the mind and the body, and

which presides over all processes and images brought forward by the body.

135 Augustine,On the Trinity: Books-d5, trans. by Stephen McKenna & ed. by Gareth B. Matthews,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), p.62.

%6 De Trinitate p.62.

57 De Trinitate p.62.
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Augustine found that there were two OvVi s
was of thought, and each of these were divideddlt o a O6trinityo, t h
relates to memory and i magination and t |
when it dwells to long on those images which are inapprogffate.
Augustineds concentration oBantekiemsiohi t er a

of the theories of Democritus, Plato and Aristotle, for whom the sense of touch was
vital and who each believed that, in some way, touch was involved in the
mechanisms of vision. Vasco Ronchi has (in the context of a discussion of
seventeei-century optics) noted the unusual nature of touch in a model of sight
such as that proposed by Augustine:

Every alteration that is produced or received takes place as the result

of a contact; all our perceptions are tactile, all our sense being a form

of touch; hence, since the soul does not go forth from within us to

touch external objects, these must come to touch the soul by passing
through the sensés.

Ronchi explains that the insistence upon the centrality of touch to all the senses was
duetothef act t hat ancient theori shtactonaétaef us ec
distancé and S0 60s o0me communi cati on bet wee
neces®%aryo.

The two competing ancient theories of vision, either extramission which held that
rays flowedout from the eye to meet rays emanated by objects, popularised by Plato
and Euclid orintromission favoured by Democritus, Aristotle and Lucretius, in
which i mages travelled into the eye domi

the works of Alhaen (9651039);% the eleventkcentury Arabic scientist lbn al

%8 De Trinitate p.79.
%9 Ronchj p.24.
%0 Ronchi, p.25.
161 Ronchi, p.28.
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Haythamwho flourished in Egyptas was later knowm the West a®\lhacen (or,
Alhazen)*?Al hacends principal argument agains
the o6after i magmidn towleifacththatdwhenvan iadividual looks

directly at the sun he or she firstly, experiences pain and secondly, upon closing the
eyes, can still see the image of the sun. The first of these points rejects the Platonic
visual fire since brightlighor 6f i red causes pain and th
from the eye; the second finding goes ag
the oO6fired i s exti ng%Iimagesadobjactsdthen, bntesed v i s i

the eye, with light flowing ito the eye and not issuing from it. In his theory of

vision, Al hacen O6successfully integrated
approaches to sighto, resulting in a mo
optics*®

Alhacen rejected the Platienextramission theory of vision and adapted and
modified the intromission theory to provide a new and, ultimately, more accurate
model of sight. The principal alteration that Alhacen made to the intromission theory
favoured by Democritus and Aristotle svib suppose that rather than the image of an
object having to be Ocompressedd before
image could be propagated in a straight line and enter the pupil, wherever
encountered, without any need to be reduced initréinémages were not altered
before entering the eye but presented to it in their original, minute*fonl hac en 6 s

refusal of a Platonic theory ofexther edg@

162 The Oxford Dictionary of National Biography

< http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/articleHL/1008?docPos=1&anchor=nafahcessed 21 By
2009] (para 21 of 30).

183 Ronchi, p.28.

84| indberg, Theories of Visionp.67.

1% Ronchi, p.29.
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organ is rooted in the anatomical, Galenic biologthefeye: Alhacen recognised the
optic nerves, that they linked to the brain, that the pupil was an aperture and that the
eye itself was enclosed by the transparent cornea. In his formulation of the structure
of the eye, Alhacen finds that on the end agleoptic nerve is an eye that consists of

6f our tuni cs and three humour sé and the

contains the wuvea, and in the wuvea the
ner¥dtde o6uvead i n ebagclha ceiyael chounntoauirnés whhiec f
t wo part s: firstly the O6anterior parto

particularly transparent and the 6interdi
t hat o fthatgs) tkee visedus humotl¥. Although missing various aspects and
somewhat i ncorrect, Al hacends architectu
illustration) has progressed significantly from all previous hypotheses and is much

closer to our modern understanding.

16| indberg, Theories of Visionp.67.
17 indberg, Theories of Visionp.67.
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Visual system accding to Alhacef®

Having established an i mproved biology o
where sight occurs is similarly refined:

And we would say in the first place that sight occurs only by means of
the glacial humour, whether sight takescef through forms coming
from the visible object to the eye or in some other way. Sight does
not occur through one of the other tunics in front of it, since those
tunics are merely instruments of the glacial humur.

Although Alhacen makes no mentiohtbe cornea or the lens, or the inversion of the
image by the retina once it reaches the vitreous body, this description of vision is the

most detailed and correct available to the period.

18| indberg, Theories of Visionp.68.
189 Edward Grant (ed)A Source Book in MedievakiencgCambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1974), p.399.
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Medieval Optics

The years after the discoveries of Alhacen findgslophers, mathematicians and
opticians lacking comparatively in progression and revelation, though two key
figures who expressed a continuing interest in the disciplines of opticsatoptrics

were Robert Grosseteste (¢.147Z63) and Roger Bacon (c141294)*° Born into

poverty in England, Grosseteste taught the liberal arts and was perhaps a scholar of
theology in Paris, later spending approximately twenty years lecturing in theology at
Oxford University:™ Grosseteste was prolific in his output @feek translations,
including commentaries on Aristotle, covering topics such as philosophy, natural
philosophy, mathematics and theolddy. Alongside these interests, Grosseteste

became embroiled in optical problems, approaching these from a more practica

vi ewpoint than his predecessors and, for
medi eval writer to recognise and d%eal wi
In De Luce(On Light 1215122 0) , Gr osseteste cl| anmdoms t he
which is the &émore exaltedd and O6o0of a n

other forms is light” Light is for Grosseteste, as with Augustine, the principal

6corporeal formdb because da form that [
"Edward Grant argues that it is 6indisputable th
century in Western Europe and nowheegnaturaddl sed and |

philosophy of the Medieval period did not contribute to this development, an argument that Grant

attributes to Galileo and his dismissal of the value of natural. Grant notes that although aspects of

Medieval study provided solid roots on whigventeenth century science grew, it was the
translations of Greedr abi ¢ science which O6transformed Eur ope
the O6momentous events [and] the Scientific Revol
The Found#ons of Modern Science in the Middle Ages: Their religious, institutional, and intellectual
contextCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp-2A@8. See Steven Shapirhe

Scientific RevolutioiChicago & London: University of Chicago Pre$896), pp.65L17 on how

60finewd and Aol do views of nature coexistedo.

171 James McEvoyRobert Grossetes{®©xford: Oxford University Press, 2000), pxii

2 McEvoy, p.xii.

Colin M. Turbayne, O6Grosset dsisthe(Dex,P89), ppnd6Anci ent
472, p.467.

174 Robert Grossetest®n Light(De Luce) trans. by Claire C. Reidl (Milwaukee: Marquette

University Press, 1942), p.10.
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coudmt o6introduce di mension in every dire:
itself and diffusing itself instantaneously in every direction and thus extending matter

in its owhldifsudiliogdht that possesses tF
and di ffusing i tself i nstantaneousl!| yo S0
introduces dimensions into matter in virtue of its participation in igh&rosseteste
bestows upon | ight the utmost attention
firsti nto the form of a sphered and then 6
highest degreed, forms O6the first bodyeéet
has nothing in its compos'ftion but first

Grosseteste holds that ligh i s t he hi ghest body, di vi c
which are 6for m, matter, composition and
factor amongst these since it is the simpféstiowe v er , matter is
natur e o f dualwotfyod ddwpet €oncyidt swhoetr eby i
O0i mpressionsé and receptive of t hem, an
I nspiration to the works of Augustine,
Otrinityéd of O6infor mendd nmiatthtaetr 6wh identa tiesr i dail
compos'Ptionbé.

Grosseteste divided optics into three parts: vision, mirrors and lenses (that is,
optics, catoptrics and dioptrics) and reserved the study of lenses for his fullest
analysis. Grosseteste describes tfeces of lenses and explains their mechanisms:

This part of optics, when well understood, shows us how we may

make things a very long distance off appear as if placed very close,
and large near things appear very small, and how we may make small

5 De Luce p.10.
% De Luce p.10.
" De Luce p.13.
8 De Luce p.17.
9 De Luce p.17.
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things plaed at a distance appear any size we want, so that it may be
possible for us to read the smallest letters at incredible distances, or to
count sand, or grains, or seeds, or any sort of minute objects. But how
this wonder happens is explained as followsThe visual ray
penetrating through several transparent media of different natures is
refracted where they come together, and the parts of it existing in the
different media are joined there at an angle. This is clear from the
experiment which is set out the bookDe Speculisif something is

put in a vessel and the observer takes up a position from which it
cannot be seen, and then water is poured in, whatever was put in will
then be seel{?

Grosseteste illustrates the multiple uses of lenses, suitatbmly for telescopes and
spectacles, but also for microscopes, each of which were later fully developed.
Grossetesteds knowledge of optical t heot
Euclid, Ptolemy, Avicenna and possibly Alkindi and Averrge, thouglappears not

to have been awa¥®€rofsAt bateddsawpr&ach
be mat hematical, rather than phOptcasophi c
and Catoptricawhen formulating his ideas on those topics. Followingthieeries

of mathematicians and philosophers before him, Grosseteste created his own theories

of optics, focusing on the importance of light and some experimentation. However,

as important as his work on the rainbow, for example, was to become, Gressetest

did hold erroneous beliefs, foll owi ng PI
sight Oboth its object and its power ar
il lumined by o6fiery | ighto, t hat is to
which are 6an ef f e® This,acdupledwitham gouoachtbased | i g

more on mathematics than on the precise accuracy of experimentation, meant that

whil e Grossetesteds appr odomssetesta is thaughmpr e h

180 Grosseteste)e Iride, Crombie, p.119.

8L A, C. CrombieRobert Grosseteste and the Origins of Experimental Scieneg 7Y Oxford:
Clarendon, 1953), p.115.

182 James McEvoyThe Philosophy of Robert Grosseteg@xford: Clarendon, 1982), p.296
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to have bee the first to have combined experimental investigation with rational
explanatiori it was also in some ways flawé&d.

Roger Bacon (c.1214294), like Grosseteste, studied at universities in Oxford
and Paris, later teaching in the arts faculty at P4riBacon was the first scholar to
gain a complete knowledge of the range o
Timaeus E u cOpticd Gasd Catoptrica Pt ol e@pticas Al kiDedi 0s
aspectibus Ar i Dé animaand Be senspyas well as the wks of Galen,
Alhacen and Grosseteste. It was this depth and range of knowledge that allowed
Bacon to teach O&6Europeans how to think ¢
force!® Bacon is often cited as the main proponent of experimental science, but
Lindberg notes that there are important qualifications to this point: Bacon, Lindberg
argues, had to Osteer a middle course b
which 6éreflectséthe di |% Thedilenonh was that theg hi r t
emergingdi sci plines of experiment al science
to religious order and, while Bacon advances a number of theories on topics such as
optics, mathematics and perspective, as well as celebrating the findings of
philosophers befora i m, Bacon 6éemphatically rejects

valuable foflitt s waswmBacakeé&G. opi ni on that

18 Crombie, p.10.

8 David C. Lirdberg,Roger Bacon and the Origins of Perspeciivéhe Middle Ages: A Critical

Edition and Engl i sh Tr a(@dddaGlarendon, X996), Bx@ic ond6s Per s p.
pavid C. Lindberg, O6Roger Bacon on tedght EdVbgi o
Jeremiah HacketRoger Bacon and the Sciend¢dew York: Brill, 1997), p.24244.

%) indberg, 6Roger Bacon on Lightoé, p.244.

¥"Davi d C. StiéenceaHamdmaidens Roger Bacon and the Patristic Tradiis78

(Dec, 1987), 51836, (p534).

%8| indberg6 Sci ence as Handmai dené, p.535.
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despite various peril s, be made to ser v
support the patristic tratiton.'*

Bacon appears to follow Platonic/Euclidian extramission theories in that he
6insists that the sense and the sense or
but al so s o uirthateiss theoelyes prgeetdmages as well as accept an
incoming flow of image$? Deviating from previous opinion, Bacon proposes that
Ospeciesd can travel along five possible
twisting and accidental 6 but thatrtheir
direction is interrupted by an object which will cause their flow to proceed in a
different manner, such as in reflecti8h.In the Opus Majus Bacon spends Book V
on optical science, covering the details of optics, parts of the mind and brain and
withthe eyes themsel ves. To Bacon optics i
ofl ower of the whole of philosophyd sinc
none other has such ¢ s'Baednfinglstisat themodt ofb e a u t
vision i s the O6opticbo, his term for the O0c
Ohave their o'ilgni nt hien btrlad nbrraeisind@d.es t he
6judges concerning each particul ar S ens

understand the tofalt y of the sensation unti.l it h

¥l indberg, 6Science as Handmai dené, p.535. Kat h
Bacon and notes that what was original about Bac:
scopeofte t heory he el aboratedé but reminds us that
we l | as advantageso6 (see \Vdpagnd @ertitude méeAgéofKat her i n.
Ockham: Optics, Epistemology and the Foundations of Semanticsl325(QLeiden & New York:

E. J. Brill, 1988), pp. 26).

) indberg, 6Roger Bacon on Lightoé, p.248.

Yl indberg, 6Roger -Bhcon on Lightoé, p.250

192 Roger BaconThe Opus Majus of Roger Bactans by Robert Belle Burke, 2 vols (New York:

Russell & Russell1962), vol Il, p.420.

193 Bacon,0pus Majusp.421.
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s e n'& gl faculty of sight, then, is capable of recognising only light and colour;

it is the O6common sensed which®Kaytonsl| at e
Baconos divsionuaadssight is a stualyf of the structure of the eye for, he

feels, if the points of his theories are to be credible, the biology must be described.
Counting Alhacen and Avicenna as principal authorities on the matter, Bacon makes

his description oftte eye:

there are two parts in the anterior cavity of the brain, which are called
ventricles, or concavities, or cells. These ventricles cannot be organs

of the common sense and of the i magi n;
arranged anteriorly and posterionvhile these ventricles are placed
on the right and on the |l eftéthe enti:.

an anterior part and a posterior parté
the common sense [and] has a right and left, where are the two
ventrircolne stéhFe pi a matter écomes a doubl
are the optic nerveséThe two nerveséfr
and | eft, meet...and after meeting ag:
that comes from the right goes to the left eye and the one from the lef

to the right eye, so that there is a direct extension of the nerves from

their origin to the eyes [which is necessary because] vision always

selects straight lines as far as possilile.

Baconds description seems to efndlsl odw atghre
above;the language is purely anatomical and descriptive rather than comparitive.
His further description puts its emphasis on the natural strength of the eye which has
0t hree coats or membranes, and itch&re. hur
The eye has an o6opening in the middle of
of light and colour and other visible things may be able to pass through the middle of
the eye to the nerve coming fr omphasishe br a

firmly on a mutual conjunction between eye and brain, a partnership which makes

1% Opus Majusp.421.
19 Opus Majusp.243.
1% Opus Majusp.43032.
197 Opus Majusp.432.
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vision possible and intelligibl®® Bacon finds behind the d&6uv
eye of Oveins, nerves and arteries?o, whi
resemblance to aftdri r t h ; behind this is the corneses
and behind this the O6¢oBaswmdndsatadkle r[ermrc e
works of Alhacen on the structure of the eye are clear here and he continues to recall

the Arabic philosopherdos work as he descr
the &eye; his description also «pogears s

reflects a more organic, natural organ. However, as noted earlier, as much as Bacon

follows Al hacends theories, and appears to a
rejects the Platonic viewpoint, in the s
Book V, Bacon notes that o6it is clearéth
ot her whhicnhggsbhe argues, i s obvious becau
means of a mirror, a #°* dBacoraremintseus that Benis by a

supported in this idea by illustrious predecessors, including Ptolemy, Alkindi, Euclid

and Augustiné” On the point of reflection, although he agrees that the angle of
incidence is equal to the angle of reflection, Bacon still differs from previous
anal ysts such as Al hacen: i nstead of C O
Ospeci esb, B d theoray ispsimplysredireeted, by hisaown force, along

another patR’?

1% Opus Majusp.433.

19 Opus Majusp.433.

20 0pus Majusp.468.

21 Opus Majusp.4689.

2 indberg, O6Rogér Paeéd.on Ligh
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Gary C. Hatfield and Wi lliam Epstein ot
wor k was | asting, particularly th&@t thec
Bacon, Pecham and Wiiteo , whom Hatfield and Epstein
principal adherents, agreed that vision is capable on its own of perceiving light and
colour, whereas distance from the object to the individual, as well as all other matter,
is detected by the percéep faculties of the brain working in conjunction with the
eye and the information it brings. Thi s t heory Oyi el ded a
abstractiondé whi ch wa s-chanbbaredédmiin within whische mo d
the old faculties, transformed infbi nt er nal s ens ésWithinthier e t o
formul ation the O6common sense accepted
itéand passed theméto the imaginations i
these 6formsd or @érgetamedinkhe memefffeci esd wer e

Theories of vision were fluid, changing and often dependent upon the popularity
and availability of particular translations from the Greek and ldatithe translations
6of the twelfth and t-whelmnhgg efnstidntificcamcht ur i e
phil osophi cal wor kso, whil e t h%® Tilehumani f
became, in the Medieval period, intertwined with the practice of experimentation.

That the properties of lenses were well understood in theories of vis®ewdent.
It was during the Medieval period that lenses were first put to effective use in the
form of spectacles. The inventor, the location, and the precise date of the invention

remain a mystery but, through an intensive investigation of the aleaitadierials,

SBGary C. Hatfield & William Epstein, 6The Sensor
Moder n Per c elgst7Qu(adpt., TOR%% ppr 364, p.371.

204 Hatfield & Epstein, p.371.

205 Smijth, p.573.

2% Smjth, p.5734.

27 Edward GrantThe Foundations of Modern Science in the Middle Ages: Their religious,

institutional, and intellectual contex€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p.24.
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Vincent lllardi, in his most comprehensive studgenaissance Vision: from
Spectaclesto Telescqpeasd i scovered that the first pai
glass discs enclosed in metal or bone rims with handles centrally connectaghty a

rivet so as to clamp the nostrils or be

the vicinity of Pis&®

2%8y/incent lllardi, Renaissance Vision: from Spectacles to Telesq@iemdelphia: American
Philosophical Society, 2007), p.4.
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Figure two:Georges de La Tou&aint Jerome Reading
(1621-23y%°

29 Georges de La TouBaint Jerome Readird621-23), Web Gallery of Art
<http://www.wga.hu/index.htrml [accessed 20 May 2009].



http://www.wga.hu/index.html

Friar Giordano da Pisa appears to have been the first to witness the technology and
its benefits and while it seems that the inventor will remain anonymous, credit is
often given to Friar Alessandro della Spina who saw a pair of spectaclegdiéarn
make them and thus shared the invention for the benefit of those if*haidile
the precise details of the types of lenses used in these spectacles is unknown, it is
thought that they would have been convex lenses, intended to correet long
sightedrss, that is, the inability to correctly view objects at close proximity. The
theory and experimentation exemplified in the works of Grosseteste and Bacon was
being implemented for practical use, signalling a shift away from the pure
mathematics, geometrgnd philosophy of the ancient opticians to the practical
technologies explored in the Medieval and Renaissance periods. However, lllardi
rejects any notion of a connection between theory and invention, arguing that the
Oartisandé was usdntkeWwyth ot thee &afomrvmirdab |
circulating theorie$® Furthermore, even if the craftsman had been able to
comprehend these document s, 6hi s i magi na
direction because medieval theory of vision was basedworv al i d *pr emi ses o
The broad scope of this chapter, covering the interlinked disciplines of optics and
catoptrics from ancient philosophy through to medieval English experimental
science, illustrates the range of influences available to the early moelevd, @and
points to the continuing development of new and more precise ideas and theorems.

Central to the mirror and to the theories of reflection is light and the eye: light and

2lardi, p.6.

2 jardi, p.28.

212 ||ardi, p.28 |l ardi argues that modern optical theor.y
the beginning of the seventeenth century. However, | would argue that although experimentation and

theory did not always come together and offer the expected regalshould not exclude the theories

of past scholars and philosophers, and the inaccurate theories would not necessarily have prevented an
artisan from discovering the object.
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vision are necessary conditions for the individual who wants to use th&.mirhe
inconsistencies and errors of the theories of optics and catoptrics do not detract from
the significance of these discoveries. Rather, alongside the advancing mirror
technologies, they attest to a drive towards knowledge and understandingof Each
the technologies discussed in this chapter allows for greater access to knowledge: the
lens allows objects in the distance to be viewed from afar; spectacles supplement the
visual powers of the human eye and allow failing sight to be, at least in part,
restored; and mirrors allow the human subject the opportunity eésafhination as

well as ways to see that are otherwise impossible without the use of the mirror.

The mirror, then, is considered an important and influential object. This chapter
has @&monstrated that optics and catoptrics are often considered together, and the
changing theories and language used to describe sight and reflection come to have an
i mpact, I argue, on ideas of reflections
synonymos with intrigue and mystery and, arguably, with a sense of self. It is this

notion of self that is the focus of the next chapter.
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Chapter Two

Seeing and Seeming: reflecting the self

Omnis mundi creatura
Quasi liber et picture

Nobis est et speculum
Nostrae vitae, nostrae mortis
Nostril status, nostrae sortis
Fidele signaculum

[All creation is to us a book, a picture,
a mirror: a faithful signal of our life, our death,
our state, our faté}

Selfknowledge, professed by Jacob Burckhardt to havergea in the early modern

period?* is often linked with the sefportrait and the mirror. Seffortraiture

Il ncreased in popularity during the Renai
a vVviable method by which t onddndsiguhlay an
i d e n?t iPerhas .inevitablyhe growth inselfrepresentatiois oftenconsidered

in Burckhardtian terms, wheléb ot s ®if d dbuman &adnustctheo u s nes
Medi eval peri od, l ain 6dreaming “r hal
Burckhardt claimed that, until that poili, man was conscious of h
member of a race, people, party, family or corporétion t lordytthrough someé

general category’ For Bur ¢ k har dthesubjectivesidedr aesssud rt te[di ni gn

itself wi t h corr espon diamlgpcamargpshirduaidigdaal, and t h a't

213 Alan of Lille, De incarnatione Christi trans. by Edward Peter NolaNow Though a Glass

Darkly: Specular Images of Being and Knowing from Virgil to Cha@an Arbour: University of

Michigan Press, 1990), p.55.

214 Jacob Burckhardfhe Civilisation of the Renaissance in Itahans. by S. G. C. Middlemore

(London: Penguin, 1990p.99.

“Tarnya Cooperd Fr ai | flesh, as in a glasso: the portra
early modern England and Wales Hashioning Identities in Reresance Arted. by Mary Rogers

(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2000p.197

218 Burckhardt, p.99.

27 Burckhardt, p.99.
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recognised himself as su@f The Burckhardtian emergence from a generalised,
uncertain 0da-codasciaug, edividuallyrawace Ranaissantefhas often
beenrejec i n modern criticism, as has any n
grounds of a |l ack of evidence for what w
t hat Burckhardtdéds schemata which <catego

Ai ndi vi dwelciutlyadr i zrmad i®@nd may n*d Howévert t he

Rayna Kal as, who relies heawealfythewgkon Bur
of arto which allowed the work of art t
cul tured, wabenvary of dpgying anacliranistic motions of identity to

the themes Burckhardt introduced, offering linguistic examples which demonstrate

the differences which regularly occur between the early modern and modern
understanding, in the definition of terd%. It is imperative that potential
anachronisms are avoided, and the next section of this chapter will begin to address
this by examining the definitions of O0se

first uses of the word.

My argument will folow that of Stephen Greenblatt when he claims that although

i dentitydé or 06sel f & ddemturyrEnglandfthieressta e mer
6change in the intellectual, social, psy
the generation of idertitii e s 6, and this project aims to
i ndividualityo, i nfluenced by the technc

218 Byrckhardt, p.99.

219 Michael Hattaway (ed.A Companion to English Renaissance Literature and Cu{tDxéord:

Blackwell, 2000), p.1.

220 Rayna KalasFrame, Glass, Verse: The Technology of Poetic Invention in the English Renaissance
(Ithaca& London: Cornell University Press, 2007), p.3, p.78.

79



0l egaci es of *tHoeweReenrai sassankEleibzabeth Spil
Renaissance SdHashioning 0indebtedbé to Burckhardt 6
manod6, adheres O6to | argely mal e sehx eomp Inagrd
thus, while this chapter will focus mainly on male examples, the thesis will move
away from Greenblatedsi mpptoacahspleyt s 0
fashi oni ng 6 ??iDaparting fiomtBerakharfdtpJohn Martin contends that

Gt is no longer possible to base our analysis of the origins of individualism on the
traditional humanistic assumptions that Burckltaookasa gi vend, meani n
are o longer in the comfortable position of believing, as Burckhardt and many of

his nineteentitentury contemporaries did, that the individual existed prior to
historyd . | nst ead jndivadualison éselfis Il eonstruction, that, indeed,

the human self is in many ways nothing more than a fiction, and that it is above all

what might be called the Renaissance representations of the self as an individual,
expressive subject that require explandiféh This chapter takes representations of

the self as subject as its core theme and explores the multiple models of selfhood,
discussingwvays of looking at and expressing the self, that emerge from the period.
However, | would argue, as does Colin Mortisat whle the meaning of the term

i ndividual 6 in the twelfth century was
the | anguage of those I|living in the medi

express the ideas of seliscovery and seléxploratiord®* Morris describes self

221 Stephen Greenblafenaissance Sefflashioning: from More t@&hakespeargChicago & London:
University of Chicago Press, 1980), p.1, p.46.

*22EJizabeth SpillerScience, Reading and Renaissance aftee: The Art of Making Knowledge,
15831670(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), p.61.

223 0 hn Maventirig Sincerify, Refashioning Prudence: the Discovery of tigittual in
Renai s s an c €he Eanaiseanoe ih Eurapan A Reagiérby Keith Whitlock, (Guildford:
Biddles Ltd., 2000), pp.130, (p.12).

224 Colin Morris, The Discovery of the Individual, 108@00(Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1972; repr. 1991, 1995), p&5.
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knowl edge as one of t[nedevdldgend haat 6p bp mk a
that sat alongside thaesire for seHexpressionand | | owed us to Ohear
voice of the individual, speaking ofshown desiresanckep er i nces 6.

Jonat han Sawday notes that the O6culture
bodies O0sits uneasilyd alongside the Bur
this chapter will il 1l ustr at modérrhpariodarehe &6 f
often divided into the external self and the internal self, and that mirrors and self
portraits are integral aspects of seeking to uncover, investigate or unify that self. The
mirror, while often portrayed as the object of truth, isutedy framed in a dialogue

of distrust and fakery?

Locating Renaissance Selfhood

The Oxford English Dictionary(hereafter OED) definitions below illustrate that

there are multiple meanings of self in operation throughout the period, suggesting

that thee were a number of different attempts to express or represent varying notions

of selfhood. The sense of the division of the self into external and internal, which
appears to be part of the means of expre
inthe entries for O6selfdé in the OED. I ni t
sense of 6selfd as we understand it toda
the meanings offered is the following, first used in 1674, which indicates sacdivi

that places O0selfdé as something which is

connected with the external body:

225 Morris, pp.6667.
226 Jonathan Sawdafhe Body Emhizoned: Dissection and the Human Body in Renaissance Culture
(London & New York: Routledge, 1995), p.2.
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Chiefly Philos. That which in a person is really and intrinsically he (in

contradistinction to what is adventitious); the egdfign identified

with the soul or mind as opposed to the body); a permanent subject of

successive and varying states of consciousfiess.
This definition, particularly recognisable to a twefitgt century audience, uses a
vocabulary Freudian in its langyae . This sense of 06sel f o
Traherne (1634 6 7 4 ) in O6Natured (1674), when he
enclosd within / that was not bounded with my Clothes or Skin / Or terminated with
my s fgThe irdage here is of inwardhd outward, multiple selves that are and
are not accessible: a Osecret selfd not
The O6trued or Oreal 6 self, however, is t
cannot be seen, and is often assed with the soul in a theological context. While
Traherneds use focuses on the division b
of flesh and outward appearance as separate from the internal self, the mutability and
multiplicity of self isillustra ed 1 n anot her of t he OEDOGS
comes towards the end of the Early Modern period:

What one is at a particular time or in a particular aspect or relation;

one's nature, character, or (sometimes) physical constitution or

appearance, osidered as different at different times. Chiefly with
qualifying adj., (one's) old, former, later s&ff.

Thi s sense i's first cli A0) itnr ahshmt Dogd
Georgics I n 6The Third Book of thebs@dadrdgiicss
il lustrative of a sense of I nwardness: (o

sel f r* Wustiative of the operation of multiple selves, this quote refers to a

227 Oxford English Dictionarghttp://www.oed.con¥, accessed 24 May 2006.

Thomas Tr ah e Poems, Cehthried, and hi@e Thanksgiviegs ty Anne Ridler
(London: Oxford University Press, 1966), -29, p.33.

“90ED.

230 John DrydenThe Works of John Drydesd. by Alan Roper (Berkeley & London: University of
California Press, 1987), vol v, |. 18%0, pp.213214.
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for mer, perhaps younger sel f, twdifihash i nd
changed. This sense of the word account
can be aamplex, fluctuating entitythat i f f er s t hroughout a per
examples from Dryden and Traherne begin to show that there was a @evelop
multi-l ayered sense of O0selfd that could be
subject. The sense of a multiplicity of
the OED:

An assemblage of characteristics and dispositions which may be

conceved as constituting one of various conflicting personalities

within a human being. Bet er sel f: t|
Edmund Spenser (c.15825 9 9 ) uses the ter mAdmettil f 6 ir
(1595) writing, 6 And i n my s e klfe | meamny most hivelg lykeé bebold
your s e mb? &rnhis instaneevh@& division between inward and outward
selves is clear. In this sonnet, the speaker urges the lady to abandon her mirror and
instead devote herself to him where, having given th@ pastime of self
contemplation that had misled her vision, she shall find her true self:

And were it not that through your cruelty,

with sorrow dimmed and deformd it were:

the goodly ymage of your visnomy,

clearer then christall would therein appétl, 9-12).
Permeated by notions of dark and light, of clarity and cloudiness, which sets up

binary oppositions informed by the faculty of sight, the divisions between inward

and outward selves are drawn within the individual, rejecting the mirroisaearae

L 0OED.
2Traher ne, ulrheoBoansnCentulés, and Three Thanksgiviemsby Anne Ridler
(London: Oxford University Press, 196&)v, 3

83



of any form of selfhood, since it 6di mm
vision.

In each of these definitions there is a focus on a division between inward and
outward selves, thus suggesting .aThanul t i p
subtle differences between the descripti
is solely inward and invisible, whereas for Dryden and Spenser, the depiction of self
allows for the combination of both internal and external attributes warehunited
in their formation of o6selfod. I n Spense
conducted on the mirrords surface and so
resides within the individual. What each of these examples demosstdkat the
notion of O0selfd was in use in |iterary
that its use was varied, allowing writers of the period to express notions of selfhood
in different ways. Key to this chapter is the repeated divisioneofttb s el f 6 1 nt
external and an internal self which | will align with the two principal theories of
visioni extramission and intromission.

As noted in the introduction, this chay
identity did not emerge in siaathcentury England, but that factors such as
changes in intellectual, psychological or social $tmes influenced the creation of
identities. This assumes, then, that individuality-glaées the early modern period
and, from Gr e e rmatelgibnhaddtle td dosvithudeas bf satfhoodt
Certainly, each of the dictionaryods exan
not explicitly include religion. This suggests that, although a senselfehediated
through devotional practicemay have been prevalent in the early modern period,

sel fhood could al so be conceived of out s
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citations of these definitions are either in the 1500s or the 1600s indicates that those
terms were perhaps not iroromon usage prior to this. However, rather than
assuming this to be evidence of a lacksetfhood before the Renaissance, this
chapter will argue that there existed multiple modes of selfhood, operating alongside
each other, and not necessarily compjeitedilependent of one another.

Michel Foucault links religion and selfhood, finding evidence of individuality or
Os€lakhioningd I n ancient and medi eval
Burckhardtds notion that I n ceiearly chedarh i t y @
peri od. TeFhadogies oflthe 8afudiest he ways i n which t
be analged. Foucault starts with the hermeneutics of technologies of the self in
pagan and early Christian practibat takes car¢ o di st i nlgfud sand hteh
oOsul 6 tdhhiendent erpretation of the self has

soul - concupiscence, sin and the fall from gi@ée This thesis will follow this

separation, only wusing 6ésoul 6 inteemstohe <con
sel fhood that is conceived of through ot
be applied.

Foucault maps out he Ot echnol ogiesd through whi
knowledge: technologies of productiaechnologies of sign system®chnologies
of power and technologies of the séif. Each of t hes @avolées ec hno
6certain modes of training and modificat
butalméacquiring cert alacessekhbod iag austorssédys, whi c h

deliberate process by whc h 't he I ndi vi dual practices

233 Michel FoucaultTechnologies of the Self: A Seminar with Michel Foucadltbyl. H. Martin &
P.H. Hutton (Amherst: University of Maachusetts Press, 1988), p.17.
#4Foucault, p.18.
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individuality>®* It is the argument of this thesis that the mirror is one of these
0technol ogi esé of t he sel f and, i n par
technologyallows for multiple modes of expressing and examining the self.
Foucault trace these notions of self and selfhotttough historyand finds in

ancient Greek and Roman cultures, a premmide 6 car e f orofwhHice sel f q
are discernablein the bllowing quote fromThe Imitation of Chris{c. 1427)by
Thomas a Kempigc.13801471)

The spiritual man puts the care of his soul before all else; and whoever

diligently attends to his own affairs is ready to keep silence about

others. You will neve become interior andevout unless you refrain

from criticism of othersand pay attention to yourséif.
As with the examples from the dictionary, the central focus of attending to the self is
interiority, here framed by spiritual devotion. Foucaulgalis Kempi sés wor ¢
an ancient Greek practice called 6epi mel
concern with selfd, 0to beé& cOWarcermfedt he o
and the Delphic principal rdépemienivconcdptg.s el f O
Once more these divisions of aspects of interiority, demonstrated in early medieval
work, call into question assertions that early modernasetreness is not truly self
reflective. Foucault develops his argument, noting autobibgyap as 6one of t
ancient Western traditionso, and separ at
know itself except by | ooking® Thasoulis sel f
here rendered animate, capable of-s&fliection, and compared the looking glass:

in order for the soul to look at itself, it, too, is separate from the mirror. This

25 Foucault, p.18.

3% Foucault, B0.

%7 Foucault, p.19.
Z8Foucault, p. 27, p.25.
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comparison portrays the soul as the passive recipient, accepting and showing only
what falls before it, much like the eyeball in the intromissiomte As established

in chapter one, there are two theories of vision that perpetuate throughout the
Renaissance, one of which is the intromission theory, in which the form and image of
an object travels into the eye. In Foucault, the soul appears tatacterised in the
same wayi the soul, characterised as akin to the passive, receptive mirror, is not
actively fashioned. Instead, the soul is influenced and developed directly by what is
around it, and it aborbs this and is created by it. It is thenaent of this thesis that
the division of O0selfd into external ano
examples offered in the dictionary, is linked to the competing extramission and
intromission theories of vision, and that this link has a iBggmt impact on
subjectivity.

In the Iight of Foucaultdés comments, th
as that which o6lay dreaming or half aw
Renaissance, must be recast in order to take account of ednker expressions of
sel f . A ConiessibngADB9F-398), which bears evidence of deep personal
i nvestigation, scour i ng t heenquis dbafokeGhe i | | u
early modern period, where the individual both conceiveadfsgrutinised identity,
in this case against the norms of Christianity. However enmeshed in the doctrine of
Christianity Augustineos account of hi
understanding of O6self6 than Burckhardt

Step by step, myhoughts moved on from the consideration of material
things to the soul, which perceives things through the senses of the

body, and then to the soulds inner po
communicate external facts. Beyond this dumb animals canndittgo.
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next stage is the power of reason, to which the facts communicated by
the bodily senses are submittr judgement*

Many scholars researching selfhood throughout history automatically rule out
O0se€ht errogati ond basiethdas lmeen aQued tha tselffoodi t y
mediated through Christ is not truly individual and personal. A. J. Piesse recognises
the regular critical Fimesragatiboneémaoyghing othart 6t h
than the religious sense flourishes across a rargdisciplines only from the
beginning of the sixteenth centuryod, w h
peopl ed when thinking of categories of
di mensiondé which Smith descctddbaeksontatee 6 bad
seventeenhTrent ucy©ot i css paeragkuien gf osrubg eé ¢
O0fl ouri shes across a range of discipline
c e n t*h inyh& respect Piesse refers specifically to GreenblattDaliimore as
having 6substantially di spl ace(d) ear | i
individual or self dat e% Piksseorefusestooueod t he
the role of religion in the sense of individuality, and does not accepotienrihat
sel fhood emerged only in the Renaissance
work, Renaissance Sefffashioning explored new ways of thinking about the self
during the early modern period, and this thesis agrees with the argument that

selthood was culturally generated:

239 st. AugustineConfessions of a Sinndrans. by R. S. Pir€offin, (London: Penguin, 2004), p.61

#0A . 3. Pi e sirsAcCompéaniod tEmglish Repaissance Literatuamd Culture ed. by

Michael Hattaway(Oxford: Blackwell, 200D , p. 63 4) , RRa@gfelre Stmi dam ,amE&etl He
Rewriting the Self: Histories from the Renaissance to the Prédsemion & New York:Routledge,

1997), pp.467 (p.50).

241 pjesse, p.634.

242 pjesse, p.635.
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| perceived that fashioning oneself and being fashioned by cultural

institutionst family, religion, staté were inseparably intertwined. In

all my texts and documents, there were, so far as | could tell, no

moment of pureunfettered subjectivity; indeed, the human subject

itself began to seem remarkably unfree, the ideological product of the

relations of power in a particular sociéty.
Selfhood in this context, then, loses any idea of the autonomous individuality that
Burckhardt cultivated. The self that Greenblatt speaks of is a self generated by
external forces ofsociety, cultue and politics However, while | agree with
Greenbl attds posi ltdeparnfroro lms viewslon raligienlande¢hb a n g e
self, where héeaves no room for the possibility of individual freedom or interiority
within the confines and castructs of society or religion. Thus, drgue that
Renaissance selfhood in many cases lies necessarily in spiritual development.

Nancy Sel lasvalkydé d rmaeapnvedr s®@ ndomedel of sel fh

on subjectivity marks a consideration of an alternative viewpoint on the creation of
the self in the early modern period. Selleck addresses the debate of early modern
selfhood and refutes the pthsn that characters such as Hamlet are precursors of our
modern sense of sélf. Selleck instead investigates a distinctly different and yet no
|l ess valid Renaissance Oselfd6é that relie
the 60t hermebetygmeéebedset fos cont?Tkhkis but

chapter | ooks at other means by which 6o

the sel f 6, based on the details offered

243 Stephen GreenblafRenaissance Seffashioning: From More to Shakespedhicago &

London: University of Chicago Press, 1980), pp-Z256

24 Nancy SelleckThe Interpersonal Idiom intkespeare, Donne, and Early Modern Culture

(Hampshire & New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), p.1. See also Katherine Eisaman Maus who
explores the space between the external and the
he strugglestofith ways to express hi dnwardnésednd Thdatrehnitte f at her
English Renaissand€hicago University of Chicago Press, 1995

245 3elleck, p.21.
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multiple modes of sdffood, and varying ways of expressing the ¥&lfMy thesis
relates this notion of the 6otherd to th
the OED, as the sefortraits discussed later in this chapter will exemplify. The
6ot her 6, minotdréneseiport hait, is 6dbexternal 6
suggesting that what i's external can be
formulation the internal and external selves are joined in a mutual relationship of
exchange; a relationshighich supports multiple means of fashioning the self. Thus,
the comprehension of a Renaissance mode
concept of subjectivity t hat dorti nat es
Furthermore, my argument expands and dgveslo Sel | eckds point tF
the locus for the self, by marrying it with the intromission theory of vision. The
0ot herdo that Selleck describes as an ext
identity is, | will argue, relatedtothe@pct i n t he intromission
relationship to the body and the self he
selfhood.

The argument that | would like to advance falls in line with critics like Selleck
and John Jeffries Martinnad my pr oj ect emphasises the i
that is the dexternal 6 into the Ointerna
orselfportrait. Mar tin s pe c-defeimmiaglifdiyidual e j e ct
and instead makehite poi nt t hat 60t here were multi
Renai ssance6 and that oi f there was a ¢

identity, it had to do with different wa

24 gelleck, p.3.
247 Selleck, p.3.
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relation of the internal to the x t e r n*& The mirok, sitbated in the gap between
the internal and the external, provides a method by which the external may mediate
the internald that is, the image of the outer self. The lookglgss was an object
that captured the imaginatioof a Renaissance that welcomed the technological
processes which produced yet better mirr
the many i dmiesdorin texts of the period a
meanings a mirror could hot?.

This chater will illustrate that the mirror cabecome the central tool in the
moment of seldi scovery, since there existed mu
not restricted to the 6genericd religiou
While Piesseclaims that the developments in culture altered perception and changed
self-perception, Shuger analyses and challenges this idea, recognising that the mirror
may have Oboth registered and elicited a
new reflexiveselfc o n s ¢ i U HKoweyer,sndher argument, Shuger rejects this
possibility on the basis that Renaissance mirrors do not function on the level of self
reflexivity, but rather reflect a 6gener
self which 8 mediated through God) and states that very few Renaissance mirrors
(real ormetaphoricji ar e used as a Opa@oragdigdiiu sfrnoers sr
Thus, where Piesse argues that the influence of culture, technology and societal
change is inherenttan i ndi vi dual 6s sense of self,

generic as related to selbnsciousness.

248 John Jeffries MartinMyths of Renaissance Individuati§gHampshire & New York: Palgrave

Macmillan, 2004), p.7.

249 5ee Herbert GrabeShe Mutable Glass: Mirreimagery in titles and texts of the Middle Ages and

English Renaissand€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982).

Debora ShugerBedlheke rfi:l OReorfaitsqheance Mirrors and
Renaissance Culture and the Everyéddy by Patricia Fumerton & Simon Hunt (Philadelphia:

University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999), pp421(p.22).

#1ghuger, p.31.
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| would like to align the theory that selfhood was multiplicitous, both in terms of
understanding it and expressing it, with the fluctuating, deusdapeories of vision,
which shifted and switched between extramission and intromission. Each of these
different approaches alters the viewpoint of the individual, thus altering their subject
object perception. As discussed in chapter one, in the agsiam theory, the focus
is singular. The rays emitted come from the single being and are directed outward
only at the object t hat the individual
i ndividual and object comes hferrodbm t hlen ptehre
of the intromission model of vision, the process of seeing is much more interactive:
the object, that 1 s, the 6ot her 6, const e
presents them to the eyes, where both vision and comprehersimstagated. This
description of sight seems to have somet
that the O0Oother6 becomes the context, so
internalis the external, particularly so in the case of-kelbwledye, where, with the
help of a mirror, the light rays are bounced back to the viewer, thus revealing the
bodyods outer shell. This association of
the fluctuations throughout the Medieval andnRissance perigdn notions of
selfhood and, through this idea, we can trace links between selfhood, vision and
devotional practice.

The early modern self is not a unified, homogenous whole, but is instead divided,
the external and the iert®rnbhe imitrerarct ar

portrait can mediate between the external and the internal, their images providing an
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6ot her 6 f or? tDaviel Hickneyifeels that pdinters must have been
fascinated by the effects of concave and convex mirrors, vetictved bodies and

rooms to be revealed in their entirety on small reflective surfaces and feels certain

that the use of these mirrors in paintings and the simultaneously increasing incidence

of 6greater i ndi vi du?@l The sedios ¢hatrfaticovtwill b e ¢ o |
draw out the relation of visual theory to notions of self, as well as illustrating the

ways in which artists made use of mirrors and mirroring to examine the dichotomy

between external and internal.

Sensing, Seeing and Spirituality

Michael Camille argues that the fundamental shift fessnamissiorto intromission

which emphasized O6the human subject, or
cognitioné dramatically affec® €lds, ®rubj ect
claims, comessa result of reversing thextramissiorntheory where the rays flow

from subject to object, to produce the i
tha went fr om 6&DThe movemerd bears ibflueace broreligion by
6constructdesegohewumpectivity and human i

enter[ ed] into the theater of sensations

®2Jacques Lacam rroerf esrtsa gteod tahse aé ndidr ama whose inter
insufficiency to anticipationd and which d6émanuf a
identification, the succession of fantasies that extends from a fragmenteuhiaggyto a form of its
totalityéo Ecdlta A Galeetisiirahsaby Alan Sheridan (London: Tavistock, 1977),

p.4. | will discuss the Lacanian mirratoment more fully in chapter five.

53 David HockneySecret Knowledge: Rediscovering the Lost Tieghes of the Old Masters

(London: Thames & Hudson, 2001), p.79.

“Mi chael Camille, 6Before the Gaze: The Internal
Visuality Before and Beyond the Renaissance: Seeing as Othersdsdy Robert S. Nelson

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp22% (p.204).

255 Camille, p.206.
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bu t returned tdnvitdhwer Owsayg adztehbe i ntr omi ¢

emphasis away famwmed viitsi ond odtahd power of

whose eyes, as in cult statuesand devotia | | mages, ®*toul d stare
However, where Camille focuses on the impdrthe intromission theorythe

extramissiontheory was still both popular and endorsedthgoreticians such as

Bacon and Grossetestand had beemntertwined with spirituality. Prior to the

Medieval periodnAugusti nebébs model of divine visi

rays to reach the object which, whihey met, produced an imagetbte soul. Here

the onus is on the individual, the rays physically flowing from the subject and

touching the object, and the focus is fixed firmly on the processes of vision. This

relates to Augustineb6s Oinwardtagted of d

viewer are both essential to an activity in which the attention of the human being has

been consciously concentrated and trai

vi ewerCa.mi | |l e argues that i n pictori al

availabk to the viewer and his eyes stared back, giving a sense of gritty corporeality

to the human interaction with devotional images. Margaret Miles, on the other hand,

appl ying Auguranissioneadse dowtnheory of devotio

focused andntensified longing of the eye of the mind reachesto6 s o t hat [

0t ouc B T&is ehdally physical method of interchange with God concentrates

on the individual who actively seeks out

includes seeg wi t h t he ey’eGamnmifl |tehbes s dagnaibnSMi | e s ¢

256 Camille, p.207.

257 Camille, p.207.

®“®Mar garet Miles, O6Vision: The Eye of the Body an
Trinitateo aihkJourGhofrReligian$3 (Apnlsl883), 125142 (p.130).

I Miles, p.134.

20 Miles, p.139.
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illustrate the centrality to religion of the competing discourses of vision and while
both emphasize a fleshly divine exchange, each mode of vision redirects the path of
vision, from object tsubject and from subject to objedh the mirror, as well as the
selfportrait, this visual exchange is at the core of their ability to participate in modes
of selfunderstanding and seaképresentation. The mirror permits the individual the
opportuniy to be both subject and object, as its reflective surface redirects the visual
flow.

Theories of vision extended their reach into religious culture asaseiitistic
endeavour, the principétheoretical oppositions of thextramissiorand intromission
models entering into discourses of religion. The involvement of visual theory in
devotional practice expanded to include visual phenomena such as visions and
transubstantiation, illustrating the depth of impact that optical theory had. The wax
metaphor whsh Aristotle used to describe the way that the likeness of an object is
impressed upon the eye and the brain became particularly popular in the thirteenth
and fourteenth centthermajersmedius ofwiatarial sefal s w
repe s ent at ithspériodt'ur i ng

The mirror held its place amongst this network of visual metaphor and optical
theory and, dung the medieval period, wag major metaphor for visuality in
religious, civic and educational contexts. The mirror became a religious metaphor
signifying inner spirituality, served as a metaphor for conduct manuals which issued
instructions on how individuals should conduct themselves in society or at court, and

provided a suitable trope to describe-alcompassing encyclopedic volumes of

*lCamille, p.210.Cami | | e offers a fuller account of the i:1
the medieval period, arguing that it is central to medieval theoriesiofiviCamille notes that the
6l anguage of imprintingé is é6fundamental to medi

covers the description of memory as an imprint or wax impression (Camille, p.210).
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infformat i on. Grabesbd e X t e Anetaph@ providaska o n
comprehensive list of the diverse applications of the mirror during the medieval and
early modern periods. In his inventory of mirror connotations Grabes includes,
amongst a great many otkethe water mirror, the glass mirror, mirrors of stone,
metal and crystal, the eye as mirror, God as mirror, heavenly bodies, man as mirror,
the soul, mind and heart, thought, emotions, memory, moral sense, purity, the self,
perfection and imperfection,apt and future, deception and transformatibnThe
l' ink that Camille finds between the mirr
is described as perceiving through a process of repres a.®® iThisnpéesents the
process of seeing and being seenaawholly physical and bodily experience,
involving not just the eyes but also the mind, the brain and the soul.

At the centre of the mirroand wax seal metaphors that wéeh popular and
repeated through the medieval and early modern periods is tilbe 06 perception
as Orepresentationo. As indi c-meaerd)s by t h
that Grabes coll ates, p er csé atthe feart, of ther ut h,
mirror metaphor, working with and against each other in a tyaoé situations
While the examples offered by Camille and Miles show a unity of vision and Christ,
as a result of the search for divine truth, Stuart Clark argues that during this period
Ovision came to be charactesdozedatbydbance
vi sual real ity coul & mstabilityoisnigherent ib he gu ar

met aphors of wax I mpressions and the mi

%62 Grabes complete and thorough catalogueatégories of mirrors and meanings is found in the

ONotesd section of his text, in which he Iists al
a metaphor- see Herbert Grabeshe Mutable Glass: Mirretmagery in Titles and Texts of the

Middle Ages and English Renaissangambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), pp-Z0

263 Camille,pp.216211.

24 stuart ClarkVanities of the Eye: Vision in Early Modern European Cul{@zford: Oxford

University Press, 2007), p.2.
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produced an image of the object, it was a copy, a version, a simulacras & wa
likeness of the original, but was neither the original nor an exact copy of it.
Similarly, the mimetic qualities of the mirreneant that ireplicatedonly what was
placed before itat any given moment, this transience ensuring that Gopy
refleced briefly in the mirrorcould not be construed as reality. Clark explains that,
in this docularcentricd era, Ol ate medie
so that devotionwaschatae r i zed by & Howewer fafedthiswgsu al i t y
be rejected, o6éspiritual belief being inc
sopreRef or mati on ¢ hur cyesesviceanitheasde nt \&F ada & pl ac e
Chapter one discussed Platobs theory of

msg vi ngs about the reliability of the Db
continues throughout his other works. Miles, in a thdmayed discussion of
language and images, argues that inRhaedrus Plato contrasts the painted image
with the printel wor d and concludes that o6just as
an i mageo, so the printed wo¥d®liag oda Iloiwm
description of this process is as follows:

éef or the cr eat ulkelsvingdbkingg buif one ashsy st and

them a question, they preserve a solemn silence. And so it is written

with words; you mighthink they spoke as if they had intelligence, but

if you question them, wishing to know about their sayings, they always

say one and the same thi{g.

Pl atobs speech here is permeated with a

the paintings stand before lilse they were alive, says Plato, reminding us that these

25 Clark, p.®B1.

256 Clark, p.161.

%7 Margaret R. Mileslmage as Insight: Visual Understanding in Western Christianity and Secular
Culture (Boston: Beacon Press, 1985), p.140.

258 p|ato, Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, Phaedo, Phaedeas by Harold North Fowler (London:
Heinenann, 1933), p.565, my italics.
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creations are images, imitations of the real. They cannot, however, be real., Words
also, are inert: they simplgeembecause they are unable to participate actively in
any dialogue of the intellect. These inanimate objects can offer meanings, but are
only part of a process of knowledge. Miles argues that Platonic theory, which held
that the object that clashed with the visual ray and engaged with the soul to produce
in it an image, formed the basis for spiritual knowledge:

The role of vision is to concentrate, through the stimulus of the

beautiful image, thenergeia the intellectuabind somatic intensity of

eroswhich is a necessary precondition of learning. Then education

languagé must intervene to articulate the inferences of what has until

now been a strong but undefined perception.
This transl at es taloobjetts,\created byrGod, neflect an@ give 6 n a t
witness of their Creatord and O6the stron
bei ng, creat ed® lnnhis Gondldtien ofi visiangas @ .portal for
knowledge, the image is placed before thedniort is the image that captures the
eye and delights and motivates the soul. However, the image, in this construction, is
the oO6preconditiondé of |l earni ng,; necessar
Ointervened and def i ade The bya brings to ¢he mindéhe h av
sources of learning and thereafter both the eye and its images become secondary in
the processes of knowledge.

The combination of devotion and selffe pr esent at i on, the Opr

Opai nt ed i madgretiieHortes Deliciaouen(Garaemn of Delights 1176

1196,produced by the abbesskdbhenbourg in Alsace, Herrade von Lahdrg.The

Hortus Deliciarumwas Ot he fir st extensive encyclo

29 Miles, p.142.
20Miles, p.142.
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West écomposed pri mall70l ¢ 976 @heimamyscripthrew y ear s
lost, was illuminated and included an illustratiorHgfrrade with her nuns. Caroline

Wal ker Bynum notes that Ot he Herradeanleegr ap hi
arti st coll aborators walsa@rE a We’d t eTheadn.d G
illumination is an image thdtiana De Girolami Cheney, Alicia Craig Faxon, and

Kat hl een Lucey Rtpogd?Pradftedr. t o as a O6self

Cmps mstis styndts wenparth) Mala@u wPeres il o \'vnxu]lMu- Lanwee adusess

it WS
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Figure three: Herrade von Lastzbrg, illumnation fromHortus Deliciarum
(116070)*™

The group portraitshows Herrade with her sisters: each nun has mostly

indistinguishable features so that, aside from some variations in the colours of their

2 prudence AllenThe Concept of Woman: The Aristotelian Revolution 750\BQ250(Montreal
& London: Eden Press, 1985), p.315.

22 Caroline Walker BynuniThe Resurrection of the Body in West€hristianity, 2001336(New
York: Columbia University Press, 1995), p.117.

23| jana De Girolami Cheney, Alicia Craig Faxon, & Kathleen Lucey RusstPortraits by
Women PainterAldershot: Ashgate, 2000), p.21.

2" Herrade von Landsberg, illumination fndHortus Deliciarum(116070),
<http://bacm.creditmutuel.ffHORTUS_ DELICIARUM.htm[accessed 3 June 2009].
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habits and their names inscribed above their heads, each wapearsio be no
different to next one Herrade stands over them all, hers being the only figure
revealed in full length, but still her features appear indistinguishable from those of
the other nunsln a nunnery, any sense of individuglivould be greatly reded
sincet h e n u ntmént te thentonvent and to God would invotile complete
removal of allpersonal items such as jewellery and maggso that every woman is
the same.However,perhaps the onlgifferentiating factor that cannot be removed
from the nuns is their physical features and attributies;facial features of each
womanmustbe di fferent but in Herradebds port
hersédf as distinct from the others. Oniy her standing, fullength positionperhaps
a maker of her status as abbess, does Herrade differentiate herfbi early
illumination illustrates that even if this can be considered apsetfait all concepts
of individuation are null and void. Cheney. al state that the import of such an
image is that 60t he t e elt whileetHeiinragosremainsan i ma g
i ¢ "hThe image of the nuns is purely iconographical, showing that the image of
the self, of the body, is not enough to form identity. Instead, it is the words inscribed
alongside the portrait that truly define them. Thgt in the image consists of the
names of each nun and the message on the scroll held up by Herrade, which reads:

Herrade, who ttough the grace of God is abbeggle church on the

Hohenburghere addreses the sweet maidens of Christ. | was thinking

of your happiness when like a bee guided by the inspiring God | drew

from many flowers of sacred and philosophic writing this book called

the Garden of Delights: and | have put it together into a sweet

hongzcomb. Therefore, you must diligently seek your salvation in it
and strengthen your weary gpivith its sweet honey dropgs

2’5 Cheney et. al., p.20.
2’®Cheney et. al., p.20.
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Herrade associates herself and her nuns with bees and, in turn with honey and
honeycomb, demonstr at iiangcondogamhy ank medieval e d g e

b e st i*a 8hie desliGates her book to God, referencing in its title the Garden of
Eden and presenting it as a guide for th
find revival betveen its pages. The textldfe r r a d @ Wsni nati on depi ct
of the selfd in an abstract manner , cl oa
0l i k e - tlat idte sy as one member of a swahthile this portrait does not

possess the traditional characteristics of a-p@lfrait, such as individuation or

personal detail, it does exhibit the desire to replicate the self and does mark out
Herrade as different from her sisters; S
her own devotion to God and her elevated positimoragst the nuns.Martin Jay
examines t he t heme of 0specul ar s ame
speculatio@ cont ai ned wi t hi nspecuumandspecularavmen r o ot
designate”™ mhrtt diisngd.nt ext, instead of 06i
subject and object, the specular tradi onét ended t“oHerol ddaep&se
portrait removes the sense of a division between subject and object. None of the
eyes in this image look out to address the vieiwérey are all directed inward

signifying a refusal to be made object. Their contemplation is spiritual and thus
individuation is irrelevani any sense of self is tethered to a spiritual union with

God. The nuns, united in their service to God, illustrate a removal of sobject

divisions This sense of 6sel f 6, which | acks

2" Cheney et. al., p.20.

2’8 Martin Jay,Downcast Eyes: The Denigration of Vision in Twenti@emtury French Thought
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994), p.31.

2 Jay, p.31.
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rooted firmly in devotional practice, will sit in stark contrast to the later visual
expressions of selfhood that | will discuss in this chapter.

This division of subject and gdrt can be further analysed in the notions of vision
throughout the medieval period. At the centre of discussions of body and soul are
the senses: intertwined with flesh and sin, and with inner purity, the senses provide

the locus for an examination dfd medieval relationship of subject and object with

body and fl esh. Suzannah Biernoff not e
flesh in Medieval t hought is often a t
éembodiedey eds dual rel atmido npslR& addheiteye dsrthma s o n

passageway, its location making it particularly subject to the pleasures of the flesh
and vital to the mindds judgement and r e;
could | ead the body t o hbaherohae ancheredidome r g e
spirituality"® The potemial ol Howndaty icalapge.rests with the
b o dygebses,whichr e the 0G0gat es 6% &raming thememandiry and
architectural terms, EI i zantlearihd $eeachs gi v
of t hese (¢a tparureansparale diciuees derding the eye and words
t h e ®eSeardnotes the import of this structural formation of the senses:

it implies that the organs of sense, like the portals of a dwelvere

designed to a purpose: the eyes to see and the ears to hear, each organ
constructed to as to admit a particular obj&ct.

280 Suzannah BiernofSight and Embodiment in the Middle Agelampshire: Palgrave Macmillan,

2002), p.T.

281 Bijernoff, p.18.

2E| j zabeth Sears, 6Sensory Perception and its Me
Medicine and the Five Senses. by W. F. Bynum & Roy Porter, (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 1993) pp.139 (p.19).

35ears, p.17

45ears, p.18.

25gears, p.20.
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The comparison of senses to Oportalsé i
applied to the body, figures the body asltidte nvi r onment i n whi ch
all ow for entry or access to the body.
calling to mind that Goanademan in his own image. Th&enses seeno be so
constructed so as to properly serve the body amdheeds. However, when the
senses alone are not enough to provide the body with correct or accurate information,
or are in some way deficient, science had provided the individual with a number of
tools which could be used to assist the sehsesls suchas lenses or mirrors.

The definitions and translations of Sir Thomas Elyot (c.149@6) record a
sense of fascination or angazent with the object that is the mirror. Elyot, who had
interests in science and medicine, published his medical tréatastell of Health
in 1536 and fowed it with his popular LatiiEnglish Dictionary (1538), which
transl| atadss-ardimé ras , 6t o mé® Rerngps eode infrigumg ma r v ¢
and revealing in EIlyotés 0diteettechmologiesy 6 i s
available: for exap | e , 6speculum is defined simply
includes Ospecul ariad tcheum@ti medrirmg f@a
or figure in a manbés wmagiyn@t uged ommgi N
thynge whereby a ma fi'n Ehesemabjectsspermit imphoeed b et t
sensory data to be sent to the body and serve as a form of prosthetic which
supplements the powers of the sen$¢s.t hi n EIl yot 6s definitio
spectaclesand the persona, we find the sense of wonder intertwined with the

concepts of imitation and fakery. As a tool, the mirror provided the individual with

288 Sjr Thomas ElyotDictionary (1538), all text fronEarly English Books filine (EEBO), image 84,
right page

87 Sir Thomas ElyotDictionary of syr Thomas Eliot knigkitondon, 1538) EEBQAa', imageno
146 [accessed 3 Mar@®v08].
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the opportunity to examine the self, to scrutinize the body in a practical way, but also
in a spiritualsense.
In his DictionaryEl yot defines Opersonad as Oa Vv

person or personage, amonge dyvynes and late philosophers: sometimes the qualitie

of a ®hibenrée. we find an image of fakatp, of
person or face. El yotds definition des
however, since his wunderstanding of per

there are other markers of an individual which can be imitated. Elyot moves closer
toamadern definition of self when he exten
the qualitie of a mano. The indication
and philosophers, suggests that this is not the sense usually drawn from the term by
most Renaissance individuals. Connotations of forgery and questionable authenticity
seem not to apply to this aspect of the
seems to hint at the essence of the man, something that cannot be imitated through
theuseof a O6vysoro. T h ea tétra thdt, yn thiel igtitefrsach 6 p e r ¢
definitions seems misrelatedaopdigduisecanditbe gnowinga n 6

and obvious copying of external attributes.

288 Elyot, EEBO,image 106, left page.
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Figure four: Lubin BauginThe Five Sens€4630), Musée du Louvre,.bé?ﬁ%

289 ubin Baugin,The Five Sens€4630, Musée du Louvre, ParisVeb Gallery of Art
<http://www.wga.hu/html/b/baugin/chessboa.htrfaccessed 22 May 2009].
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Partaking of a literary and artistic tradition of tdepiction of thesenseslLubin
Baugi n 6 s Ppha FivetSenegd 630) wses a still life to portray sight, hearing,
smell, touch, and tasteWhile chapter one indicated that philosophers and
mathematiciangxamining opticoften distrusted the mirror as they were aware of
its capacity to create illusions and trick the eye, this painting demonstrates the
mirrords alternat i v enatd truth.CThis cbapter has arguedd e v i ¢
that ideas of vision, notions of selfhood, and religion are linked to each -other
Bauginds painting wild/l demonstrate how
pictorially, and how they relate to each other.

The simple aangement of the objects across the canvas illustrates an intricate
blend ofthe senses wih spirituality. The ten items in this paintingsheet music,
mandolin playing cards, velvet purse, pearl, loaf of bread, glass of wine, chequer
board, vase of fiwers,and a mirrofi are representativef the sensegshough sme
are privileged over othersThe composition of the painting divides the objects into
two groups, those in the foreground and those in the background, whereby the
objects to the rear of ¢hpainting indicate the nobler senses. The mandolin,
symbolising the faculty of hearing, is face down, obscuring the book of musical
notation upon which it rests thus rejecting the transience of simple musical
entertainment. The stacked deck of cardeqaler board and bulging purse represent
the folly of games and gambling, each object indicative of the materiality of such
pursuits.  These objects, foregrounded to suggest their accessibility, and
demonstrative of unwholesome pleasures, stand in frotheofoaf of bread and
goblet of wine. These two simple items, appealing to the sense of taste, encapsulate

the Eucharist, symbolising the body and blad Christ. The religious conraiton
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of these items is carried over to the vase which contains flowers, perhaps
representative of the trinity. Finally, in the corner of the painting is the mirror, dark

and unreflective. The mirror, the mamade object that supplements the sight and

allows the introspective individual to contemplate the self, atd& not solipsistic
seltanalysis but spiritual contemplation. Its murky surface directs its viewer to the
Paul i ne iForsnowwe see through a géasse, darkely; but then shal we see

face to face. Now | know in parte; but then shal | knoweeven | a m**Btn owe n 6
Paul 6s words are considered particularly
has often | ed critics to suppose that t1}
glass, a window' however, in | Corinthians in the Vulgath, & wor d O6specul
used, thatis,amirrég?The gl ass is a mirror and the
the mirror is the medium by which the individual must analyse the religious self.

Her bert Grabes refers to thing thatithisdi r e ct
knowl edge 6i s based-iamgtehda sf aomtt otl loagti ctah ¢
that o6it is only in this way that we <can
he compares to our avoidance of ruining our eyesight by looking Igliegdthe sun,

and instead viewing it in the reflectimf a body of watet®* Baugi nés mirror

represents the contemplative mirror of the subject seeking true spiritual knowledge,

2% The Geneva Bible: A Facsimile of the 1560 Editidmssachussetts: Hendrickson, 1969), |
Corinthians, 13:12, p.8INot e at O6now wet Be ey svthe mihwesseedtfbes Go d 6
mysteries of God) through a glasse, darkly.

“'For example, Debora Shuger ar gbuessonieh anti réroonres ,| oior
the Pauline mirror, which is treated as a window rather than asaimgrere Debor a Shuger,
of the Beholder: Renai s s an RenaidsancerCalture andthed t he Ref |

Everydayed. by Patricia Fumerton &mon Hunt (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1999), pp.2241 (pp.30631).

292 &videmus nunc pespeculumin aenigmate tunc autem facie ad faciem. Nunc cognosco ex parte
tunc autem cognos c aBibliasSactajukta \algatacCementinanib88 s u mod
[2005], M.Tweedalged.).<http://vulsearch.sf.net/html[accessed 24 March 2008]

2% Herbert GrabesThe Mutable Glass: Mirrotmagery in Titles and Texts of the Middle Ages and
English Renaismce(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), p.111.


http://vulsearch.sf.net/html

and rejects the use of the marade object that encourages the sinsasfity and
pride?**

While the mirror in the painting casts no reflection, the glass vase containing the
flowers doesd the water and glass reflects back the black and whitereswf tle
chequer boar#” B a u g vasedndth its reflective water indicatesethense of sight
by harking back to Aristotelian theories of vision, which argued that the very fabric
of the eye was composed of water. However, the vase represents more than the
sense of sight since its scented flowers indicate the sense of smeleatelitdate
leaves and stems emphasize the physicality of the object that can be touched. The
vase unites a trinity of senses to mirror the trinity represented in its three carnations.

Bauginds painting offers a t htenrintnegh 1 nv
still life connoting one of the senses and offering moral guida®tehe centre of
this image is the sense of religious devotion, mediated via the senses and thus the
body. The senses must be carefully managed since they are often prone to
weaknesses, easily tempted by the transient indulgences of life. At the core of the

image is the sense of sight, depicted twice, once in the mirror and once in the

2% Charles McCracken discusses the seventegaritury attempts at understanding the soul and

summari ses the work of Saint Thomas Aquinasbs wo|
soubndt i ng 6t he scholastic doctrine that there is n
of the senseshil est intellectu quod non fuerit in sefdbat continued into seventeertntury

thinking (p.796). Mc Cr a cskoepnh yc,0 ntchlautd edst,h ev ifa rAsqtuio
knowl edgeéare corporeal things that stimulate oul
physical thing, céselfatnhde iinngtueilrlee citn téor eiftlse coowno nnat u
Mc Cr ac k e nd g & Kanfo wtl The Calwridgk ldistoryof Seventeeftentury Philosophy

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), i, pp-836

““Loui se Vi ng eThesFiverBemsesgStudigs in a Literary Traditiffers a

comprehensive study of the &senses that indicates their importance throughout the era, beginning

with classical science and ethics and spending three chapters investigating their uses and

representation in literature from the Medieval to the Renaissance period. See chaptedsitvweran

of Louise Vinge,The Five Senses: Studies in a Literary Tradi{®weden: Acta, 1975), pp.403.

Phi neas ThéRuplelbland1638), for example, is one such text that makes use of the

senses and the bodyd s eraharactedsasythe humanrbody ds an istandeamd F 1 e |
in particular describes the various parts of the eye such as the Chrystalline lens, the cornea, the optic

nerve and the retina, showing that such precise detail had filtered through to literary works.
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reflection in the vase, so that vision becomes the primary means of devotion. The
mirror inthis image is presented as the object of truth.

The five senses became thematic in medieval and early modern art and offered
different modes of depiction for each sefiéeOne way of representinipe senses
pictorially arose from the Latin translation oAr i s t Barvh ediusalia as
OAroitdteds t ext remsgshiuld kedepictbdaas a hemaao figuréacting
in a charade by holding a siini ¢ a n t.**” dhe migar is the obvious attribute of
sight; hearing is indicated by a musical instramdéowers for smell, fruits suggest
taste and a harp, the strings of which must be plucked, connatertbe of touck?®
The mirror and sight were linked, optically and graphically, their association having
emerged from ancient theories of vision. Hweer the choice of the untrustworthy,
manipulable mirror perhaps indicates the suspicious attitude of the Church towards
the senses, particularly that of vision. The senses were subject to temptation
Augustine drew a disti nfcltesohnd baentdweteme tihre
noting the bodybés tendency towards weakn
the oO6invisible eyesd which should be dir
eyes which are imperfect.

Furthermore, religious uses dfet mirror offered it not only as a place to examine

oneself but also positioned it in relation to the exemipldmat is, the individual as a

%Cal Nordenfalk notes that there are 6scattered
Romanesque artdéd but the emergence of the senses |
-see Carl Nordenf al k, 0 The nFaivses aStmmewnlegsthéion, Lat e Me
Warburg and Courtauld Instituted8 (1985), 122 (p.1). Helen Solterer discuses the issue of the

senses in relation to women and reading, and comments that whereas the five senses were originally

represented by meninteract g wi t h or hol ding the symbol of a s
well-known discourse on the five senses was so thoroughly feminized that each sense had become,
iconographi cakekeyHehewo®Bahbterer, O0Seeievaldensedeari ng

of Re Ldnmparaide Literatured6 (Spring, 1994), 12945 (p.130).
29" Nordenfalk, p.2.
2% Nordenfalk, p.2.
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mirror, who serves to reflect divinity. This notion that an individual might serve as a
mirror is one that is repsented inThe Book of Margery KempeJulian Yates finds
that oO6Christ transforms Margery into a m
those who | ook into it,6? bheindiwdiaias tivine epr e s
referent and mirror liminates the problems of the mirror:
The centr al paradox of mystical exper.i
Is characterized as a something tisawvithout appearing But, by that
very fact, it is dangerously close to the lie or fiction, that is, totwha
appearswithout being That which purports to conceal could turn out
to be no more ¥han a simulacrumo.
This is the puzzle of the mirror and it is this paradox that, in part, leads the mirror to
become such a rich metaphor for both truth and decepfibat which exists in the
most transitory manner, which exists without being rooted in tangible actuality, can

signify both ultimate truth and fabrication. Mirrors take their place at the centre of a

culture of growing optical distrust.

Mirroring the External

The desire for selfepresentation is arguably at its most intense inps®lfaiture.

Christopher Braider examines the destructive force of painting the self when he
argues that O0to paint i's to i ndnodlthpe a m

behol der 6s) t hat woul d destroy us I f g

®Julian Yates, O6Mystic Sel Nar Maomjtetes§A Jdmahgfe and t
Medieval and Renaissance Studi€g1995), 7593 (p.75)
<http://repositories.cdlib.org/cmrs/comitatus/vol26/iss1tarfaccessed 3 June 2009] (para. 2)

30 vates quoting Michel de Certealhe Mystic Fabletrans. by Michael B. Smith (Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1992), p.98 (Cartéas i t al i ¢cs) .
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di s pl a¥ dhsesees the. painter frozen in a Medlika state when confronted
with the true self in the act of painting but this can never happen since the @t of s
portraiture immediately removes the painter from that self, just as Narcissus found
hi mself O6frozend at the moment of realis
painter (and the introspective individual) is at once dissociated and distemeidl
The act of depiction, the act of sélfashi oni ng using the 6tec
creates an O0otherd6 and it is on¥yhein thi
soul becomes a living thing capable of knowing itself, while the bodigeisotter
casing, used by the individual to represent part of the self, whether it is through
choice of clothing or facial expression: here, inward and outward work together to
become a homogenous whole.

The opposing qualities of internal and external aterwoven as seein each of
the dictionary examples examined at the beginning of this chapter, and | argue that
they should be considered in conjunction with the extramission and intromission
theories of vision. On one hand, the shift from extramissmrintromission
emphasi zed the &édsubject 6, as the traject
the visual flow from the seeing subject to the object which is seen, which produces
its own image, and flows towards the subject, removes the emphasisttie
individual who sees and reinforces the power of images. However, on the other
hand, the extramission theory was already popular and remained so throughout much

of the medieval period. In this, the object and viewer are both essential to the act of

Mchristopher Braider, 6The Fountain of Narcissus
Ontology of Art i n CComparataeglderauré@(Adumik @99d),286ndt 6,

315, (p.297).

2 "have taken thfe tke méltfe@ hhmodomgMiesh®l Foucault
not clothing, tools or possessionsélt is to be f
not of the boidgeFbugault, 26. t he soul 6
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seeing, though the onus lies with the individual whose focus must engage with the
object before it. Furthermore, with this theory of vision comes a particularly
physical idea of vision, wherein the rays projected from the body reach out and touch
the objet. The two paintings that | will discuss in this section demonstrate interplay
between these themes of external and internal, and invoke ideas of the theories of
vision.

Repeatedly bound in a dialogue of selfhood, authenticity and identity, threaxte
and internal are yoked together in a selection of the art of the p&ribde mi r r or ,
device fashioned to serve the sense of
Par mi gi %eliRonratdirs a Convex Mirror (1524) and J an v an Eyck
Arnolfini Marriage of 14343 Pami g i a npaimtimg&sows the mirror by
inference in the shape of the portrait, its ovoid form recalling a popular style of
looking-glass, and in the dysmorphic representation of the -sittest. The
distortions, obvious in thportrait, emind the viewer that the bulging surface of the
convex mirror both increases and decreases the proportions of the objects placed
before it, giving a midormed and inaccurate image of anything it reflects. This self
portrait, presented as somethg of a showcase for the ali
singular interest in the self and the display of not only the manflbus talents and
his genius. The choice of a convex mirror when a flat, plane mirror could have been
procured for the purposeednonstrates Parmigianinods wi
of the differing, accessible tawologies and to use this opportunity to his advantage
0 portraying himself in a distorting mirror would have been a greater challenge and

therefore, to potential patns, a more impressive feailhe painting, which is not

3 gears, p.35.
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created on a flat canvas but on a curved wooden surface, recalls the form of the
convex mirror and also the shape of theeball Par mi gianinods i m
viewer to think about the object oh@ mirror, and to consider the processes of

seeing, both of which work to illustrate the tricks and effects that can be generated to

alter how the eye sees. Parmigianino collapses the divide between subject and
object, since he at once creates himsalfboth, with the use of the mirror in
conjunction with the form of the segpfortrait.

Joanna WoodMar sden states that t-pforaityewas e of
Oi nvent ed iiamd déveldpedeire sixtedntentury i Italy.** Woods
Marsdenges on to stipul at eotrhataiheér meeafnisn it tl
sd f as both s.i®Pjaeomi gaandi oob ferampledolf anselfi ng i s

portrait in thesedrms.

304 Joanna WoodMarsden,Renaissance Seffortraiture: The Visual Construction of Identity and the
Social Status of the Artiflew Haven & London: Yale University Press, 19981
%5 WoodsMarsden, p.1.
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Figure five:ParmigianinoSelfPortrait in a Convex Mirror(1524),
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vieriffa

Painting himself in this way, Parmigianino offers a starting point for this
examination of the interplay of mirrors and reflections in the dialogue between
reality and illusion offered in seffortraits of the early modern period.

In his selfportrait we can see that Parmigianino works in, as Giorgio Vasari terms

it the style of the Omodern age. . .in

3% parmigianinoSelfPortrait in a Convex Mirror(1524, Kunsthistorisbes Museum, Viennd/eb
Gallery of Art <http://www.wga.hu/index1.html[accessed 30 May 2009].
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him to depict s mi | i n gwhithathe everyd pulsep seendto c i n g

bed&t®he &énew stylebd encouraged painters

their pictures with greate r egar d f or .*% Panhigiaranp fokoavs anc e s

nature so studiouslgs to replicate the distortions made bg tmirror. He appears to

peer downwards into his mirror, gazing at himself as the unfortunate Narcissus might

have done as he looked into the pool. In using the mirror and presenting himself as

looking into it, Parmigianino offers himself as sitter antisgrcreator and subje¢t

the mirror allows him t he Inohjpetfportraittas t y t o

in the extramission theory, the object and the viewer are both essential to the act of

seeing. Parmigianino forces the visual flow outwaahd away from himself by

first, | ooking out at the object of the

then by transferring that image to the surface of his painting, thus creating a new

object. At this point Parmigianino becomes both subjectadnett for the viewers

of the image, having successfully create:i
The use of a convex mirror is quite deliberate since, paintingl542,

Parmigianino wouldhave been aware of the flat mirrors already in use by artists such

as AlbrechtDurer in his works of 1505 and 1521. In choosing a convex mirror, the

artist set himself the task of not merely representing himself but of depicting his self

and the distortions the mirror made upon his body and surroundings. Parmigianino

dominates thepictorial space, his large hand thrust into the immediate foreground

and his surroundings dwindling away into the background. Wbtadsden argues

t hat Par mi gianino restricts the O6major

397 Giorgio VasariThe Lives of the Artistin Eric FernieArt History and its Methods: a critical
anthology(New York: Phaidon, 1995; repr. 2003.41
3%8yasari, in Fernie, p.38.
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which i s idddhotuhe pesi pPeHoweveoliwoutdlarguet ond o
that rather than it being a deliberate act by the artist to limit the areas and items
around him, Parmigianino has taken great care to replicate the effects of the convex
mirror. The distortias, which immediately signal the unreality of the image
simultaneously represent the reality: the painting is a faithful reproduction of what
appears in the mirror. The actual mirror itself is not represented in the painting as a
physical object but asnaexternal object it is again drawn into the interior of the
portrait, explicit at the same time as it is absent, calling attention to its capacity to
distort and yet represent exactly what appears before it. Parmigianino has indulged

in very little seltfashioning: his appearance is modest but exhibits signifiers of
wealth in the fur trim of his coat and gold jewellery. Instead, Parmigianino uses the
mirror with its distortions to enlarge himself, to create a focus on the most important
aspectofthesepor trai t , hi mself and his hand, [
This portrait offers him as the skilled artist, the capabilities he possesses inherent in
the portrayal of the distortions and attention drawn to the creator and his tool, the
hand. Jst as the pool into which Narcissus stares is real and notmeting but
simultaneously indicating its unrealitgo Parmigianino uses the convex mirror.
Although WoodsMar sden argues that the portrait
beauty candsa d t o r e s e mideems that a key diffenercd separates

the two young men; seknowledge’®® Narcissis did not understandhis reflection

and thus know himself until it was too latayt Parmigianino chooses to represent
himself in a particulaway, using the mirror as his tooGrabes reminds us that the

root of the O6twin phenomenaé of the O6tru

39WoodsMarsden, p.134.
$1%WoodsMarsden, p.136.
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the striving after true kn8wtlisethdsgleality e s pec
t hat P a r nporgait atraddie ésshe faithfully reproduces precisely the
distortions of the curved mirror.

The convex mirror AmslendMairiageisifar smaleaamd Ey c k C

less obtrusive, but yet is in many ways central to the portrait.

311 Grabes, p.105.



Figuié six:Jan van EyckThe Arnolfini Marriage(1434),National Gallery, Londot¥

%12 Jan van EyckThe Arnolfini Marriage(1434),National Gallery, London oweb Gallery of Art
<http://www.wga.hu/index1.html[accessed 30 May 2009].
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Arthur Kinney argues that ithe ArnolfiniMarriageby anVanEyckdo i t 1 s pos s
t hat the mirror on the back wall d of t h
viewer into thepai nter |l vy framed t hus Omaki ng e
subjects™ The mirror, placed approximately in the centre of the portrait, above the
joined hands of the couple undergoing the process of union, presents a third person
intimately involved in tle process of their matrimony, the artist. The placement of

the mirror, directly above the clasped hands of the couple, is indicative not only of

the external but also of the significance of the external figure. As the joined hands

play a central role irthe marriage ceremony, so the artist figures prominently,
through the tool of the mirror, in creating the iconic image of their wedding day.
Sabine MelchioBonnet figures the convex mirror
worl dé seeing e@&mhhby t hé“ndepeetben, aiomgh dhe

device of the mirror, representingternaly that which isexternalbecomes entirely

possible and plausibland, once more, the mirror can be viewed as an eye
Furthermore the painter, traditionaléy faceéss name inscribed at the bottom of the

work of art, generates through the mirror a recognizable, defined idemtiyereas

Herrade and her sisters were all alike, except in name, van Eyck is able to move
beyond this and create a more defined identityhionself As MelchiorBonnet

mai nt ai ns, 6the invisible emerges from t
microscope and telescope, calling forth another reality witiérclosed space of the

wor2k o

3BArthur F.KinneyShakespeareds Webs: Networ k €ewYork Meani ng
& London: Routledge, 2004), p.6.

314 sabine MelchioBonnet, The Mirror: A Historytrans.by Katherine H. Jewett (New York &

London: Routledge, 2002), p.122.

315 Melchior-Bonnet, p.122.



Jan van EyckThe Arnolfini Mariage(detal)

Hockney, in hisSecret Knowledge ¢l ai ms t o be O6certaind t
about mirrors and | ensesd because he de
Opai nt er smaaknedr smiwerroer bot h me n elansvano f t h
Ey c k 6 s wedled theounsegalde, showing the viewer that which was outside the
space which the painting depicted, of fer
objects become internal to the image. The mirror becomes for Jan van Eyck another
kind of eye, another &y of seeing that which is otherwise invisible or beyond the
eyeds power to see. That the mirror cat
more to the role of vision in the process of seeing, understanding, and creating
identity. The mirroreye proda e s an 6ot her 6, bringing the
much like the extramission theory, where the external image of the object is brought
into the body via the process of seeing.

To Parmigianino, the lookinglass is a tool to be exploited for his oends, to
illustrate his skill in replicating its distorted view of the world placed before it. In

each case the mirror provides opportunities for the viewer to see differently and in

%1% Hockney, p.72.
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different dimensions, supported by the developments in perspectiva sénmtred
attention on seeing how the eye sees and representing this as faithfully as possible.
Here, then, in these two examples, we see the mirror as the central object which
brings together the themes of the internal and external, with the idea ofetlame

vision.

Mirroring the Internal

In the previous section, the examples from Parmigianino and van Eyck illustrated the
ways that the artists used the mirror to call attention to the external, and to draw it
into the internal space of the paintinthherent to the production of both the above
paintings is the introduction of perspective techniques, which emerged during the
medieval and early modern period and brought a new sense of realism to paintings,
and new ways to represent the internal and ekiernal*’ Just asperspectival
ordering divides up and sections the canvas, so dissection and anatomical drawings
created in the human body new depths and dimensiansexample of this this can

be found in anatomical drawings of the same period. Timesges tended to
illustrate both the external and the interh#he outer flesh of the body, as well as its
bones, musculature and organis the same drawing. However, while the mirror in
van Eyckds image made t he eatomiearstudids i nt e
reverse this and make the internal visible by putting on display that which is

normally impossible to see.

’Kal as notes that during the sixteenth century 6
techniques for rendering threémensional pace onto a twalimensional surface, and to optical
instruments such as | enseep.l383BinKalasfrane, Glass,d panes o
Verse
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BerengarlusCommentarle(1521)

Jonat han Sawday refers t o t he above ar
Commentariaof 1521 asan e x a mp |-dei s fe*€ 6Theodifdct. of self

di ssectidemonmstdasaetlifond i s that oit redi

di sturbing conjunction of *Thisimageugikebody
the images found in, for exampie,n A n d r e aBe hdv®ars eolporis fabdica

(1543), contains little of the detailed physiological interior. However, according to

Sawday, this is unimportant since the i m

318 Jonathan Sawdafhe Body Emblazoned: Dissection and the Human Body in Renaissance Culture
(London& New York, 1995), p.118.
%19 sawday, p.118.
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of the bodyinterior, but philosophicaand religious knowledge of the interior of the
whol ed or the o6scripfihall gdicoimplualkt emusd
of its own willd the 6scrutiny of the hu
Chri st of f er i3 grhishdins presentation lofeirtaridr @nd exterior,
contextualised in a dialogue of personal exploration in pursuit of Christ, strengthens
the notion of selknowledge, religious or personal, as related to the concepts of
internal and external that we explored ihe dictionary definitions, and their
examples, in the introduction to this chapter. The definitions from Traherne and
Spenser, in particular, referred to an internal self that could not be seen but which
must be understood. Each example, by specifytimgy internal, automatically
references the external self. They divide inward and outward selves and illustrate a
sustained search for authenticity that is not to be found in the external, but instead
through the examination of the self.

The sense gberspective, which opened up and ordered spaces in a logical fashion
was key to great changes in architecture and painting, anccemés useful to this
discussion. Perspective is a method by which the artist will deconstruct and divide
up the space ohe painting in order to create an organised, realistic sphbicais
di scussion of perspective, Martin Jay no
the new technique [of perspective] was abetted by the late medieval metaphysics of
vision (as summased in chapter oneyith its positive evaluation of divine radiation.
The Latin wordperspectvewas a synonym fhosrwe ggetthec s it

centrality of this t Wisgos,itosthiée svhole enterpise @i ¢ s ,

320 5awday, p.118.
%21 sawday, p.118.
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perspectivé? Two figures key to the understanding of the creation of logical
pictorial space and to developing depth perception, were Filippo Brunelleschi (1377
1446) and Leon Battista Alberti (1404172). These two central figures based their
calculations on Euclidian nta#matics and united art with science to successfully
theorize art and organise pictorial sp&éeBrunelleschi was, states Martin Kemp,
the inventor of linear perspecti¥®. However, we are reminded that it is important
to consider the historical circumste e s and conditions wupon
discovery rested. Citing Giotto (c.12673 3 7 ) as the dénatural 6
evaluate a departure in art from the pre
Obear s witness t o a epdy upsndaaed natedtion to thel er | y
representation *6Gi bt gobeswanl sphasebdbrate
towards an increasingly perspectival system [and] his paintings show that he had
l ong since for mul at e Keapginmarises theselrulegse ner a l

Those lines and planes situated aboveleyel should appear to incline

downwards as they move away from the spectator; those below eye

level should incline upwards; those to the left should incline inwards to

the right; those to theight should incline inwards to the left; there

should be some sense of the horizontal division and the vertical division

which mark the boundaries between the zones; and along those

divisions the lines should be inclined little if at &ll.
What is impotant to this chapteand to the thesis as a whakethat he position of

the eye is key here, as proper representation of space and depth requires the lines of

the painting to be positioned accordingly, adhering to rules that define their

%22 Martin Jay,Downcast Eyes: The Denigration of Vision in Twenti@emtury French Thought
(Berkeley & London: University of California Press, 1994), p.53.

%2 plison Thorne Vision and Rhetoric in Shakespeare: Looking Through Lang(agedon:
Macmillan, 2000), p.32.

324 Martin Kemp, The Science of Art: Optical Themes in Western Art from Brunelleschi to Seurat
(New Haven & London: Yale University Press, 1990), p.9.

325Kemp, p.9.

326 Kemp, p.9.

327Kemp, p.9.
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placement inihe with what the eye will interpret. Once more, the eye is at the
centre of pictorial representationthe eye governs the shape and structure of the
image. Perspective marks the point at which the science of the eytharstience
of vision crosses to the practices of painting during this period and, while the
developing mirrors throughouhe Renaissanceroduced clearer, more realistic
images of the individual, so the perspectivally ordered painting produced a more
realistic view of whatever was foge the artist.
Alberti proposed a theory of painting in which
the picture surface should be construed as a transparent vertical plan
through the visual pyramid, the apex o
its base in the object seen, while its sides formed by the visual rays
extending in straight lines between them. By tracing the outline made
by these rays in their passage through the intersection, it was thus
possible to produce a correctly projected image of the oBject.

In approachingthe ur f ace of the painting in this

space was Ssubjugated to the geometrical

0transformed into an O6éopen windowdé for
extensi o Jae hawernddr. figures this O6open
i ntersecting one pyramid, which then ref

direé&t Thhembdobehol der [i s] now the privile
thus the viewer of the painting take® thosition of the artist whose canvas, like a

mirror, reflects back whatever appeared befofg ithe mirror is linked once more

to science, maths, art and vision. This connection between science and art, between
maths and paintinga connection that | Wicontinue to draw througouth the course

of thisthesismeant t hat Operspective provided th

%28 Thorne, p.33.
39 Thorne, p.33.
330 Jay, p.54.
%1 Jay, p.56.
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|l eft no branch of aPppPeée palr astce efncem utnh @ u
i nternal) 6and theéehei ewesual (fhel dxiar palr
can be figured as the déotherd thrdéugh wh
The painter s 6sciencebd 0i s | ocked i n
devel opments in a cofipl ex and creative m
Kemp characterises perspective as O6a n
naturalised to a degree, but still spea
shifting traditions and practices across Europe, and to distinguish the impact of these
techniques onartists of different nationalitie®> T h u s , for D¢erer |
Germany to make angular woadts in a late Gothic tradition, [perspective] came as
mor e of a i r Linking | vigioni amch gedspective, Kemp notes that
Operspecti ve eneegarded as a formaok reagid) a kind of visual
alchemy which transformed the basa&a mater
description that closely resembles Renaissance opinion of the.#irror
David Summers, in a discussion of discussion of dflat and Lucretian
philosophy, addresses these links between sense and judgement:
The eyes simply see what they see, and that is the foundation of our
knowledge. The eye does not form opinions about what is seen, that
instead is done by reason, and ihée that endless error arises. Even

what we know to be false, we know because of what we are told by
sense?®

332 Kemp, p.53.

33 Jay, p.58.

$34Kemp, p.53.

335Kemp, p.53.

33%Kemp, p.53.

337Kemp, p.53.

338 David SummersThe Judgement of Sense: Renaissance Naturalism and the Rise of Aesthetics
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), p.45.
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Summers describes the eye as an unresisting organ, as in the intromission theory,
which is subject to the images that flow through it, but whiah little interaction
with them. This description also meshes with the concept of the mag@hown in
chapter onein which it is the passive receptor of transient images, the creator of
illusion, and as such must be mediated by the viewer. Sunyokes together the
Platonicrejection of the validity of painterly worksith the notion of the fallacies of
sight, and incorporates a sense of superficiality and illusion, which unites them both.
However, the eye as the passive recipient is only theeinasne theory of vision in
the other, the extramission, the eye is the active participant and so, while | agree with
Summer sé6s approach, I expand and devel or
which accounts for the multiple approaches to vision Wexe in operation during
the Renaissance.

In On ReflectionJonathan Miller approaches the mirror as a tool thabtsof
paramount importance to seliscovery. Miller compares the revelation offered by
the mirror with that found in the telescope: thet t er r eveal ed O6unkr
the natur al worl doéo but the mirror i's no
[ oursel ves] with t he *eWhatghe mirar effer@tb ustsh e h u
an experience of ourselves that is entirely different o t he O0knowl edge
by 06 viinhabitingd oofu r **°bWhiteil &ysee that we cannot be so certain as
to classify the mirror as the key object in the endeavour to understand the self, |
argue that the ear |glassofferaléhe mdivilaraywiew a1 6 | o
themselves they would never have experienced béftre dull glass, obsidian and

metal mirrors that were in circulation prior to the development of the new, clear glass

339 Jonathan MillerOn Reflectior{London: National Gallery Publications Ltd., 1998), p.176.
30 Miller, p.176.



mirrors would have offered an indistinct, perhapstatied reflection. Furthermore,

the older forms and newer forms of mirrérsanging from small, distorting concave

mirrors to larger flat mirror$ were still in circulation at the same time, offering the
individual a number of different ways to expage themselvesWhat Jay, Kemp,
Summers and Miller impress upon us is the importance of the eye and its role in the
painterds work of seeing, dividing and
carefully as possible that which appears before them. odupimg the selportrait,

accuracy becomes extremely important ameet mi r r or al |l ows us
details by which" Ipie thip tense of detail gainédyby sel§ 6 .
scrutiny that marks out the sglortraits of Albrecht Durer.

Durer, prolific in his outputhot only ofwoodcuts and painted portralisit also of
self-portraits, produced manyeli-images both drawings and gintings, which
chronicle his body in its various stages throughout his“fifeThe first image he
made of himsélwas a silverpoint sketch drawn in 1484 when he was just thirteen
years old and Miller states that it i s

exampleofselpor t r&8i tur ed.

%1 Miller, p.176.

342 For the purposes of this discussion | will concentrate on the selectionndfigsaand sketches that
Durer produced. Besides the images | discuss here, Diirer painted sewpaitssts: SelfPortrait

at 22(1493);SelfPortrait at 26(1498);SelfPortrait in a Fur Collar(1500); and a pencil drawing,
SelfPortrait as the Marof Sorrowg1522).

3 Miller, p.177.
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SelfPortrait at 13 (1484,

Figure seven: Albrecht Ddirer

Vienrid

Sammlung Albertina

nieeb Gallery

Vie

344 Albrecht Dirrer SelfPortrait at 13(1484),Graphische Sammlung Albertina

of Art, <http://www.wga.hu/index1.htmml[accessed 30 May 2009].

12¢


http://www.wga.hu/index1.html

The drawing bears the inscription &6Thi s
in the year 1484, *whhe inscriptioowweusld appear tohavea ¢ h i
been added after the drawing was made, indicateédiye use of the past
and the description of himself O6when [ he
a sense of looking back and of categorising the self, a sense of which is apparent in
Dur er 6 s rperpattsawthichscatdlofue hithroughout various stages and ages
in his life. | would argue that this is an example of the dictionary definition that
described 6selfd6 as O6Owhat one i s @it a pa
adds the note at the top of the page atex ldate, indicating that he has paused to
|l ook back and record a former self. Hi s
was still a chil dé denotes his progressi
of himself as different. His inscriptioreferences multiple stages of selfhood, the
image and words joining to show one layer of self, as a meaitemtifying the
child as a version of himself.

The portrait indicates a precocious level of skill in a young chiid was later to
train in goldsnithing. The drawing depicts the child from a siew, with long
hair, a loose garment of clothing, and a small hat. The young Direr is pointing to the
right of the picture with one hand whilst the other hand is concealed. His eyes

appear to look inhte same direction as the pointing finger. The portrait is clear,

confident and detailed and it is the fir:
description, D¢rer refers to the 1 mage a
the sketchas omet hing 61 i ked hi msel fnothimselhi | ar t

notreal. The representation is a copy of the original and by drawing attention to this

345 JosepH_eo Koerner,The Moment of SeRortraiture in German Renaissance A@hicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1997), p.43.
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with the word O6likeness6 D¢grer suggests

be pecise or corrddn every way. | would argue thavarious aspects of portraiture

and selfportraiture as exemplified in this sketch, | | ustr at ekeyGr eenb

statement that iin the 150 0-sonstibubnessabout pp e a |

the fashioning of human identity @ mani pul ab | €% Thia sehsk aofl pr o

identity can be traced back to the words of St. Paul, discussed earlier in this chapter.

Edward Peter Nolan, addressing the mystery and ambiguity of the verse, argues that

theverse itself places us 6at *t he front.i
To r et ur nskdichtheteis lile geashioning apparent in this self
portrait We find that he conceals one of his handsmight be assumed that this is
the hand wi which he made the drawing and that it does not feature in the picture
since he was using it at the timeAlthough the missing hand is suggestive of his
craft as artistand an indication of having used a mirror to create gpeetfait,there
is no otler marker of the trade and the hidden hand is an attempt at a complete
removal of al |l evidence. The chil dos
background in which tsituate the young sittartist This lack of either decorative
feature or baaround context acts ttoreground the child in the momeat self
depiction: by eschewing other details and favouring his own form as the complete
subject matter for the drawing, the young Direr depicts himself as an individual, a
being complete in and dfimself, with no reliance on needless excess details.
Albrecht Durer is the sole focus of this early drawinglowever, whatDurer

produces here is an external sélfthe image is devoid of any indication of

348 Greenblatt, p.2.
347 Nolan, Edward PeteNow Through a Glass Darkly: Specular Images of Being and Knowing from
Virgil to Chaucer(Ann Arbour: University of Michigan Press, 1990), pg.1

131

er



interiority. Unlike Parmigianino, there is mairror, nor any obviouseferencedo it i

though, that it is a selfortrait suggests that a mirror would have been used. He does
not engage with the viewer, and he concentrates on the exterior details, such as the
folds in the tunic he wears, the straraf his hair, and his hat. Portraying himself in

a simple fashion, and later adding an uncomplicated note at the top of the sketch,
Dureruses these external features to create himself.

This singular focus on the sglboth interior and exteriogontirues throughout
D¢rerds wor k, although some of hi s pai.r
situated with various symbols. Where the thirtgearold Durer does not direct his
look at the audience of the sketch, the young ma8attPortrait with a Bandag

(c.14911492) casts his gaze upon the viewers.
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Figure eight: Albrecht Durer SelfPortrait with a Bandagéc.14911492) Graphische
Sammlung der Universitatsbibliothek, Erlanf&n

Once again, the portrait is donern the side but this tiemthe angle is slighand
D¢rerbds face is turned towards the viewe

depiction of him at thirteen, and what is referred to as a bandage passes a

348 Albrecht Durrer SelfPortrait with a Bandag¢1491-1492), Graphische Sammlung der

Universitatsbibliothek, Erlangelyeb Gallery of Art <http://www.wga.hu/index1.html> [accessed
30 May 2009].
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resemblance to the cap he wesaaduptohis hi s f
face, apparently supporting his head in this pose, and partially obscuring his right
eye.Miller notes that this image is not intended to suggest the artist in the process of
seltimaging, since the hand he would have drawn with is #mel lthat supports his
head®”® Here, his face is quite heavily shaded, particularly over the left eye, and the
faci al expression i s somewhat bl ank; he
out at the viewer, the gaze appearing melanchDlig.r esye$ and pose offer us a
link to his sense of interiority. The eyes stare out and engage with the viewer but, at
the same time, they are partly conceal@ithe heavy shading on one eye, and the
hand that disguises part of the other, work to protect him fitenstare of the
onlooker. His pose uses external cues such as the head propped up by the hand, the
blank stare, and the pouting lips, to suggest a sense of misery, thus denoting his
internal state. This combination of external cues and inferred eraotibrihe
interior work together to form a self for Durer.

This choice of pose might suggest misery or perhaps pain: it is also very similar to
his 1514 woodcut, entitleMelancholia Iin which the subject is viewed from the
side and holdsahandup to¢ f ac e. Alistair Smith not
in antique biography and tMelncholiagso neef ofer :
the most complex and subtle char &cteris
Smith goes on to argue that somé D¢ r er 6s ot her works ind
the four humours and, if this is the case then perhaps this early drawing is indeed
indicative of D¢rer6s mood aGlak ddsdrilses des i r

mel ancholia as Oamiabtioboabdi adrhaof dcbepl &

39 Miller, p.187.
%0 Alastair S mi tDhrera  a P o r Essagsi otDiirer e byC.iRn Dodwell (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1973), p.68.
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imagepr ocessing that went on therebo, t he

d e | u ¥&'iCtark focates melancholia within the discourse of vision, claiming that

it was, on a concept ederatiohatizatern ofsight?> 6 cont r i |
There is, howesr, another possibility. In this sketch of Diitlee foregrounding

and connection of head and handperhapsrepesentative of the two principal

aspects of paintn According to Vasari in 1568he mnd and the hand were

equally important in the act of creatinigthe mind contained the imagination, the

hand the ability to craft it. Leonardo and Michelangelo both believed that the mind

was most important in this exchange for, without the intelleet,hdind would be

powerless to creat& Thus, potentially Direr is indicating his inner state of mind

through his pose and facial expression. He suggestiual focus of genius and

aptitude by foregraading both the hand and he#&d he appears to codéoth

concepts in his sketch. Whi chever it i s,

engages him or her actively in his apparent misery. The partial concealment of his

right eye slightly obscures it so that the spectator does not getpdeteview. This

patchy obscuringf his eye might suggest that while Durer is encouraging his viewer

to engage with his melancholia, he will not allow his inner thoughts to become

completely publidc t he o6éwi ndows i nto his smthisé ar e

somewhat confessional portraiprovide him a rorsel of privacy, or inwardness

Wh a't OoDlweajpiiessetlhe anatomy of tensions a

activity of | oo¥iThisgcanda rdlated & gantersperary thearigd .

of visioni that he shields his eyes in order to protect him from any further intrusion,

1 Clark, p.5.

%2 Clark, p.5.

%3 WoodsMar sden, Joanna, 6Col | ec tini Raghionngdidenttes thy / | ndi v
Renaissance Ared by Mary Rogers(Aldershot:Ashgate, 2000), p.1.

$4Koerner, p.5.

13t



to ensure the private does not become completely private, seems to indicate that the
eyes are the point of entry, as in the intromission theory. Thus, in order to protect
himselffrom the inward flow of other images and gazes, he must take preventative
action, represented in the shading on the right eye, and the partial concealment of the
left.
The dilemma of selknowledge, that the eye cannot see itself but in a mirror, is
exd ained by Nolan when he con®¢ Tridtats hi s
and theConfessions
For us to follow the Delphic imperative, for the eye to truly know
i tsel f, It mu s t see I tsel f. And Au
universal truth of thatpat i cul ar epi stemol ogy: #dAfor
themsel ves e x cept DeiTnnitateol0.X.i Ay gl asseso
although mirrors are never adequate to the project of knowing
ourselves, the project appears incapable without tffem.
The mirror then is the o#ral essential element of the puzzle of understanding
ourselves and, in pursuing a series of-pelftraits, the mirror and the painting are
the primary means by whichier attempts to resolve this dilemma. What Nolan
draws attention to is the continuadsociation of vision, mirrors and selfhood, each
intrinsic to the process of the other. As we have seen in both Augustine and
Foucault, is that without the mirror, the eye can never see itself and therefore cannot
know itself. In particular, this strgde is perhaps what iDer represents itself
Portrait with a Bandage inherent in the sefp or t r ai t I's the mirr
without the mirror, the selimaging could not take placeln an apparent continued

fascinationwith the self, Direr proceeddad portray himself repeatedly, and this

chapter will continue to discuss these works in chronological order, as this logical

¥5Nolan, p.80.
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approach demonstrates the sequence of changes in his approach to representing
himself. In 1505, Direr continues his sekaminaton in his draving Self Portrait

in the Nude



Figure nineAlbrecht Diirer SelfPortrait in the Nudg1505) Kunstsammlung, Weimaf

3¢ Albrecht Diirer SelfPortrait in the Nudg1505),Kunstsammlung, Weima¥Veb Gallery of Art
<http://www.wga.hu/index1.html[accessed 1 June 2009].
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Smith c¢claims that D¢rerbds o6conceneratior

interest in his own emotiori¥ However, onlySelf Portrait with aBandagefocuses
solely on the head.Self Portrait in theNudewas the first fli-length portrait the

artist produced, detailing hizody from his head down to his knees. In the drawing,
Durer leans forward towards themair he must have used. His hair is tied back and
both hands are absent from the picture. Behind the artist is a thick panel of black
shading which appears to be a rough, loose bstretke used to suggest background.
What is notable in this image is thack of any form of selfashioning. Naked,
Durer has none of the markers of identity which would work towards presenting a
specific image of him. For example, he presents himself in an entirely neutral
background, that denotes neither luxury nor pgvesimilarly he has no clothing

from which clues about his personality or social standing may be drawn. Here, he is
not framed by a story told by objects or clothing. Ultimately, the complete lack of
self-fashioning in this image means that it appeakhéoviewer to look abDurerand

see the maii not the painter or the social figure. However, its function is dutal
allows Durerto examine himself he appears, in the image, to be entirely caught up

in the act of capturing himself, gazing at himsglérhaps in a search to know
himself. Again, Durer addresses the viewer but his gaze here is not one of misery but
of apparent curiosity. The drawing appears to be a clear and concerted effort at
reproducing the self, his form. The body is very detaiteterms of the muscular
definition and shading, and the focus and intensity of his stare indicate his direct
address to himself in the mirror. Here the curiosity and nonchalance of his previous

drawings areshunned in favour of a more obvious narcissistastrating his

%7 Smith, p.72.



deepening interest in himself and the urge to examine and reproduce himself in new
ways. In this image, the external trappings of-&shioning, such as clothing and
background details, are shunned in order to attempt to allow feeped study of
himself.

In his drawings, Direr continues to produce sketches which illustrate more of his

body. In 1521 he produces what appears to be a rather functional portrait.

14C



Figure ten: Albrecht D

38 Albrecht Dirrer SeltPortrait (1521),Kunsthalle, BremenNeb Gallery of Art
<http://www.wga.hu/index1.htrml [accessed 30 May 2009].




Self Portraitshows Durer again from the side, with his long hair loose and his finger
pointing to an area on his abdomen, around which he has drawn a circle. He is naked
but for a piece of fabric placed over his pubic area. In this pafteinirror and its

reflection serve as a tool not only for the artist but also for the doctbscribed

along the top of the drawing are the wor
where i tb¢gher 6s 0 .s kaliows himats prodae tthis détailed and

specific work for his practitioneir we must assume that he was for some reason
unable to attend in persohlowever, while the detail of this image seems to be

aimed specifically at the doctor, the rest of the image is devoid of dats more.
WhereasDr er 6 s previous portraits illustrate
face and hair with care, here they hardly receive more than a cursory outline. This
reinforces the idea that this image is not focused on the detdhe @xterior, and

instead is concerned with pointing to the interior.

Jonat han Sawday discusses this portrait
Seventeenth CentiveyodosubjgateghtbatboBy t ¢
scientifictexaemheatdeondhe 6édistorting e
body¥y 8awday views this portrait as an ex
Christbs o6gesture of proofé appears O6in
flesh to whichDurerpoints. Thisevdence il l ustrates that t
the wound of the spear in Christds side
can be understood as a 0genéYRttherma@el medi

Sawday argues that the areatowhiihherpoi nts i s hi s spleen, s

¥Jonathan Sawday, thh®elSfe vamd e SReWritiy edelf: Mistoyied i n
from the Renaissance to the Preggmindon & New York: Routledge, 1997) pp-28 (p.39).
30 sawday, p.3910.
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representation of the melanchély. However f we take into account the reversal of

the mirror, then it would appear that Durepintsto his liver, the site of all four of

the humours. In thisway,or er 6 s portrait may | ink tog
body and its internal organs, as well as other markers of the interior, such as the
emotions implicated by humoural disturbance or balambes reversal also makes

the sketch reminiscent of, for expnh e , C a rDaubtang Thonta$cs16023)

in which Thomas leans towards Christ, prodding and peering into thedwimsus
received on the cros¥. The focus of this image is the sense of interiority, to which
Durer gestures with his finger, pointing thie seat of the humours to suggest the
emotional interior, rather than simply the physical internal organs of the body. This
sketch exhibits a growing, continuing interest in the self and in finding ways to
express a self that is not simply composedxtérmal, material goods and objects.

Simply the volume ogelf portraits, both in drawingsd in paintings, that Direr
produced, indicates at the very least an elevated interest in the self, in self
examination and scrutiny and in portraying the g&l public consumption. In all
cases a mirror must have been used and, given the lack of distortions, we must
assume that Durer worked with flat mirrors. With the possible exception of one
drawing, Direr has in his portraits no trace of the act oftipgiror drawing, no
markers of creation. The only hint visible in the portraits is the missing or hidden
hands thabccur more often in the drawings than in his paintigsl this lack works
to eschew his status as artist and creator T hu s, is oy obliqualk i n g 6
suggested, never explicitly indicated.

without background, elaborate detail, clothing or attributes: the images simply show

%1 sawday, p.43.
%235ee Sawday, pp.328.
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the man. The absence of detail represents an active refus#H-tasken, since in
his painted portrait®urer creates quite lavish images of himselt the centre of
D¢ r e r -patraits & hifmself. Thus, if Direr does not fashion a self, he certainly
conducts a thorough examination of himself, of his bodyrasidace But is this an
Oi nborn narcissismd or me rdaringthisaperiodas pons e
mirror technology which afforded the artist better opportunities to drawtadg a
readily available mod@i®®

This chapter begins to illustratk & r ange of modes of o6sel
operated during the early modern period. In shifting the conception of self away
from Burckhardtdos idea of the individua
emerged during the Renaissance, and by mowvay drom the claim that religion
prevented any true sense of independent individuality, | have illustrated that there
was a particular focus on the contrast b
Whether this was demonstrated either within orsiolét a dialogue of devotion, a
clear division between external and internal selves is in operateoodivisionthat
can be related to the extramission and intromission theories of vision which existed
alongside this sense of self. The mirror, or the-getfrait, becomes the mediator
bet ween the internal and the external, m
for the self.

However, although it seems possible for an individual to seek individuality either
within or outside of the construct$ religion, and that the mirror can often tiee
appropriate tool to do sdahe mirror was also considereds a tool not for self

exppor ation but of vanit ylhreedges @ thd Vdoman ads S e ¢

33 Smith, p.71.
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theDeath f i gur e 13) RokbgVewugflgaezl§)dioe exanple. There

is a moveaway from the notiowf the mystery it often evokes and towards a sense of

fear . Chapter t hree wil Hexte Mystrabng ¢he t he s e

restrictions placed upon notions of the mirras a source of setfiscovery.
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Chapter Three

Exemplary Mirrors

Figure elevenCaravaggioNarcissug159899) Galleria Nazionale d'Arte Antica, Roriié

0i t i sglorydotamamanahis glass to confer
in his owh chamberséo

34 caravaggioNarcissug159899) Galleria Nazionale d'Arte Antica, Rom#/eb Gallery of Art
<http://lwww.wga.hu/index1.htmlfaccessed 11 July 2008].
5William Shakespear€ymbeline|V.i.2287.
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The myth of Narcisus, in which a beautiful young man dies from-t®le, invokes

notions of the mirror and seldve. As we saw in the introduction to this thesis, in
Oviddés version of the story the unsuspec
the pool which mirors himself® Such is the appearance of reality in its reflection,

he is O6smitten by the sight of the beaut
hi msel féd as he becomes Oexcited?¥dly the v
wat ery @hch dazaes &im with the beautiful figure represented in it,
confuses Narcissusthe illusion of reality is so intense that Narcissus repeatedly
reaches out to touch the boy he finds th
the self, illustratng the division and separation of the self, a key theme of this thesis.
During the early modern period Narci ssus
warning. The moral tone of the message meant that the image of Narcissus gazing in

hi s O mir rrepresent thedargerd obvanity and-tmle. As | noted in my
introduction, Debora Shuger claims in her essay that during the Renaissance
references to ntf® These msroraareeodddecausey acanrdingdo.
Shuger, they have no relatiom any sense of setfonsciousness Instead,

Renai ssance mirrors simply present, s he

%L ouise Vinge finds that Ovidoés storyceits the mos
details his entire life, from birth, to death, to funeral. This wealth of detail and extensive number of
motifs makes Ovidodés version, for Vinge, O0the inc:
Louise VingeThe Narcissus Theme in West&uropean Literature up to the Early"1@entury

(Lund: Gleerups, 1967), p.11, and see g)¥or a comprehensive discussion of the Narcissus them

in classical literature, and chapters 6, 7, and 8, discuss this theme in allegory, handbooks and poetry of

the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.

%7 0vid, Metamorphosedrans. by Frank Justus Miller, Vol | (Massachusetts: Harvard University

Press, 1961), p.155.

®pDebora Shuger, 6The fl o6 of the Beholder: Renais
Renaissace Culture and the Everydayg. by Patricia Fumerton & Simon Hunt (Philadelphia:

University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999), pp421(p.22).



Ot heol ogi cal* Tchhamsm nrpd falcedt.i ons are a O6gel
not reflecting or representing a specific indivadlor any particular self. This
chapter will argue against Shuger 6s char
object that reflects only the O6genericéd
The following sections will analyse texts suchSak a k e s plaantéetrared Rishard

I, al ongs i The Fa&ip @uesnand éamples of exemplary mirrors from
contemporary printed texts, in order to argue that there are in fact many different
ways in which the exemplary mirror can operate. The ek&y mirror is not
restricted, and can work to create both
introspective O6sel f 6.

Throughout Ovidodos version of the myth,
he O0gazes on that f adotsleok theméllgaed thwough his ey e s
own eyes¥mPeriiddlseséa.ti n reveals where the
he uses words | ike O6simulacrad, O6sipect at

Nar ci s s us 0 s insatipbdeappelita forthe image they find before them,

such that, even after death, O6he ¥ept on
I n the end, the i mage of Narcissusds bea
Osuitable as a symbol orfi sthradb | e mpteianueg D

vanitasmot i f may be said to HRaNowevdralengside ead i
this, is the motif of pride and sdbfve which, by the Renaissance, is firmly
entangled with the exemplary image of Narcissus, as Arthur Galdistzates in his

descriptorof Nar cci susods story in the epistle

39 shuger, p.22.
370 0vid, p.155.
371 Ovid, p.158.
372V/inge, p.41.
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Narcissus is of scornfulness and pryde a myrror cleere,
Where bewties fading vanitie most playnly may appé&ére

Here, Narcissus is himself a mirra,clear example who illustrates the behaviour
and fate of those who indulge in &6dscornf

i n Al Badokaof EmblemELl531):

; 43 _ =, =N
==~ = A,
~ Wﬁ@m et

e ———
L

"[ y

i .

i

|

lig 1y

Because your figure pleased you too much, Narcissus, it was changed
into a flower,a plant of known senselessness. -8rit is the withering

and destruction of natural power which brings and has brought ruin to

many learned men, who having thrown away the method of the ancients
seek new doctrines and pass on nothing but their owrsfastd

3 Golding, Arthur,The Fi ft een Bo o pses 15670Theé filsbtrmnsIMiertirdsomo r
English trans & ed. by B. F., 2002, .106.

374 Andrea AlciatoBook of Emblems (153 1), E-sinbhve®m 69, 6Sel f
<http://www.mun.ca/alciato/e069.htm[accessed 02 March 2009].
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Al c i Bdolod Emblemsvas edition divided into sectionsvirtues and vices
and, under eombrliedre 66 @cvoendessé lafb ov e ) . The ep
Narci ssusods failing but then takes a sli
expression against the sins of pride and vanity. The argument of this epigram is
ai med at those engageNari mi sostalsefpton reteel |fl e ¢
Ssubsequent transformation are to be take
is the representation of® Selflove causescttey and
destruction of the natural powers and, when the perceptive faculties are misdirected,
the intellectual faculties are blinded. Pride and vanity is thus neatly combined with a
loss of knowledge, not only sédhowledge, but established intellectual knowledge.
Later on, this chapter will further investigate this link between knowledge and the
exemplary mirror, by examining the connections between light and darkness, and
knowledgeand exemplary mirrors in extracts frohhe Faerie Queenand a speech
fomLoveds Labouros Lost

Narcissus is in love with the reflection which he does not recognise as himself
and, once he realises that it is himself, he wishes himselfidéallstill loves what
heseesn ot because it represent s* Hhusmshidel f , bu
Narci ssusods story i-avaremdss) betbecdnes anpxemmany an d

mirror whose fate represents a warning against véhitiNar ci ssuisbirs mi rr

$Vinge, p.141.

$°Vinge, p.17.

%"HerbertGr abes notes that o6the element of vanity or
present in moralizing or ironizing contextsd (Gr
corrupting seHabsorption of Narcissus led some early writers to detgctimply personal vanity in

his behaviour but ratheanitas or excessi ve ab s-geephopteoseven®he wor | dl vy
Mutable Glass: mirrofimagery in titles and texts of the Middle Ages and English Renaissance

(Cambridge: Cambridge UnivetgiPress, 1982), pp.1344. Grabes qualifies these statements by

arguing that O6Narcissusb6s absorption in gazing ai
an expression of destructivesklfove 6 and of o&épri de fEcko,anccofae al ed i n
fascination with unrealityé and 6é6transienced (Gr.
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directional in its visual flow, the gaze is exchanged only between Narcissus and the
reflection. Narcissus is entirely unaware of anything else around him and is
concerned only with the reflection which stares back at him, because it is his own
reflection, and although his connection with the mirror is based on his
misunderstanding of its substance, only he can interact with As an exemplar,
Narcissus is held up as an explicit and uncomplicated representation of sins such as
pride, vanity and edf-love. The exemplary mirror encourages the individual to
engage with its image on a personal level, at which point he or she must attempt to
locate or repositiois or herown self in relation to the example. The mirror is the
locus for the search feself, and it allows the viewer to look at both themsebuas

the example. Addressingthisptoem of | ocating and percei
Edward P. Nol an suggests that oO0in each m
figure with the desiredOther involves the problem of partial knowledge and
signi fi c&nirt plading ithe thereed .of sdlfve and identity within a
framework of faliure, loss and individuation, the Narcissus myth underlines the part
played by visual trickery and opticdéception in tracing and finding identity in the
Renaissance. The trick of the mirror has led Narcissus to his death, but optical
deception can also allow for the individual to find or make an identity. As I
established in chapters one and two, mirr@s distort, reflect identical copies of
whatever is placed before them, and can trick the eye. Parmigianino and Jan van
Eyck, for example, showed ways that the distorting mirror can be used to create an

identity; but often in literary and artistic repragaions, particularly those including

Narci ssusodés reflection, or mirror, is exemplary
understand that the reflection he sees is himself, and who therefore regahitted as vanity and
pride.

39 Edward P. NolaniNow Through a Glass Darkly: Specular Images of Being and KndiAimg
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1990)3.
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figures from myth, the encounter with the mirror leads to a loss of self or, indeed, a
complete failure to locate or comprehend it.

Narci ssusods story tells us about decep
dichaomy of internal and external inherent in mirrors and reflections, a theme that
we will find repeated throughout the exemplary mirrors examined in this chapter.
Earlier, in chapter two, we saw Parmigianino explore this dichotomy in its literal
sense, reding the shape and effects of the literal object that was physically outside
the paintingds scope. Jan van Eyckds mi
that draws that which is external that is, the artist into the painting, again
illustrating an exploration of the division of external and internal that is literal and
not philosophical. Durer, however, examines the dichotomy of internal and external
in the philosophical sense, by attempting to explore and express his inner self in his
art. This sense of inwardness is, arguably, impossible to show, as we will see later in
this chapter in a discussion of a passage firtamlet I n Narci ssusos
these approaches blended, as both the literal sense and the philosophical thense of
external and internal are at work. In the literal sense, the pool is internal in its
geography: the wuninhabited area is undis
bough ever ruffledo, and the poael edgedédnc
and 6éa coppice that woul d n* Vhepoolsswrfi f er t
the inside of a circle of trees which protect it from the external, and it is here that
Narcissus discovers his love. When he finds his lover is out of reachdis&asight
and exclaims that 6by a thin barrier of

internal to the pool, secreted within its water, silently mimicking his gesttires.

300vid, p.153.
%1 0vid, p.157.
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Once Narcissus realises the trick of the water, he cannot reconcile dotioaflvith
hi msel f, exclaiming 6Oh, t hat 3 Thisi ght b
O0mi promwd 6 O6provokes a pec tkhowladgd by alldmMng t r uct
Narcissus to see that he is looking atraag@®*%* We see that, before his realisati

A

ONar ci ssus does not | ove hi s refl ecti onc

reflectiono, and he 6does not |l ove hi mse

repr es e n s In bontengplating lis. death, he continues to consider his

reflect i on as an O6other6, realising®Hb&at O0we
reali sation comes too | ate but t he noti
fashioning since O6any achieved identity

owns u b v er si ®mMhednragelthatNardssus sees is completely separate and
detached from him; it is an unreachable, disparate being with whom he can only
connect through the powers of vision. Until Narcissus realises the reality of the
reflection, hedoes not truly understand himself and thus to properly achieve his
identity he must suffer the |l oss of his
key 6ésigns of | ossé are in the | ack of al
does onlywhat Narcissus does and its silence is a marker of the inversion of the real.

In the Renaissance, the story of Narcissus and the images of his fate, are

indicative of his status as an exemplary mirror. He stands as an exampldmfeself

%32 Ovid, p.157.
33 ynn Enterline The Tears of NarcissuMelancholia and Masculinity in Early Modern Writing

(Stanford, California: Stanfoldni ver si ty Press, 1995), p. 1. Enter
theme which is revisited repeatedly since it oO0de
psychoanalysis, and many moments ofseé f | ect i on r et urn t-love(deer ci ssusao
Enterlinebds B3B8Btrodbhet aogumepptlof Enterlinebds boo
relationship between namegpd.si sm and mel ancholi ab

%4Vinge, p.16.

350vid, p.157.

3¢ StepherGreenblattRenaissance Seffashioning: From More to Shakesped€hicago &
London: University of Chicago Press, 1980),.p.9
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vanity and prile, and indicates the errors and failings of vision, and his journey from
love, to selflove, to death, is tied up with ideas of knowledge and loss of knowledge,
whether personal or intellectual. Vision is central to this episode: Narcissus sees the
objed that is reflected but does not understand that itreflactionof himselfi the

visual process is not fully complete because, crucially, comprehension is lacking, and
so he falls into the trap of sdtfve. Narcissus and his story are an exemplaryomi

which point to an examination of self, an examination that can be personal, moral or
religious. These themes and ideas are to be found amongst the many exemplary

mirrors of the period, as this next section will show.

The Exemplary Mirror

Ovisdover sion of Narcissusodos story, al ong
embl em, is just one form of exem@heary mi
Mutable Glass: Mirrorimagery in titles and texts of the Middle Ages and English
Renaissancexplores comprehensively the multiple meanings applied to the mirror

in the early modern period, covering a vast number of exemplary texts from the

peri od. He notes that the O6various prop
stimulus for employing thenirrorme t ap hor 0, and includes t
glass, which makes the individual appear
which is 6éclosely associated withéknowl

darkened mirrorsswihomnc hofi sa o6laamc ke x@fr emor al

knowl edge of the Divined, and the britt]l
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transiencé®” The mirrormetaphor, however, has yet more uses and Grabes
describes instances iamowhieah hAmem, bceri ngm
in the mirror, and examples are frequent
i mage of h u m’& These xmirrem eetnacehbar s he tells
possess a mor al and di da capter will tsa¢cedahdough g 0 , a
the different text§® The mirrormet ap hor , contrary to Shug
range of different applications, and could provide an example (moral, or otherwise)
for the individual looking at it. In each of these cases, tlmeormdoes not directly
reflect back the image before it, points elsewhere or reflects an exemplary image
from which the individual may learn somethinghat is, the mirror shows something
6ot her 6. Just as Narci ssuigg himpand thasl |y p
responded to it, as i1if it were an 6ot her
individual can react. Exemplary mirrors could be true, flattering, or false, could
express moral values, proximity to God and could teach, digettie gaze towards
the intended exapte. Unlike GrabesShuger argues that these are the only
functions the Renaissance mirror can perform, a point that this chapter will work
against.

As noted in the introduction to this thesis and chapter, Shugeesatbat the
6object viewed in the mirror is al most n
things in Renaissance mirr &%Ilamdydasen ot , a

Shuger6s anal ysrtr sr i taRenassasceommonpack] with

%7 Herbert GrabesThe Mutable Glass: Mirreimagery in titles and texts ofétMiddle Ages and

English Renaissand€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), ppll@zl See chapter five

for a complete discussion of the implications and uses of each of these types of mirrors as well as a
discussion of the differences betweka teal object before the mirror and its reflection (Grabes,
pp.104111).

%8 Grabes, p.116.

39 Grabes, p.116.

390 gshuger, p.22.
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conduct manuals forming the cood these pamphlets and books.ucB texts

regul arly contosipreed | amplr eeregddd@ll acsksierdg i n t
emphasise the nature of the content which was intended to guide and instruct the
reader® For exampleThe mirror of allegiance, or a lookinglasse forlie English,

wherein they may ree their duty towards God and their ki(it647) byA Learned

Reader of the LawedVi | | i a m B a-kndwniTmedverourwiaa Magistrates

(1559) or A trewe mirrour or glase wherein we maye beholde the wofull state of thys

our realme of Englanq1556) by Laurence Saunderdhe genre of the conduct

manual was particularly popular and part of a wesHablished tradition, as John
Gillingham notes when hd escr i bes O6early modern manu:
Facetus which were often O0Oset texts in Engl
use until & ech520sadctic texts were Oal
memori sabl e ver se f oremmée abnidnt at speuvugbd t
exhortations to piety and humilityd oft
t e ¢ h ¥ Therhe8sages, or morals, of these types of texts were generalised and
impersonal andhey simply urged the individual towards apptiate and socially
acceptable norms of sathprovement. These mirrors were not litérdlowever, as

with the physical mirror of NarcissusoOs

3911n gathering a survey of the printed texts availabl€ary English Books Onlindooking at these
four Odmrmsdmuhdhawnatfin the 1400s t het imolsds & ommo

was Ospecul umdbéb, during the 1500s -gtawaé. 6mAlt bod
is tempting to assume that O&éspecul commonuwsageofonl y p-
Latin, o6speculumbé remained in use during the 150
commonly used in thogkaspéraomdsoighassdl oespagti vel

such asglbhoo@i agd 6 ghbeansnsude dumagythe 24600s dule ® the lack of

technical progress in glass mirnmanufacture.

2John Gillingham, 6From Civilitas to Civility: C
E n g | d@nargdaktions of the Royal Historical Societp (2002)267-289 (p.268, 271).

393 Anna BrysonFrom Courtesy to Civility: Changing Codes of Conduct in Early Modern England

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), p.27.
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to knowledge, understanding and learning, their text offeringagaiel in order for
individuals to improve themselves.

Other, more specific mirretexts involved the discussion of the poor or the good
example, by which the reader might mediate their own behaviourA lboking
glasse for a drunkard or a drunkamkfined (1652) the anonymous author offers a
singlepage warning against the perils of otvendul gence i n alcoho
form, with its definition followed by its list of examples and crogations, seems to
assume the form of a dictionary definitiom.he O6Lexi cons of Early
website coll ects a wide range oThe earl vy
Discripcion of Britayne(1480), The Interpretation of the Names of the Gods and
Goddesseq1498) andThe Expositions of the Terms of the Laiv England
(c.1525)** These titles illustrate the range of words used to describe the types of
texts that are today thought of as o0dict
such as o6discripciond and 6exmatowssjsuchono6 t
as we find inA lookingglasse for a drunkard or a drunkad®fined warning against
the risks of drunkenness. The anonymously authored rté@xoris carefully
ordered, containing a definition and then a description of drunkenness and its
problems, followed by a list of biblical examples which show the result of drunken

excess.:

394The Lexicons of Early Modern Englishhtp://leme.library.utoronto.ca/ [accessed 9 Septéer
2009].



felf in

Through Drﬂn&cﬂnc{fc.

A Drunkard is the annoyance of Modeft:

"Reafon, Heisthe Brewers Agent; The A

He ishis Wives woe, His Childrens forrow 3 His Neighbours foff:, His own
A fpiric of flecp; APitturccf a Beaft; A Monlter of 2 man,

The Evils attending Drunkenneffe buriful to the Sonle and Body,
Drunkenneffeconfounds the Memory, dulls the Waderftanding,
the Minde; Tt inflamesthe Blood 5 It ingead
{trengths Itbrings Woes, Sorrowss, Wouds without caufe,
cth the Carcafle with Surfets, turnsth Bloodinto Warer,
acfle. By exceffive drinking comes Dropfies,
ing Healehs to others, leave none to themfelves. DrankenneiTeis a ﬁmcring De
which whofo hath in himflIf, hath not himfelf5 And hethar ufechir,
the Abfiract, bring a voluntary Devil, the common Shame
Mankinde, :
Examples laid down in Seriptare,fhewing how Drunkenncffe made fo
O:hers being drunk were murdered, betrayed; Inceft committed, man

f

| times.

| veryneedfilto be ferupinevery houfe,
¥ thelives of thofe ren and women,

crsunnataral Thirft, a ftinki

Confumptions, and cold Difcafes,

ooking-Glafle &« Drunkard
Ora DRUNKARD Defioed. - —

N which Delcription is plainly fhewed che filchy abominable fia of Drunkenneffe proved by many places
of Seripture 5 How through Drunkennefft inany have been punifhed, ochers threatned and admonithed,
for the Information of che Judgement, and the Reformation of

whoake pleafire inche fin of Drunkennelle, the common fiaof thefe :

The D{ﬁ#ition of @ Drunkard.

y 5 The trouble of Civility ; The fpoile of Wealths The deftru@ion of

lehonfe BenefaStors The Beggars Companion; The Canftables trouble.

Threafm‘ng:.

W0 tothem that ife up early in the Morning to follow JErong drink, thit continue till nighty the pine in wning thew, 1la,
5« XX W0 10 them thit are mighty to drink Wine, and to men of Shrength , wgling fhrong dringke, which caufith men to
ervey and togo-viet of the way. being [vallowed wp with wine and firang driok, 10, 5. 22, chap, 28. 7, 8, ©ve. dwibe now
| 9¢ Druakards, weep and hovleall ye drinkers of Wine, bectufe of the mew wive, for it [hall be pulled from your month, Joel
L. 5. &c,

Exbortations.

The Drughard [bail come to Poverty, Rags fball be his cloatbing , Prov.23.21. Wine is a miocker, and ffrong drink is ra.
ging. and whefoever is ducived thereby is not wife, Prov. z0.'1. Remember Chrifks Admonition, Tkt eedof’ Druhen-
weffe, Luke21.34. Forget noc Pawls and Selomons Counfel, 1 Cor.5.x1, Prov. 2
And know that o Dronkard [ball nberis the Kingdome of Heaves, 1Car,26. 1o,
wherein is Exceffe, but be fillednith the Spirit, Eph, 5, 18.

diftempers the Body, defaceth the Beauty, hurts [
ing Breath, redneffe of the Eyes, It diminifheth
corruptech che Blood, drowneth the Spirits; It enrich-
turnes Reafon to Poglon; It canfech vomiting and filchi-
withuntimely Deaths. Many by drink-
vil, alweer Poylon, adelightfome fin,
is not himfelt in the Concrete, but finfulnefle jt
of Nawre, and the prodigious Difgrace of

me fall by the Sword, Otbersbecame Murderers,
y deltroyedin the midlt oftheirlia-fporting, &e, &
* [The dmalekites lay fcanered on theeatth, o thar David lew them, 1 S 30. 16, 1
" | Amsmons heart was merry, fo that Abfalms Servants flewe him, 2 Sam. 28, 29,
Benbsdad with fifty two other Kings, were by
Belfbazzars countenance fell down, and the e
Daviduleth meanesto move Yriahto cover hisfia commitced, 2 Sam. 11, 13.
Elah wasby his Servant Confpiring againlt kim, murchered, 1 Kings16.9,10,
Gaalwith his Brethren againlt ahimelech Conlpired, Fude, 9,26, 27,
Herod in his drunken Banquet czafed Jobn tobe beheaded; Mt 14. 10,
The Ifraelites drank till they were thirlty. Hellwas prepared for them, 7fe 5. 12,
Lots Daughrers lay wich their Father, twocurfed Nations came of them, Cen.
Neah was uncoveredin his Tear, and difcovered by his Sone, Gen. g. 21, 22.
Nabals heare wasmerry, and {uddenly died withinhim, 1 Sam, 25. 36,37,
The Philiftines [porting with Samfos, wereby the fill cf an Houfe fhiine, Fudg.16.26,27, 28,20,30.
! Priefts and Prophets ftumble inJudzement, and faileby Vifion, ifa. 28.7.
UThe Corinthians profained the Lords Supper by their immoderate drinking before, 1 Corv t1.21.
Thefe forementioned places of Scriptures and Examples,prove plainl
low Threatnings and Exhortationsto Drunkards.

jﬁrmi OVEICOmE, T Kings20. 16, &¢a
stook his Kingdom, Das, 5. 31,

¥ theevil Confequence ¢f Dirunkennefle, Now fol.

3. 20. Company mot with Drunkards, (e,
1L

b

rd

fhame. In fumme,2 Tubbe of Swill ;

T4
19.31,

Therefore be mot drunken with Wine,

_Iuly. t2

London, Ymprintcd for 7. D. and areto be fold by George Wilford inlittle Brirain neer the Holpizall g:;:e.

= (.‘"ﬁ“

1652,

Anon, A lookingglasse for a drunkard or a drunkard defind®52%

39 Anon, A lookingglasse for a drunkard or a drunkard defin¢dondon,1652, EEBO, document

image 1 [accessed 9

September 2009].
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Divided into small sections which explain the importance of avoiding drinking too
much alcohgl t he -@ll dokedhgi s a dédescriptiond in
6sin of Drunkennessed, as explicated 1in
6describesd and Oshowsd the reader t he
illustrative examplefunctioning in precisely the way that Shuger claims is the only
purpose of the mirror during this peribddas di dacti c mor al i sm.
found in this émirrordéd is held up as an
offers explanatory exampls whi ch provide &6l nformati on
those who enjoy the sin of drunkenn&8sThis textual mirror serves to reflect both
visually, with its emblematic images engraved round the edges of the page, and
metaphorically, offering an exangpland warning against the dangers of excess,
which Ohurts the Mindebo, Oenricheth the
D e v ¥ IFdrnishing its text with examples of murder, betrayal and incest as given
in the Bible, the author leaves his reatteno doubt as to the potential dangers of
consuming excessive amounts of al cohol
dangers and supporting this with selections from the Bible. The author concludes
with more | ists of Gl dive getinose dnstancesl of thee x h o r
perils of drinking from the Bible. The text serves as a warning and an example for
the reader; it is a generic exemplary mirror tsladwswhat will happen should the
individual choose the path of alcoholic excess.

This emphasis on the example and on showing the reader specific flaws, sins,
vices and their consequencetsextrudswhihalou

negative exampl es A Mirrovrrof Mbhsterg15&7/theRoaus Isi n s 0

3% Anon, EEBO, document image 1.
397 Anon, EEBO, document image 1.
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on thedangersof 6 s howbo. Rankinsds text addresse
enormitiesd that are the result of the 6
calls 6an eccentric polemic about t he ¢t
players are acaue d o f 6sacril®gHerand jhulsas pahse myrm .
story, sight is the focus of danger both literally and metaphorically, and the genre of
theatre is endowed with the power to cor
developedanalogy f t he Deiwwiltohs pCahpagleli magesd bein
theatre®® Rankins is particularly concerned with pride, and notes that players
6col our their vanitie with humanitieébe
present nothing but prodigious vam ° &lde.risk for the individual viewing a play
is that he or she will be unable to properly understand the true nature of vanity, when
it is cloakeadhby o6Bumanhtei ed@ndition, qua
- and thus may appear actage!™ Rankins expands his thoughts on pride and
0l echeriedéd, for which he uses the charac:

Amongst Yy rest to make hir séeme more amiable to hir best beloued

shée painted hir faire face' spots of shadowed modestie: not fro~

Apelles shop, whose colours are cou~terfeit, nor yet frafeuxes

famous in portratures. But sent frdPmoserpinawife to Pluto. A

welwisher to this wedlocke: better coulours thHesychescarried to

Venusquicklie decaied, but these last longer then they should. After
shée had hanged at hir eares manie costlie fauours of follie farre set

3% william Rankins,A Mirrovr of Monsters (London 1587),Early English Books Onlinelocument

image 1 [accessed 9 September 2009]Constiuatingget Cl ar e
Christopher Marloweed. by James Allan Downie (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000)

pp.7488, (p.86).

¥M. C. Bradbr ook, The Rempeétn kh@Tempest: CrticabHssags. by

Patrick M. Murphy (New York: Routledge, 2001) pp.18@9 (p.199). Conversely, Sir Philip Sidney

makes a case for the usefulness of the theatre arguing that wheriuhansl vile is represented on

stage, it is a suitable illustration of undesiral
be content to be sAndpologyfooPoetrgd. by Bdoffrdy Sheph&d, dney ,
(Manchester & New YorkManchester Universisty Press, 1989) p.98). Stuart Clark provides a
detailed account of medieval and early modern mol
in his first c¢haptVanites of@éh®e gye:VisiensniEarlyddarruEaropeanC| ar k ,
Culture (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), p{88).

400 Rankins, image 3, Fol 2

41 OED, <http://dictionary.oed.com
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from the Indians ofAnglia, [Note: Wherein is noted the pride that is

caused by plaiers, the beholders framing themselues to their leude

life.] she embrodered hir haire with embossedubhes of beastlie

desire, then gazing in hir glasse of vaineglorie, shée concluded as fine

as may bé»
Here Rankins draws upon the stories of Apelles and Zeuxes, Greek painters
celebrated in antiquity for the illusion of realism in their works, to ilhate the
themes of the &édcounterfeitd and the fake
shadowed modesti ed. However, the 1 mplic
painting her face is yet worse than this, since they are compared in qoidhtyse
used by Venus, a goddess classically associated with eroticism and vanity. The
theme of painting is apparent throughout the entire paragraph, with Rankins using
t er ms such as 6shadowedd, Opainted©o, O [
6frnamob. Al | of these words are set witt
pride, and associated with fakery and the counterfeit, placing the creative arts in a
negative | ight, and Rankins concludes th
vnto hir selfe a secontllarcissu$*®® Perhaps a telling comment for this chapter in
the discssion of the relation of the mirror to works of art, comes in Leon Battista
Al b e On Padhting (De Picturg 1435) where he describes the significance to
painting of Narcss u s 6 s -mamient:rr 0 r

| say among my friends that Narcissus who was changed into a flower,

accoding to the poets, was the inventor of painting. Since painting is

already the flower of every art, the story of Narcissus is most to the point.

What else an you call a painting but a similar embracing with art of
what is presented on the surface of the water in thedou/®

402 Rankins, image 5, Fol.4

403 Rankins, image 6, Fol'4

04| eon Battista AlbertiOn Paintingtrans by John R. Specer (New Haven & London: Yale
University Press, 1956), p4.
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Narcissus embraced his reflection totally, and he became lost in it to the exclusion of

all else, including the basic essentialdifgf such as food and water. Similarly, the

artist becomes obsessed by the painting and its subject, indulging in it entirely until

is reaches completion. Furthermore, the story of Narcissus relates the complexities of

t he 6 mi r refleatséor tdviewerhthatrwhich appears before it. The young

man who | ooked into the pool could not
surface and so his eyes were fooled by the mysterious phenomenon. Alberti
compares the mirror and the surface of the painting wiite another, relating their
abilities to 6embraced art: the mirror i
as an object that is more than the passive reflector. Instead, the necoonds
active participant i ntistit teg@eseptationsofl Natcissosf s e |
beside the springéthe illusion is doubl
wi t hi n t* &hispther, beaomes@ much richer and more complex example

of an engagement with the mirror than Shuger images iadsary. Charles Carman,
discussing this passage in Alberti, finds thagnerally the tendency has been to take

[ Al berti 0s] passage l'iterally, therefor
existential crisis of selflo®@ wh i ¢ h, selves tha iemgatsehst see a modern
anthropocentric tendency manifest in Renaissance natudalisms uch as Shug:¢
to find**Summi ng up, Carman explains, [i&l't IS

Nar ci s s us Otsat ig mehant asctlte ipwpode of the paigfio s r ef | ect |

4% vinge, p.41

408 CharlesCarmanputs emphasis on the act of transformation rather than invéntinflower is an
emblem of beauty and transformati@md the artist origwer sees the paintj notthrough simple
unaided vision, but through g@arman, p.40). See Charles CarnmiMeanings of Perspective in the
Renaissance: Tensions and Resoldtioni n t h e RénaissanbecTbepriesofVisjau. by
John Hendrix & Charles Carman (Syrrdshgate, 2010), pp.3209.
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life@* | n st ¢ia the tradsiormation, the metamorphosis that is recognized as
essential tdulfil the search for meanidga meaning that is found in the literal and
met aphorical b e‘d@ Where Shifger argues thiatl tRemaessarice
mirror offers only a Odndiedoadedar pesonahtodhei ng W
reader/viewer, and cannot indicate self, the examples in the following sections of this
chapter will go beyond this to show that exemplary mirror directs ritlvidual
towardssele x ami nati on and that the O0transform
the 6search for meaningbé6.

Rankinsds text presents an i mage that p
as a war ni njgdgefthatrknow &anemeandrt@ adronish themselues by
t he Mi* Thes lexedplary mirror is, likeA looking glassfor a drunkard ,
offering a generalised moral message, one that does not provide the viewer with any
form of reflection of themselves. However, this does notrmead hat a sense
is excluded from it the mirror encourages the viewer to examine themselves, to
analyse their own state, and it is a means ofrselfilation and punishment, in which
is provided the example by which each individual may learndgg and to mediate
the self. Therefore, even in these types of exemplary mirror, which offer what
Shuger would term a O6genericd self, t he
engaged with.

As these two examples illustrate, the exemplary mirror cark wordifferent
ways. The anonymously authored text uses the bad behaviour of the drunkard as an
example that should warn people of the dangers of alcohol. The message of this text

i's unambiguous and easy to compdaduesnd.

407 Carman, p.40.
%8 Carman, p.40.
409 Rankins, document image 8.6
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that plays, which offer negative attributes throughout course of their entertainment,

can be considered more difficult, as it is more challenging for the audience to
separate the enjoyment of plays from the message encoded in the behaviours they
portray. The play is entertaining, and thleaygoersar e s hown Ohumanit
than explicit danger or error. These examples have in common the fact that they
both show a mirror that demonstrates a generic self, in the sense that Shuger argues.
More than this, though, they both connote an individual self upon which the learning

or moral must be conferred. In invoking the individual, they both move beyond
Shuger 6s generic i mage. Shuger spends
nothing to do with el-=c onsci ousnesséo, however, t her
exemplary mirror; mirrors in which the individual self is not merely implied but

explicitly invoked?*°

Multiple Mirrors: transience and permanence

The exemplary mirror may take many different foramsl, as we have seen, often
points to the 0ot her 0 IJatle diunkad iscolfesechpplae f o r
that O6otherd whose failings are plain to
the players and their craft as the example of fakeryd v ani ty, of fer i ncg
evidence of his point. Shuger does not see the exemplary mirror as in any way
connected to selfonsciousness, considers the two mutually exclusive of each other,

and finds any sense of @raptaty fmirrorsmte thé at e d
0 g e n € rHoweer, | argue that throughout the period there is a range of mirrors

that are not simply generic exemplary glasses. Furthermore | contend that, although

“19g5huger, p.22.
41 shuger, p.26.
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some Renai ssance Omirrorsod roetgeudflectiohy s ho
of the face before it, they do npteclude personal contemplation. While the (often)
negative O6mirrorsdé, such as RankinAs6s an

Lookingglasse foraDrunkargp oi nt t o a c¢ onwwemdaryonmerl 6ot |

can be applied even more directly to the
by which to examine the self ldeas Mitroarh a e | [
(1594) illustrates how the Oncéllynlevand c an

to the sonnetds speaker:

Looking into the glasse of my youths miseries,

| see the ugly face of my deformed cares,

With withered browes, all wrinckled with dispaires,
That for my misspent youth the tears fel from my eyes.
Then in these teas, the mirrors of these eyes,

Thy fayrest youth and Beauty doe | see,

Imprinted in my teares by looking still on thee:

Thus midst a thousand woes, ten thousand ioyes arise.
Yet in these ioyes, the shadowes of my good,

In this fayre limmed ground as whihs snow,

Paynted the blackest Image of my woe,

With murthering hands imbrud in my own blood,

And in thys image [é] darke clowdy ey«
My life, my youth, my loue, | heere AnatomiZé.

Both mirrors in this short poem are metaphorical rather than literahysiqal.
However, this reflection is not the form

from Rankins and the anonymous writer. Although the image reflected in the first

mirror of Draytonds sonnet i's note the s
nevertheless | ooks at his G6sel fd. Dr ayt
upon his yout h; an 6otherd who serves as

title for the collection of the poemkleas Mirrour, reveals a plapnwords that ma

“2Dr ayt on, Mi c hldead MirroflLandanulB94)1EEBQ, image 10, [accessed 23 May
2008].
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allude to the poetodés sentiments regardin
expression. Th®xford English Dictionaryd e f i nes t he term 0i deaf¢

In Platonic philosophy: A supposed eternally existing pattern or

archetype of any class of things, which the individual things in the

class are imperfect copies, and from which they derive their existénce.
Thus, i f Drayton is drawing upon Pl atobs
his title, this suggests that he draws attention to thetfdaclat hi s O6i deas 6
but instead represent a set of already established ideas and within this anything that
he attempts to add are O0i mperfect copies
two dimensional copy of the three dimensional objglaced before it. Like the
object reflected in the mirror, the ideas he brings to the topics he covers in his set of
poems Oderive their existenced from the

Having signalled his exploration of establishetbas, Drayton addresses the

theme of age and represents neither youth nor old age in a positiieighgpeaker
describes the OoOmiseryd of his yout h, an
6def or medad, using bodily tappearsstoregeet hse s cr i
youthful behaviour and looks upon it with sorrow, weeping over the lost years. His
memory, his mind becomes his 6gl athised an
exemplary mirror is, unlike those of Rankins and the anonymuaih®’ specifically
relevant and personal to this speaker. These memories prompt such tumultuous
emotions that he begins to weep over his-gpient youth and this, in turn, produces
another mirror: 0Then i n t hesayredtyoath e s, t
and beaut y -6)oEhesé sesordary mirfots, ptoduced by the emotional

i mport of what he viewed in the mirror o

“3The Oxford English Dicticary, < http://www.oed.com> [accessed 16 November 2009].
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iquite the opposite to the O6genuwrthecd mi |
metaphor of courtly love which places true love reflected in the eyes of the lover, this
teary outward mirror that the inward mirror of his mind prompts, reflects back his
| over 6s beauty and so reminds him of the
There isa sense of the physical added to the reflections of the tears, in the use of
Oi mprintedd which suggests that t he i ma
Drayton relies on further connotations which strengthen the image of the past, using
Ol i mmeiddt ddl)e,p 6payntedd (produced a pict
of which go towards colouring in the representation of his past. These terms create
the image of a picture, something physical that has been created, and can be looked
upon. However whi |l e each of these adds a sens
representation of his past, they simultaneously hint at their own origins. Unlike the
Omirrorsdé6 of the anonymous author and R
external resources, suéghs t he pl ayhouse, Draytonds mi
memory of the speakéra seltcreated exemplary glass.
As much as his own youth brings him misery when reflected upon, gazing at his
lover brings him pleasure. However, though her image gives hjoyreent,
entwined with her image is his own rage and misery, which overshadows the purity
of her beauty, so that the mirror s i
Finally, the speaker proclaims omy 1|ife
(L.14). Using the two mirrors created in and by his body, both the internal mirror of
his mind and the external mirror of his tears, he begins to look inward, to
contemplate his past self. Hi s use of t

notion of scentific precision, of ordered and specific analysis, but also of death. Due



to a lack of the equipment that would allow an internal examination on a living
individual, for a Renaissance anatomical study to take place the subject was often
deceaset: thisis how the speaker comes to view his past, his youth and his young
self*>* Dr ayt onbs speaker i ndul ges i n a sol
contemplating his self, assessing and analysing his behaviour. The anatomical
di ssecti on o fteslan avarenase of fsdf, as & twdimsttcentury
reader might categorise it, and a willingness to pause and gaze inward to examine
that self. The purpose of the image found in the sonnet is to serve not only as an
example or warning, but also to offe@ moment for reflectioni personal,
introspective selif ef | ect i on. As Arthur F-imagéi nney
[is] mirroringd the O6fluctuating, mutabl
permanence and transiert¢e.This mirrorcanf uncti on as the &6gen:«
mirror that Shuger claims is the mainstay of Renaissance mirroring, but beyond that,
it also serves as a very personal, intimate mirror for the individual who sees a version
of themselves, rather than any generaliséerot

Whil e Draytondés poem illustrates how a
personal and can be directed inwards, demonstrating the flexibility of the early
modern exemplary mirror to provide both generalised and unique images for self
reflection andimprovement, an opposing instance of the exemplary mirror is that

which comes in the individual who is offered as a role model. Shakespeare

““Jonathan Sawday discusses the early methods of

Europeans |l ooked to the marginal member s eof t hei |
insane, suicides, orphansdé as O6potenti al Amateri
own researches and investi gat i oThesBody BEmbtazoned:e h u man

Dissection and the human body in Renaissance culiuoredon & New York: Routledge, 1995), p.3).

413 Interestingly, Sawday notes that the attributes of the figupsmatomiawere the mirror and the

knife, a figure that Sawday describes as the O6re
Perseus and Medua , in which Medusa 6stands for the fear
“eArthur F.KinneyShakespeareds Webs: Networ k fewYork Meani ng
& London: Routledge, 2004), p.34.
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addressethis notion ofout war d o6f ashioningé in the <ch
prince, S a onlgsesnbgects- bid traiteiandr values dre often

prescribed and dictated by his position in socigDphelia expresses her distress at

Haml et 6s mental state following his soli]l
O, what a noble mind is here ob6erthrow
€The gl ass of otbldotftrm,on and t he m
T h 6 o b s eall obsedersayfiite quite down (I11.i.18G5).**

Ophelia exclai ms 6t haantd Haa mi nedu lidsd ,a i6ngdliacsas

exemplary form through and by which others shape themselibs.fragile glass
suggeststhé r ansi ence of the object, whil e th

well-used form that bespeaks igermanence Those around Haml et

themsel ves by hi s exampl e, I mposing t he
demeanour upon themsel&.Ophe | i ads i nsistence on Haml
6glassbé sits in direct opposition to Ham
statement, about truth and beauty: o1 h

/ hath given you one face and you makaurselves / another (lll.i.142446).

Haml et ds principal objection is to the 6
beauty, the o6real d self is truth. Hones
i's stildl pal pabteeasées|  thérébhakedi $i mee e

i séregarded as deeply suspectd due to i

ap p e ar*aThaseany representation (as Hamlet later goes on to argue) is a

“Wwilliam Shakespearéjamlet ed. by Harold JenkingSurrey: Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1997)

p.284

“BThe OED defi nes tdogivewaspedfiedshape td ta mduél accofdinggts after,

or like (something); to form into (the shape of somethirg);ts hape i nto or to (somet
uses itin this sense in 1526 as does Shakespadvizial Ado About Nothing n 1 Ba&Hioning fi

them [the Hotblouds] like Pharaoes souldidutt (iii. 142). < http://dictionary.oed.com/>

“pAlison ThorneVision and Rhetoric in Shakespeare: Looking Throuagluage(London:

Macmillan, 2000) p.111



counterfeit, an Ooetahleirzbe atnhdatHa mlseta fdagll as:
mirrored self is just as fake as the face that women paint for themselves. For Hamlet
Opersonal identity turns out to be not
those unreliable informants, the senge® | | us WRe wa cdr e®. Ha ml
status as O6glassd6 and 6émoul ddé defines h
Shuger finds in her essay, he objects to this form offasifioning, which he sees as
fake. His objections to the formulation ekternal skves again reveals that a
significantunderstanding of a sense of sislfat work.

Theseopposing instancesf exemplary mirrordrom Drayton and Shakespeare
one internal, one externdluminate the mutability of the mirror metaphordabegin
to illustrate just how variable thexemplary mirror can becomeufhermore, theg
show how each writer takes advantage of
properties, as well as tip@tential for theexemplary mirror to takes its placethin a
dialogue of forms of early modern selfhood. The texts of Rankins and the
Anonymous author conform | argely to Shug
point to-tahreiGgotdhhdrr&d orsé do not refl ect
them. However, implicit in these mirrors is the need for the individual to examine
his or her self against the example. The example is provided to offer warning and/or
moral lessons, but also exists to prompt-sethpr ove ment . Drayt ol
exemplaryandit is personal since it reflects back the individual before it, rather than
a generic O6o0theré. Draytonds i mage 1 s s

the mirror.

“C2Barry Weller, éldentity &bHHI(Bummer 882383362 i on in S
(p.347).
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Whi |l e Shuger cl ai ms t hat t he 60Renai s
conse ousness and individuati ono, t he momen

them to be explicitly aware of the nature of and process of exemplary mirroring.

Hamlet illustrates in his speech to Ophe
astheeempl|l ary sel f. Haml et and Opheliads
not i nfor med by 6t heol ogi cal -rdfleximitpnonpl ac

Instead, they reveal an exploration of a tradition of self anekgplfessiorf**

421 Shuger, p.35.
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Figure twelve:David Bailly, SelfPortrait with Vanitas Symbagl4651,Stedelijk
Museum De Lakenhal, Leid&A

Darkness and Light: Knowledge and Ignorance

422 David Bailly, SelfPortrait with Vanitas Symbal§1651),Stedelijk Museum De Lakenhal, Leiden
Web Gallery of Art< http://www.wga.hu/index1.html[accessed 10 September 2009].
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Davi d B a-portraityod 56515gedlsfits interest in the moral lesson that the
painted image capresent with the inclusion of fresh flowers, bubbles, wine, skull,

and the inscription from Proverbs on the note at the bottom right of the image, which
reads o6Vanitas vaniéd¥anoimtytalwamiistayvaan ittya
image initially appars to be a rather straigfiorward moral example, such as we saw

in the texts by Rankins and the Anonymous author, and recalls the classical link
bet ween vanity and death in NarcissusoOs
considered alongside the tvgelfportraits of Baillyi the depiction of the young

artist whose gaze addresses that of the viewer, and the old man depicted in the image

he holds upi are o6di fficul't to understand as
statement o f “maDisdussing nhevanitas| genrey @opularised by

figures like Bailly, Julie V. Hansen notes thdincorporated into stilife
compositions, skulls, bones, hourglasses, extinguished candles, and other motifs
were meant to suggest the vanity of earthly thingsraad's fragility in the fae of

deat h a ff*dHodever,&rfc@an Sluijter argues that to view the painting as a
simple moral lesson is too reductive an approach and certainly | argue that the
painting has multiple layers of meaning which connote béyuaoralisnt® Bailly

produces multiple versions of himself, viewing his younger self in a similar way to

“PEddy de Jong, O6Painted Words i nHisDryofCdncepts:t of t h
comparative perspectivesl. by lain Hampshevionk, Karin Tilmans & Frankan Vree

(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 1998) ppl9Y (p.168).

“%JulieV.Hansen Reéurrecting Death: Anatomical Art in tfF
The Art Bulletin 78, (Dec., 1996), 66879 (p.668)

“PEric Jan SluejoerPriodéde Plaé nArt -BdrailSaomt uring Tr
Asaac von SwanenbuMalélingthe InBhadual: dioga@hy dnd ppréait in the
Renaissanced. by K. A. E. Enekel (Amsterdam: Rodopi B. V. Editions, 1998) pplB®/ &leste

Brusati argues that Baillydés image 6éassembles hi.
objects, many of which have ties to his |ifed an:
t he ar {consibud ecradtinglohte m i ni sgedelaste Brusahytifice and lllusion: the

art and writing of Samuel van Hoogstrat@@hicago: Chicago University Press, 1995), p.155
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Drayton. Furthermore, Bailly is actively sdédishioning and, like Hamlet and
Ophelia, is aware of the Omad#ed self and
However, Svetl ana Alpers argues that t
intended to refer not to the individual but to the painting itself which means, Jong
tells us, t hat Ot he artist recognises o0
transiestadjter builds on this by noting
versions of hi msel f, whi ch domi nat es t
paintingécan also copy the products of o
otherwayr oufidBéa.i | 'y, therefore, o6éproves that
everythingvi si bl e as i f it wer ® Thelnlirrorftboeis e bef
capable of replicating whatever is placed before it, including people, products, and
artsi the concave mirror, in particular, can present an entire room in miniature,
duplicating everything in its scope in a way that is impossible for the individual on
their own. More than this, however, Bai
represent olgicts and individuals however he or she pleases. Shuger argues that the
Renaissance individual rarely sees their own self reflected in the mirror and therefore
concludes that Renaissance mirroring can have no relation to selfhood, because the
images theyef | ect ar e exempl ar-portrait ddhonstettessar , Ba
keen awareness of creating and representing himself as the painting shows a self
consciousarrangemenof items and even multiple representations of himself. The

dominant image of BaWl presents a youthful image of the artist as he appeared

426 vetlana AlpersThe Art of Describing; Dutch Art in the Seveneenth Centunndon: John

Murray Publishers, 1983), p.107. Seepp-108 9 of Al persbds discussion of
argues that O6the crafting of art andl6®flongel f i s |
indicates that he does not entirely agree with this accourdrgnés for a more inclusive reading of

the portrait.

427 Sluijter, p.187.

428 Sluijter, p.187.
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approximately forty years before the painting was created: the emphasis in this part

of the image 1is on a‘ftThi§ image can bedseed topt i c a
encapsulate the paradoxes inheianthe presentation of the exemplary individual,

since encoded within the moral message of the transience of the worldly existence of
man is the notion that the individual w
presenanys el f : t he @ exeeanpl oty B&Vd any partioc
the actual individual. Although Bailly presents images specific to himself, the
exemplary mirrors of Rankins and the anonymous author do not refer to a particular
person, and yet they still retain their mbmessage. Within the moral or exemplary
Omirrord is a reminder t hat these 11 mage
themes of forgery, illusion and transience, mimicking the properties of the mirror,

and recalling Narcissusodos tale.

In the previousections, we have seen that while the story of Narcissus became an
emblematic example of the dangers of the sins of pride and vanity, themes we find
repeated in Baillyds 1 mage, it was al so
loss of knowledge, botmit el | ect ual and personal. I n
failure to see and understand properly that prevented him from knowing the truth of
his situation. His knowledge was limited, in part, by his visiband Al ci at o¢
emblem demonstrates a shiftframh e t he me o f-lowdandosssefsalfs 6 s s
knowledge, to the withering, through vanity, of established, accepted knowledge
which has been passed down from the ancients. Spenser also draws parallels
between vision and knowledge, though relatesmthdifferently, often offering

darkness and ignorance as their oppositi:

429 Sluijter, p.189189. Sluijter explains thatthefidli ze i mage of Bailly is the
he | ooked some forty year ofe &iporrait madeahendewa e s mal
about 58 years ol ddé which was O6copitl&®i for this p.
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the ways in which the exemplary mirror illuminates the relationship between self
fashioning and transiencd®. i sl nther tt wiemed o
knowledge, whichmeither Grabes nor Shugexamina but which this chapter will
expl ore in exampHed&aeriefQueema n8p SmakiedGpe@s e 0 s
Labour.ds Lost
The Faerie Queenis positioned as an exemplary miriarthe openindetter to

Sir Walter Raleigh where Spenser sets out his aims and ambitions for his poem,
many of which are not reflected in the t
end therefore of all the booke is to fashion a gentlemarlolerperson in virtuous
and gentl| ®Sdesscsepbsne&pectation in the o
he will provide just such a text as he w
of a braue knight, perfected in the twelve priuate nhamltues, as Aristotle hath
deuifsEBdbe, t hen, nobgyésnfaeisud displayéenmhimpoem his
principalc har act er wi || of fer an O0imaged6 and
oOmor al | vertueso6 and provinmbhen tnhaey &Oxfaansphli
himself. Michael Schoenfeldt addresses the concept of identity within this statement,
arguing that

identity is achieved not, as we might imagine, in the discovery of a

hiddenself buried deep beneath thecarstations and inauthenti@s of

civility; rather it is achieved through discipline, through the forceful

imposition of rational order on energies that tend naturally to the twin
poles of tyranny and anarchy.

s

Thus, i n Spenserds Opourtraict &ethée he oI

60i maged6 of the gentl eman by which others

“OEdmund SpenseThe Faerie Queened. byThomas P. Roche (London: Penguin, 1987), p.15
“gpenser, p.15.

432 Michad SchoenfeldtBodies and Selves in Early Modern England: physiology and inwardness in
Spenser, Shakespeare, Herbert, and Mi({dambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p.73.
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Schoenfeldt, an entirely necessary and natural part of the process of creating identity.

Schoenfeldt argues here that | cresmorety i s
appropriate in this case since identity
energies.

Spenser 6s o pheRaeneqQueerdeser i bes his book a

Al Il egory or ,wliehrh& admits may de prablématic for thosaders

who prefer to Ohave good discipline de
sermoned at large...then thus clowdily earped i n Al | €% ®hisi cal |
exemplary 6émirror6é6 must be unravelled, p
boyds mirrored self, the O6reflectiond th

processed, and made sense of in order to unravel its mystery, or mesaage
resolution at which Narcissus never arrived, until it was too I&penser intends his

reader o strive for the meaning in histext,onstructi ng ithatitas t he
Sshould be more difficuldt to comprehend,
6clowdyd are evocative of the words of S
now we seehrough a glasse darkely: but then shal we se face to face. Now | knowe

i n part e: but t hen shal #* Khmheo wé c leauvechi |
enwrappedédeui cesd of S p e n seewordss perbape r mo n ¢
drawing a parallel between the plainlglidered sermon Spenser shuns and the

difficult path towards moral and spiritual knowledge. Louise Gilbert Freeman argues

that The Faerie Queene ol | ows t he tradition of 6non
visual arts and t ha brings tothis wotk @ sense of apiritudl e v e |
i mperfection, a sense of mands wanting n

433 gpenserp.1516.
“3*The Geneva Bible: A Facsimile of the 1560 Edifidassachussetts: Hendrickson, 1969), |
Corinthians, 13:12, p.81.



G o d®6 Continuing her discussion of the form ©he Faerie QueeneFreeman
comments that
all allegory operates by relating two imgyuous terms (the abstract
and the physical, the ideal and the material) and by attempting to
understand one term as mediated by the
system of signs for an imagined vision of totality, the allegoricalge
is necessarily icomplete*®
Allegory becomes like the mirror, momentarily fusing the real and the imagined,
mediating between the two, but never wholly reconciling them, leaving instead a
space that requires the continual negotiation of the spectator. Furthermore,
Freema 6 s description of allegory is remini
bodiesi the real physical body, the body natural, and the abstract ethereal body that
constitutes the body politic The queeno6s t likethebnurthi, es co
simlarot he all egory that Spenselhespectggonises as
an active participant; even when a mirror is a generalised exemplary glass, it still
requires interpretation by the viewer, as St. Paul directed.
The Pauline direction toward®l&examination, expressed throudtettrope of
light and darknesdigured in terms of the positive and the negative, of knowledge
and ignorance, and of vision and blindness, is not an uncommoritarambe found
in the printed texts of the period, $uasThe Optick Glasse of Humof$607) a text
which is representative of exemplary mirroring. IiTihomas Walkington discusses
the control of the healthy body and frames it in terms of light and darkness, relating

thesebinary opposites to selknowledge linking together the themes expected of an

exemplary mirror Writing in tems similar to those of St. Paul ar®penser,

“*®*Louise Gilbert Freeman, O6Vision, Mbutahiltier phosi s,
Cantos, SEL45(Winter, 2005)65-93 (0.67).
43¢ Freeman, p.67.
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Wal ki ngton claims that &éhe that is incan
cloud of i gnor anc e éh atiorh asmaq@olestar woedirettahmp e o
shippe of i’i Fhe imagere of bghté darkness, direction andf-sel
fashioning, sekknowledge is the explicit markesf knowledge and unawamess.
Seltawareness is to be valued according to Walkington, who arg 6of what
esteeme and prizelesse value this rare selfeknowledge is & ever was, it is very
conspicuous and apparentuntethd i mme st a p pane hgaim darkmess o f a
is aligned with ignoranc€® The OED notes that dasptical
6refers to astronomy or to glass that e
Wal ki ngtonés O6optickodé glass all ows the
things that are not normally easily perceptible, and so too, the exemplary mirror
often provides just thig an insight that presents the viewer with information not
easily accessible to them.
To return to Spenser, we find that he, too, weaves light into his exemplary mirror.

ThroughoutThe Faerie Queen8penser uses mirramagery to projet his meaning,
often focusing on t hsandits requicethi@ractiopshwtls i ¢ a |
sight and vision, with the eyes and ligh& necessary precondition for vision and for
the mirror experience. In book one, the fourth proem uses therras a metaphor
of praise and exemplariness:

And with them eke, o Godesse heuenly bright

Mirrour of grace and Maiestie diuine

Great Lady of the greatest Isle, whose light

Like Phoebus lampe throughout the world doth shine,

Shed thy faire beames into ngeble eyne,

And raise my thoughts too humble and too vile,

To thinke of that true glorious type of thine,
The argument of mine afflicted stile:

*3'Thomas WalkingtonThe optick tasse of humor@_ondon, 1607), EEBO, image 14, left page.
438 Walkington,EEBO, image 14, left page.



The which to heare, vahisafe, o dearest drednnile**°

Spenser uses his closing stanza to praise the Faszi@eQue , t er mi ng her
of grace and Maiestie diuineo. The nartr
from within her and bathes the world ar
[ hi s] feebl e eyned so t haditond emseifiag the i mp
lowly subject but also as the empty vessel, awaiting the penetration of the holy light,
and capable of accepting into his eyes, the external light, follothEgntromission
optical theory. Thi s buil ds on c¢ hatplihked changgoids ar g
selfhood with the competing visual theories. In that chapter, extracts from Foucault,
Selleck and Camille atliscussedhereversal of the subjedbject trajectory, which
resulted in the flow moving from object to subject in the sarag that the visual
flow in the intromission theory moved frr
narrator is the receptive vessel i nto wh
subject and freely, willingly accepts her light. His lack otmgy ensures he is
entirely passive, as the eye is in the intromission theory.

Optical theory can be found to influence the text in other wadyisa Dickson

further examines the potential influence of contemporary advances in geometry,

suggesting thatfse nser f ol |l ows a model of l'i near
Eli zabeth in this singular vantage point
that which |iterally makes sense as the

b e i ¥ ghie trope bperspective bears its meaning upon not only Elizabeth and her

4 gpenser, 1.proem4.

“)jisa Dickson, 6The Prince of Rays: SpeFalyacul ar
Modern Literary Studied,2 (Septerber, 2006), 1.831(2)

http://purl.oclc.org/emls/12/dickprin.htm
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position as monargh u t on Spenserodos didactic text.
around him, Spenser draws on the multiple meanings afforded him and uses vision,

light and perspective to gte his Faerie Queene as the ultimate exemplary mirror.

The I'ight, shone from the queene into th
thus illustrating the link between light and knowledge. The queen, as mirror, brings

light to her subjects, analith that offers knowledge to those who are receptive to her

light. This form of exemplary mirroring seems considerably more sophisticated than
Shuger 6s reduct i that Spanser usesrand adaptsivisionalighe and
perspective to createshexemplary mirror, suggests that the exemplary mirror is a
manipulable tool.

In the above proem t he Queen is the édmirrour6 of
figure by which her subjects may shape themselves and from whom they should
learn. Spenser alsoduses on the use of light, when he says that the Queen shines
her 1light 6like Phoebus | amped: Phoebus,
sungod, but also of truth and prophecy, brings further connotatibrishe use of
Phoebus calls to mind his meth Leto, the goddess of dark nights, thus partnering
the opposing qualities of light and dark and so making connections between light and
knowledgei n a manner si mi | ar *tThusWellighttimgt on 6 s
emanates from the Queen is the brighteght possiblé as bright as the sunand
sothe light is shed into the eyéghe eyes aréhe mediatoraccepting the light into
the body. The eyes of the person who seeks knowledge or truth are penetrated by the

bright light and then blinded by. it

41 5ee the entry for Apollo in Robert Grav@be Greek Myth@_ondon: Penguin, 1960 repr1992),

pp.7682. In particular,itimot ewor t h t hat Apollo is said to have
and that the phrase 6fiknow thyselfodo [was] al ways
“See Gravesds eBtry on Leto, pp.55
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Spens er diked with referenses to light and sight, linking together these

motifs with themes of knowledge and understanding, seem to haveptréal
mirror in a passagefromove 6s Labourds Lost

As, painfully to pore upon a book

To seek tk light of truth: while truth the while

Doth falsely blind the eyesight of his look:

Light seeking light doth light of light beguile:

So, ere you find where light in darkness lies,

Your light grows dark by losing of your eyes.

Study me how to please theeeindeed,

By fixing it upon a fairer eye,

Who dazzling it so, that eye shall be his heed,

And giving him light that it was blinded by. (1.i.7%)
In this speech we find Berowne associating truth with light and with learning and
educationin a similarfashon t o S p e n s e Havsverfthasdightican bej u e e n ¢
bl inding as it 60doth Dblind the eyesight
Obeguilingo,; it i's enchanting and al mos:H
truth, to understanding, medtsith, the effect is the dazzling bright light which can
blind. Books will bring truth, illumination, and blinding light but, if you stop

| ooking and stop trying to |l earn and to

l osi ng of y ourorkeowledg®and truth is a moblanit is difficdlt

and, reminiscent of St . Paul 6s i,amli st enc
Spenserds insistence on wrapping his mort
conceito6, Shak e stpditonsehich placetheseaich far trubhrasa h e

journey of difficulty and eventual reward. However, placing these two passages
alongside each other highlights this focus on light as intertwined with knowledge and

the visual. The themes we see playedtou i n Nar ci ssusods story

“3William Shakepeard, o v e 6 s L a, led hy H.& $Voudhugse¢ilLondon: Thomson Learning,
1998, 2001)
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Gol ding, find their match -thoice ®pteenevar 6s a
instances of exemplary mirroring. Exemplary mirroring, then, draws its inspiration

from a range of different sources, moral andgreltsi as i I | ustr ated i n
portrait- in order to portray and tease out the connections it intends to make between

knowledge, understanding, light and mirroring.
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The Exemplary Individual: The Mirroring of the Faerie Queene and Hamlet

5/ 787 /o 7 &_an o : b
Baldung GrierThree Ages of the Woman and the Degith10
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienf{4

Figure thirteenHans

44 Hans Baldung Grierhree Ages of the Woman and the Degith10, Kunsthistorisches
Museum, ViennaWeb Gallery of Art
<http://www.wga.hu/index1.html[accessed 10 September 2009].

184



Hans Bal dulree Ages of thern\WWosnan and the Dexth510 can be read
as an exemplary image: the young woman ganarcissudike, into the mirror
whilst death lurks behind her with an hourglass, highlighting the key themes of
transience, vanity, human frail tyThe and d
ol der woman with one hand orsandowitlothetothert he vy
hand attempts to ward off the advances of death upon her. Meanwhile, the young
woman and death are linked by the long piece of fabric that is intertwined in their
arms. The painting depicts the generations from child to youth¢gtaga and death,
with youth and her mirror taking the central role. The young woman is both
encouraged (by the old woman) to enjoy gazing at and thus celebrating her beauty,
and warned (by death) of its ephemeral nature. This image, then, seems to look
backwards and forwards simultaneously, as it encapsulates the sense of youth, old
age and death, and depicts a sense of ti
Bal dungdés i mage Oreads the | ife course
fleskd tde hourglass stands as the d&édsemi:
point at which the splendour and the rui |
horror of degeneration convergeo, and i
reflects on ad directly engages with the sé&ff.

This vanitas image, which follows the woman through generations, foretelling a

life that involves the natural and eventual decline and decay of the body, reminds the

4>Rose Marie Hagen & Rainer Hagargue inWhat Great Paintings Say: Old Masters in Dethit

the theme of thehree Age¥ has remained the object of specul ati
interpretation of this image as a OVemmotethatsy mbol
the child is out of place in a o6vanityd i mage an
6gentle reminderdé than a true emblem of beautyods
What Great Paintings Say: Old Masters in De{&oln: Taschen, 2001), pp.14115.

“gsjilvana Seidel Menchi , 6The Girl and the Hourl
Preindustr iTailmeSocYpeaciee,s bandn Women 6 sedlbyAnes i n Ear |
Jacobson Schutte, Thomas Kne Silvana Seidel MencliKirksville: Truman State University

Press, 2001), pp.4246 (p.57).
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viewer of the different stages of life, past, préassenand f ut ur e. Bal dui
not show a particularly personal journey, but instead offers a general warning against

the dangers of vanity and sélffove of the sort t hat fall
argument. However, with further examples from Sperend Shakespeare, this

section will build on the exemplary mirror that Drayton examines in his poem.
Moving beyond Shugerds argument once mo|
sense of looking back or displaying the past provides the specific, perganglle

from which the individual may sed#xamine and learn. The exemplary mirror not

only provides the exemplar or moral for the individdmlf alsoimplicitly directs the

individuals to contemplate the example and to improve themsateesdingly.

Bad dungds i mage offers t hehe miros the naked n a | e
young woman transfixed by it and places these alongside their related symbols,
transience and death, and Spenser, too, takes up these idbasHaerie Queen®
generate th negative exemplary mirror which serves to warn:

So proud she shyned in her Princely state,
Looking to heauen; for earth she did disdayne,
And sitting high; for lowly she did hate:
Lo vnderneath her scornefull feete, was layne
A dreafull Dragon with an fdeous trayne,
And in her hand she held a mirrhour bright,
Wherein her face she often vewed fayne,
Andinherselfd oudd sembl ance tooke delight;
For she was wondrous fair, as any liuing wight (i.iv.10)
I n Lucdsffeurlald sh ous e aortain®all ofdhe 8ins (innttneifocrh of
Luci f er a d-sidlemessy dlugtomy, fedhery, avarice, envy and wratnd
wherev i s u al excess means that the Omaydeno

dim the brightness of her glorious throne, / Amadiyng her self, that too exceeding

shoned (i .iv.8), t he biovegahdtvanityi Theose ofi s en
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the word O6wondrousé |inks to the Latin w

owonder at o, yoking t o thetheHoeking dlasse whidee n s e

06sembl anced reminds the reader that the

but a likeness.Lucifera is presented as a warning against pride and its associated

sins, and acts as a contrast to Elizabeth who isptusitive exemplary mirror.

Dickson, commenting on Ospectacular invi:
On the one hand, Elizabeth is protected by absent presence: she is the

surface in which grave and divine majesty are reflected and are made
visible, bu she, herself, is elided except as a cbodi of that

visibility .*+
Elizabeth is the positive example, her 6
she is simultaneously O6absently6 implied

The queen, alreadgstablished as an exemplary mirror in her associations with
light and knowledge, and by contrast to Lucifera, projects exemplariness through the
sense of lineagehis kind of mirror looks backward and traces a lineage, thus
producing an image, a likeneska quite different kind. Through this metaphor, the
Faerie Queeneds c ouaorital ided, rather thanrsanplgsch as a
standaloneentity shaped entirely by Elizabetht h a t I s, El i zabet h
gueenship comes with a long histoayyd many past associations, so that it is clear
that Elizabeth is not the sole influence and creakdizabeth Heale comments that
0t hrough repeated British/ Tudor geneal og
The Faerie Queene These dageethe 8w@dor dypastyg at the culmination

of a providenti al pl an wunfolding sthroug

47 Dickson, p.7.



i deal i z &MHemil rer ccrobnment s t hat EIl i zabet hos
the Tudor dynasty as idealized in Spenser andpthrses the mirror as a nditeral,
metaphorical object which revealsistory, genetics and genealogy Spenser
explicitly refers to his text and queen as a mirror for all and in this, he follows an
already established tradition in which a text or anwviddial is posited as the
example for others This type of O6mirrordé6 does no-
seen in the Narcissus myth, and the example from Rankins. Rather, the queen is
offered as a positive exemplar, her virtues and attributes laidaod praised
liberally, so that her subjects might appreciate her greatness.
In book two,this sense of the lineage or dynasty is examined v@menser

returns in the fourth proem to the concept of the text itself as a mirror:

Of Faerie lond yet if he ore inquire,

By certaine signes here set in sundry place

He may it find; ne let him then admire,

But yield his sence to be too blunt and bace,

That nodote without an hound fine footi

And thou, O fairest Princesse vnder sky,

In this faire mirrhoumaist behold thy face,

And thine own realmes in lond of Faery,

And in this antique Image thgreat auncestrd/®
Here the mirror reflects both the face o
the mirror can provide the individual with a method blyieh to view ancestry, is

intriguing, and seems to offer a devel dmement o

suggestion here, of the Queends Oobanti que

“8Elizabeth HealeThe Faer i e Qu e e n(€ambrilgeRoambiidge WiniversiB/Piesse
1999), p.12
4“9 gpenser, ii.proem4.
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her divine right &sVNhé&aidcGssing@rbeotsreeiandfoorn ar ¢ h
of Book two, Stephen Greenblatt g@gts that proem three figur@he Faerie
Queeneas hovering 6on the brink of assertin
Oby invoking the gaze of royal power 6 t
where

I n an instant the O6other worldé has b

gueen turns her gaze upon a shining sphere hitherto hidden from view

and sees her own face, her own realms, her own ancestry. That which

threatens to exist independent of riigs and secular ideology, that is,

what we believeéis reveal ed t o be

ideol ogyéiconocl asm gi ves way t o ap

colonization®™!
Thus, Greenbl att concludes, 0t he o6ot her
i mage®ot hat 6t his transformation of the g
madeéi s compl eted twrnh froben p&Heaidiked t o
Draytonds mirror which reflects his own
ancestry which, whd it is personal to her, is a more generalised, less personal sense
of self than Draytonds mirror.

However, it may also relate to the traces of ancestry to be found in the face of the

viewerisuch an example is found in Shakespeec

Look in thy glass, and tell the face thou viewest

Now is the time that face should form another,

Whose fresh repair if now thou renewest,

Thou dost beguile the world, unbless some mother.
For where is she so fair whose uneared womb

“OpatrickColnson notes that 6only the principle of the
panegyrist from bl at an tElizhbktlas pssaghonddn: HaRbéeton,i c k Col | |
1994), p.93). Also, see Marie Axtohbhe Queenédés Two RE&lddbeashen Dr ama and
SuccessioflLondon: Royal Historical Society, 1977), and Ernst Kantorowlick,e Ki ngés Two
Bodies: A Study in Medieval Political Theold@rinceton: Princeton University Press, 1957) for a

full discussion of the concept of the body natural the body politic.

“!'St ephen Greenblatt, 6To Fashion a Gentleman: Sp
Critical Essays on Edmurspense ed. by Suzuki Mihok@London: Prentice Hall, 1996) p.113

452 Greenbldt, p.113.



Disdains the tikhge of thy husbandry?

Or who is he so fond will be the tomb

Of his selflove, to stop posterity?

Thou art thy mother's glass, and she in thee
Calls back the lovely April of her prime;

So thou through windows of thine age shalt see,
Despite of wrinkls, this thy golden time.

But if thou live rememb'red not to be,

Die single,and thine image dies with th&é

Where Spenser claimé @a t i n the 0§athd quapneewill semanghed t h ¢
mirror, her ancestry <can b dyehcomwages the Sh a k e
young man to | ook at hi mself i n the mirr

t hrough windows ofThtehisen naegte asphpael atr ss eteod .
sense of o6infatuationd, and rewmmnhgedl|ly u
up the sense of lineage with that of bedtftyT hi s mi rror i s the O6¢e
young man, suggesting the benefits of procredtfonSh a k es pear eds use
exemplary mirror is quite opposite to Sp
on selflove and vanity is ironically focused towards indulging the egotism and pride.
There is little sense of the moral lesson for this individual, who is directed towards
absorbing seladmiration.

The trope appears, then, another method of cammpatirough the mirror a
combination of vanity and posterjtgnd this sense of a linketween the heavenly

and the earthly, is emphasised further in book two in the description of the attributes

“S3William Shakespear The Arden Shakespeare Complete WartisbyRichard Proudfoot, Ann

Thormpson & David Scott KastaiflLondon: Thomson Learning, 2006),Sonn eptl8 | I |1 6,
>4 Lucy Sullivan offers close readings of the sonnets, and in these categorises sdSnetsiér he
heading 6Preserving Beautybo. Sullivan cl ai ms t h:

6convivtion of the pressure of timed both O6bespe.
which the first sevent esrsdof SreakShamgkeasrPadad iesd@amn e
Shattered Youth: laming or elixif®indsor, Australia: Windrush Press, 2009),-p5%

“®*Rayna Kalas, in examing the hourglass of sonnet
of sonnet three alsoinvoke t he hourglass in the Iines 6thou art
calls back the lovely April of her prime (20 ) . See Rayna HKLonpaniontd Fi ckl e

Shakes pe ared bysMiclael Schaehfadt (Oxford: Blackwell, 20072 7.
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of Bel phoebe, describing hiall grace, / Ansso gl o
soueraine moni ment of mortal/l voweso (1
chosen to reflect back heavenly glory upon the earth and her subjéetse mirrors

are both, contrary to Shugerliesexemplagyju me nt
lookingg | a s s, 0 a -rdflexivemmiiror ynd s evindow onto historical
reafd tyéo.

The multiple representations of Elizabeth, of the Faerie Queene, illustrate the
personas or Oselves6 avail abl ee,Sgenserhe mo
unites the myriad figures of Elizabeth:

But let that same delitious Poet lend

A little leaue vnto a rusticke Muse

To sing his mistresse prayse, and let him mend,

If ought amis her liking may abuse:

Ne let his fairest Cynthia refuse,

In mirroursmore then one her selfe to see,

But either Gloriana let her chuse,

Or in Belphoebe fashioned to bee:

In thodéonre thkeGotrluédre,Wer rare chastitee
Combining the connotations of Cynthia, power and chastity, with the purity of the
huntress as embodien Belphoebe, merging these multiple images to offer Elizabeth
Omirrours more then one her selfe to see
exemplary images, depicting the appropriate model for Elizabeth so that she is at
once making herself andei ng made, so that The Faer.
mirrord for the “FWalker Qdesoei lhes s8pénse

Eli zabeth as, a edtirnidplneg wissioofndéBal dung Gr i

woman. In this triple vision, @/find the queen as she is popularly represented by

4bKalas, p.274.

457 Spenser,ii.proem5.

“8JjuliaM. WalkerMedusads Mirrors: Spenser, Shakespeare,
Female SelfNew Jersey & London: Associated University Presses, 1998), p.71
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sixteenthcentury artists and writers; the queen as she wishes to be seen in relation to
her own seHconstructed image; the queen as a woman who is also a ruler in a
society that genders political powerctisively male, a society that provides no
models forthe selfhood of powerful wome#t
I n book six, the book of courtesy, the

previous books the sense of doubleness that is present in the notion of mirrdring an
coupled with the concept of the Queends
the fifth proem of book six, the mirror comes to be associated with fakery:

But in the triall of true curtestie

Its now so farre from that, which then it was,

That it indeed is nought but forgerie,

Fashiondd to please the eies of them,

Which see not perfect things but in a glas:

Yet is that glasse so gay, that it can blynd

The wisest sight, to thinke gold that is bras.

But vertues seat is deepe within the mynd,

And not in outward shes, but inward thoughts defynrid.
HereSpenser 6s choice of oO6forgeried and oOf a
6made 6, where the mirror becomes a pl ac
however, cannot be found in thaeoking-glass since what it projects is not real but it
can o6blynd / The wisest sight, to thinke
represents danger and it is exposed as a tool of deceit, an object of which the
individual must be wary. Wheri@ previous books the mirror was a place to find
ancestry, beauty and positive example, now it has become representative of
i nauthenticity and trickery so power ful

the closing two lines point to a link to aarlnotions of virtue when it concludes that

Overtues seat i's deepe within the mynd,

SOWalker, p.71.
40 gpenser, vi.proem5.
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t hought s def ynd©o. Here the speaker no
temptations of the false mirror which shows you whatexmi wish to see. The
gentle reminder of the final two lines prompts the reader to recall their morals, ignore
outward impressions and attend to the inner thoughistrating again that the
exemplary mirror does more than simply point to the exampudeita message the
exemplary mirror can encourage sedflection Spenser 6s confl i cti
mirrors, some offering positive examples, whilst this one offers the negative,
il lustrates Spensero6s ability tonmsofake ca
exemplary mirror available to him. It also encourages the individual to exercise
caution when looking into the mirror, and to shy away from being fooled by outward
appearances and impressions. This mirror, like the positive examples, encourages
the individual to look inwards.
Spenser uses the mirsoretaphor in other way# iThe Faerie Queene Several

of the ways thalhe uses iseem to suggest outward reflection where the image is cast
out so that the emphasis lies not with looking in the mimat with the image it
projects. In the Mutabilitie Cantos, there is one such example which relates the
emergence of Nature.

That some doe say was so by skill deuized,

To hide the terror of her vuncouth hew,

From mortall eyes that should be sore agrized

For that her face did like a Lion shew,

That eye of wight could not indure to view:

But others tell that it so beauteous was,

And round about such beames of splendor threw,

That it the Sunne a thousand times did pass,
Ne could be seenéut like an imagé a glass™

481 spenser, Mutabilitie Cantos, Vii.6.
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Just as the Faerie Queends beauty and pu
the beauty of Natureds face radiates a ¢
David Lee Miller comments that

In centering his distic vision on Elkzabeth, whee various names point
outward to the s -reachirgy er@insdniption @fntheur y 6 s f
received O6texto6 of English monarchy,
forces of contemporary history. Elizabeth is Gloriana, and she in turn is

the ide&form of the poem itself: the Fairy Queen is The Faerie Queene,

a vision of perfection pursued along parallel lines by Arthur and the

reader®
Eli zabethds i mage O6points outward?od, l i ke
t hat i s t hpeesendtéddnetlze lquednithe bmightness prevents the direct
gaze and so the image must be viewed by

mirror-moment in book three has a similar theme:

But weenedst thou what wight thee ouerthrew,
Much greater griefand shamefuller regret

For thy hard fortune then thou wouldst renew,
That of a single damzell thou wert met

On equall plaine, and there so hard best;

Euen the famous Britomart it was,

Whom straunge aduenture did from Britaine fet,
To seek her louer (louarre sought alas,)

Whose image sheald seene in Venus looking gl&s

When Britomart looks into the mirror of the Goddess of Love, it is not herself that
she sees reflected back, but that of her desired lover. Again the image is one of
indirectness anche suggestion is that a mirror does not reflect the real but rather the
desired. The mirror becomes in many ways a trope of blindness which affects sight

negatively, unless it is balanced by moral virtues. The mirror of vanity and pride

“David Lee Miller, PO8méss &woGritcal @ssaysad Edmant h e
Spensered. by Suzuki Mihok@London: Prentice Hall, 1996), p.62
483 gpenser, iii.i.8.
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causes the indidual to become setibsessed, consumed with outward appess
and unable to see and atieo the inner needs of morals.

Spenser, then, uses number of different mirremetaphors to transcribe his
exemplary model of morals. [Mhe Faerie Queenwe find the exemplary mirror
which regularly figures the Queen as the model of moral guidance; the mirror-of self
love and vanity; the mirror as reflective of history or ancestry; the mirror of
Petrarchan love; and the mirror as representative of fakery andetessSpenser 0 s
emphasis on his text as the lookigigssi 6 i n t hi si aligns his dwa text 6
with the multiple printed mirretexts of the period, with mirretitles finding
popularity throughout the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries in plticThis vogue
for the text as a mirror, whether in title or in form and content, can be traced
t hroughout Shakespear €e Rapaeval Lukrecave findan par t
close correlation with Spenser 0ass, thee xt a s
school , the bookgegs/ dWwhéear syub‘deaustrae@@adey d
Ophelia declares Hamlet the O6glass of f a:
monarch as the émirrhourd for or cisnary ¢c

the lookingglass, and text, the object and subject through which subjectivity is

Omadedbé, constructed, | earfied and i mposed
“Shakespeare, OThanzaBape of Lucrece6, s
““Examples of the mirror as the exemplary individ
wor ks: I n King Henry VI I'l Oxford describes Johi
mirror to the wisest (lll.ii) and King Hery VI: Il Talbotr ef er s t o Sal i sbury as a
marti al mend (1 .1iv). I n two further history pl a:
exemplary glass:

All the youth of England are on f i (HerypV,ée] Foll owi
Prologue to Act 2)

and in Henry VIII
This duke as much
They love and dote on; call him bounteous BuckinghiEme, mirror of all courtesy (I1.i)
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Shakespeare and Seeming
The exemplary mirrors we have seen thus far, offer the traditional emblemson mir
discourse vanity, selflove, transience and death, pointing to the outward example,
and suggesting inwardness (a sense of self anesalfledge), implying it and
directing individuals towards it, encouraging them to engage with it. This section
shows examples fromHamlet and Richard 1l which illustrate their explicit
engagement in inwardness, something which Shuger argues against but which these
examples confirm. Where previously the exemplary mirror implied the notion of
inwardness or seeking theelf, such as those examples seen in Drayton,
Shakespeareds sonnet, or the exempl ary
author, here we find Richard and Hamlet explicitly using the external image to
investigate and express the inward. Richard I, in a moment of dire personal
crisis, Richard decides that there 1is o
command a mirror hither straight, / that it may show me what a face | have #tSince
is bankrupt of his majesty>. The mirror is brought to him @rhe examines himself:

Give me that glass, and therein will | read.

No deeper wrinkles yet? Hath sorrow struck

So many blows upon this face of mine

And made no deeper wounds? O flattori

Like to my followers in prosperity,

Thou dost beguile méWas this the face

That every day under his household roof

Did keep ten thousand men? Was this the face

That like the sun did make beholders wink?

e

A brittle glory shineth in this face;

As brittle as the glory is the face,

[Dashes the glass against thewgrd]
For there it i s, crackoéd in an hundred

466 shakespeareRichard 11, 1V.i.276-289.
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Richard geks evidence of his situation the mirror. He states that his face is
Obankrupt of his majestyd6 and so iThis f a
Richard recognises his exemplary moharcc a | 6ot her 6, real i si |
reflected in his face. Hiseparation of physicality from kingliness may suggest the
notion of the ki ngo0dynatusslcandidhe dpirieiad bodlgath e a c t
forms the body politic. To Richard, theegssential regal elements now seem quite
detached and the absence of the magisterial glow should be all too apparent in the
mirror. Yet , it i's not . Hi s Obankrupt
should illustrate the mark of his Kingly collaggut when he looks in the mirror, he

finds he has nothing to show for this change. There is no evidence of the stresses

and strains, no mark upon his face. He expects to find more wrinkles, more scars,
more proof of the trauma he has suffered. Hesfeet hat t he mirror 0D
deceives him. It does not show him what he expects to see. It is merely a specular
illusion and he cannot trust its reflection. His opinion of what his face ought to look

like compared with what it appears to lookeliin the mirror, poses the question of
6realityéd versus o6imagined reality6o, t h
Richard expects the mirror to present his imagined realitye mirror should reflect

his inner turmoil and show the injuries hisder has sustained, but for Richard it does

nott. The dil emma of t hat which dédpasses sh
commands a mirror be brought to him, it is because he expects to find his internal
struggle wrought in his features, the marks of hidres upa his face€® The
mirror of Ri char dos T ledees notsfindrthe vidagerofgae r e x

king, and neither does he find the countenance of a distressed monarch. Richard here

47 Shakespear®ichard I, IV.i..



marks out the external exemplary mirror of his kingliness, distinguishes it from

his internal self, which he hopes can also be found on the surface of the mirror,
shown upon his face. However, he finds nothing, illustrating that while the
exemplary mirror can allude to the internal, and invoke it, it canrspia)i it. The

disparity between truth and reality is also made apparehtire Wi ntwheréd s T al
Leontes remarks of those Omaking practis

reminds us that the mirror as a bearer of truth is highly unstable siecahites the

individual to 6fashioné, to Omaked a sel
and is a primary aid®in 6fashioning a ge
As we saw in the previous sections, S

example, providing a guider others to aspire to, and signalling her association with

a number of attributes. However, none of these connotations tells us anything
personal about the Queénthey are all conventional images chosen to portray
particular meanings. Hamlet explordse problems inherent in these types of
exemplary mirror, addressing the issue o
6customary suits of solemn blackd are no
feelings of grief:

Seems, madam?...| knowtrseems.

Tis not alone my inky cloak good mother,

Nor customary suits of solemn black,

Nor windy suspirations of forcdédd breat
No, nor the fruitful river in the eye,

Nor the dejected haviour of the visage,
Together with all forms, moods, shapes of grief,
That can denote me truly. These indeed seem,
For they are actions that a man might play;

But | have that within that passes show,

These but thé&rappings and the suits of w@.

“8Shakespeard, h e Wi Tald, l6i.19526.
489 Shakespearé¢jamlet 1.ii.77-86.
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Haml et rejects the notion of Oseehhs ngo,
behaviours and clothing cannot be taken to mean anything. These things are
conventional markers, understood by society, as signs of'@riefowever, none of

these can properly project the truth of the situation. These are culturally decided
markersi they can be acted, played, and therefore cannot truly represent the inner
tur moi l of the bereaved. Using O6seembd t
of the ambiguity of the outward, of what it presented to us. What is internal cannot
truly be displayed for the viewer to withess t o6 passes showod. Th
be revealed to anyone but the person who experiences is. This suggests that
interiority is personal, entirely individual, and something that is incapable of being
translated nto any sensible images or words. Emotions are the untranslatable

Oi nvisibl ed i theyiaveitiht which canmotibé wacted, nor even

accurately described without relying on existing linguistic conventiba ml et 6 s

principal concern, John Ruskel ar gue s, i's that Oterribl
smooth surface of soci al behaviour and
di sjunction which Russel!/l cl aims Haml et

behaviour will be as a glass leadingedity and without distortion to the inward man

hi ms‘@|AlIét.hough I agree that Haml et sepa
i nwardness, I woul d argue that, rather t
i nner ma n , t he s our disinstafice ddtaaiy seemddrectty i s t r «

from this disjunctioia di sjunction which prevents hi

that Owhich passes showo. We have seen
““30hn Russell argues that in Hamletodés actions he
surface show and his deep, abiding i mpulse. As hi

(John RussellHamlet and Narcissud.ondon: Associated University Presses, 1995) p.174.
4"'Russell, p.175.
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and while his discussion with Ophelia shows thatuneerstands the deliberate
formation of other selves, the passage above reveals that Hamlet is conscious of the
fact that the exemplary mirror cannot reveal true inwardness.
Haml et makes a clear delineati onfhebet wee
outward, the eternal, can always be created witlothing, behaviours, expressgn
t hat whi ch ¢ an canbe taken&odavé qr to hold dpedifib meanings.
However,ttk se can only O0Oseemb6 because tsbheir me
imposethose onnot ati ons. These are Otrapping:
fake and made. The behaviours of the plagee, in part, a tool of decéitsince
they are O6suitsd whi eshary.c @Quiward shows amwt on wt
trusgworthy or valued the innermost thoughts are the truth which must be given full
attention.
However, despite this later on Hamlet is determideto show Gertrude the
Oi nmost partdé of her. I n this exchange
function:
Ham:Come, come, and sit you down, you shall not budge.

You go not till | set you up a glass

Where you may see the inmost part of you

Gert: What wilt thou do? Thou wilt not murder me? (lll.iv-20)
The Queen does not assume that Handeliterally about to fetch her an actual
mirror in which to view herself. Instead, she appears to assume his comment refers
to a metaphorical mirror and fears for her lifehat she does not expect a literal
mirror demonstrates the import and mutabibfythe mirrormetaphor. It begins to
demonstrate Hamletoés developing theory o

has Ot hat wihtohwi6n, tehxapte rp Heshaceestdcasmanpldy,iaondn s
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that women paint themselves another face, theswing truth in favour of beauty.
Rather than present his mother with a literal mirror and expect her to find some inner
truth within, Hamlet uses mirroring as a technique to appeal to the visual, to the
senses, and to her own sense of self. Immedib&ftyre Hamlet offers Gertrude the
mirror, he mirrors his motherds speech p.

Gert: Hamlet, thou hast thy father much offended.

Ham:Mother, you have my father much offended.

Gert: Come, come, you answer with an idle tongue.

Ham:Go, go, you quesin with a wicked tongue (Il.iv-81)
Here Haml et mi mics his motherds speech p
the conversation back against her. Hamlet then summons his mother to be seated,
repeating her o6come, c 0 mlea¥e uatih ek hds shownr o mi s
her self to her. When she fears Hamlet will kill her she cries out for help at which
point Hamlet kills Polonius. She does not yet understand the mirror and so, having
stabbed Polonius, Hamlet continues on his undertaking taréo his mother her
inner self, showing her two portraits:

Ham: Look upon this picture, and on this,

The counterfeit presentiment of two brothers

[ é] Have you eyes?

éHa, have you-5% §5e69)? (rr1.iv.54
The portrait, considered to be the faihrecording for posterity of the individual, is
here marked dadawtrfastdhe @Aesouwrepi-potratd by E
neither t he mirror nor t he painter can

individual. Hamlet then appeals to the visumploring Gertrude to see, to gaze

upon the reality of what is before her. Finally, building on this plea to sight, Hamlet
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builds by entreating Gertrude to pay attention to her senses, all of them, and allow
them to work togettlulgr so that she will 06

Ham: What devil was©ot

That thus hath coomd#@ndéd you at hoodman

Eyes without feeling, feeling without sight,

Ears without hands or eyes, smelling sans all,

Or but a sickly part of one true sense

Could not so mope (lll.iv.781).
Having mae his appeal to the problems of the mirror as a vehicle for personal truth,
to the purely mimetic qualities of the paintings, Hamlet finally pleads with
Gertrudeds senses, repeatedly demanding
must surely have beemicked at bindmandés buf f and her sigh
have ben compromised. Gertrude faits sense and to judge what is before her and
finally Hamletds beseechiawmagenesspeeches br i

Gert: O Hamlet, speak no more.

Thou tunst my eyes into my very soul

And there | see such black and grained spots (l11.+@.BP
Haml et s persistent attempts to force Ge
self and her behaviour, finally prompt a fully and proper inner vision; Glerthas
been forced to | ook not out, at portrait.
look inward, at her self, at her stained soul. Although Alex Aronson applies his
comment to Don MochAdd About Nathmdi seénts pestineintr
Gertrudebs predicament :

Sight must be replaced by insight, and imaginative awareness must serve

as a necessary substitute for the ocular proof if truth is to be
established’?

“2Al ex Aronson, 06Shakes phakespeare Quaderlfl (AetundclO7D)ar Pr oo f
411-429 (.413.
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Vision then, the eyes, are the true foundation: the mirror can be dishodegltered,

the paintings offer a counterfeit mediated by the artist and the sitter, but the senses,
finely tuned and followed closely, can guide the individual to proper vision and to an
understanding of the self.

Hamlet, having earlier proved himsatbnversant in the theory of exemplary
mirroring, takes his moment with Gertrude as an opportunity to make use of the
moral mirror. Hamlet uses the paintings as exemplary mirrors in order to force
Gertrudeds sense of i nwa itubesé¢hs autwardimage h e r
to force the inward moment.

Spenserb6s proem five of book six pulls
exexmplarymirror, associating virtue with inwardness, reflections with the fake, and
danger with the external. Virtus hot an attribute which may be displayed in the
outward but which resides in the innermost recesses of the mind. There is much that
is pleasing to the avingy,to delight, bt this mudté f a s hi ¢
approached with care if the individuial to avoid the pitfalls of such falseness and
retain their inner virtue. The stanza which immediately follows this one returns to
using the mirror as a positive emblem:

But where shall | in all Antiquity

So faire a patterne finde, where may be seene
The goodly praise of Princely curtesie,

As in your selfe, O souraine Lady Queene,

In whose pure minde, as in a mirrour sheene,

It showes, and with her brightnesse doth inflame
The eyes of all, which thereon fixed beene;

But meriteth indeede an higher name:
Yet so from lowto high vplifted is your nanmé

473 Spenser, vi.proems.
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The narrator, having realised that he must look inward for moral guidance, struggles
to imagine a better example than his Queen. Reconfiguring the metaphor of the
mirror, the language returns to focus onwvasly implied terms, emphasizing
purity, brightness and the exemplary image. Keeping the attention on the theme of
inwardness and moral virtue, the attribute of purity becomes associated with the
mirror, perhaps recall i nhgdmihe o6s we ¢ bhlowm
and guiding the reader away from the mirror that fools, tricks and blinds the viewer
who cannot or will not construe its reflection. The mirror here is the exemplary
mirror, the 6glass of f aardmanysGch exangdlOp hel i
to be found throughout Shakeg ar e 6s wor ks.

The exemplary mirror is used in a range of different ways, offering both positive
and negative examples. As Shuger argues, it can be a generic example, pointing to
an emblematic image theepresents a particular vice or virtue. However, it can also
be specific, pointing to a particular pe
past, lineage or heritage. The exemplary mirror, in these forms, encourages the
viewer to look at thexample and reflect on their own self, and how they measure up
by comparison. However, although the exemplary mirror cledogshave an
involvement with self and seknowledge, it is unable to express or display the

interior, or internal self.
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Chapter Four

Multiplying the Gaze

The exemplary mirroros reflection is of
lesson is unambiguous and clear, and it encourages the individual to look inwards, to
look at themselves and at the example. It must not bedevad in the same terms
as an ordinary, plane mirror into which the viewer looks and sees a reflection.
Rather than the individual looking in the mirror to find their own reflection, the
exemplary mirror intends to s hwosvthet he i
individual in the direction of seh s sessment . However, t he
replicate affords the viewer multiple viewpoints and, while the mirror was used in
the Renaissance as an exemplary metaphor, its powers to multiply were also put to
artistic and literary use. The mirror, depending on where it is situated, angled, or
how many mirrors are placed opposite each other, can radically change the viewpoint
of the beholder. For example, when one mirror is placed opposite another, the image
in it will be reflected recursively; when a mirror is angled, the reflection can exclude
or include certain aspects of the view before it, thus redirecting the gaze according to
the positioning of the mirror. This multirectional reflection was not, theaimed
at a singular O6otherd or viewpoint, and
were less driven by external factors and pressures.

This chapter wi || concentrate on women

women manage its metaphoricalplcations which often place them as subordinate,
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and subject to the power of the male gaze. Women must use the mirror to negotiate
the gaze and create a 6s e lpbridait of Johahneswi | |
Gumpp in which he takes advantage tbé features of the mirror in order to
challenge ideas about truth, reality, and simulacra in relation to self, and Sir John
Da v i Hosog Jeipsurwhich further examines notions of mirroring as related to
selfhood. | argue that this contrast, setincampi son t o the womenos
show that the male artist is more free to engage in a dialogue with the mirror and
notions of representation since he is largely unemcumbered by the negative
associations of the mirror with pride and vanity. Fematestarwho represent
themselves are hampered by the mirroroés
which regularly portrays them in an unfavourable light.

The mirror allows the individual to see in new and different ways: it deflects the
gaze, redirectd and can sometimes block the gaze. In the case of the exemplary
mirror, it (and its message) was often directed specifically at women, with warnings
against vanity and sA mifrhorl et dos all mbthessma s S
matrones, and maidensytituled the Mirrhor of Modestié 1 57 9 ) , Robert €
Mamillia, A mirrour or lookingglasse for the ladies of Englan@&583),My ladies
looking glasse(1616) by Barnabe RicheRi char d B rTlaet BEnglishi t e 0 s
Gentlewomar{1631) A lookingglasse for wmen, or, A spie for pride: shewing the
unlawfulnesse of any outward adornibg T. H. (1644)or A lookingglasse for good
vvomen, held forth by way of counsell and advice to such of that sex and quality
written in 1645 by John Brinsley.The majority of hese texts offered guidance to

young women in how best to dress themselves, fix their hair and-upalend to
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conduct themselves in sociéty. Thet ypi cal oémirror textod d
readershipusedthe mirroras a metaphor: the mirror is the maghere the woman

will find her example, noher flawed reakelf. The mirror that is used to produce

multiple images, or is angled to redirect the gaze, transformed from its associations

with pride and vanity, simultaneously allowed women to circumvenimale gaze,

which flowed freely upon them, and allowed them to gaze back.

The changing landscape of Renaissance mirror technology may have played its
part in the ways in which the early modandividuals began to see, and to see
themselves Certainly, the reflections offered in small convex or concave mirrors
were very different to those seen in larger flat glass miir@as Rayna Kalas notes,
6t he materi al composition of the mirror
significance to the mirror m@tp hor 6 and the O6éattention i
material specificity of the metaphor is a response to innovations in glassmaking,
specifically the i nfThiapotemtal shiftis reflebted inc r y st
Lucien Febvreds comment ¢t hat

The sixteenth century did not see first: it heard and smelled, it sniffed
the air and caught sounds. It was only later, as the seventeenth century
was approaching, that it seriously and actively became engaged in
geometry, focusing attention on the worldfarms with Kepler (1574

1630) and Desargues of Lyons (15B862). It was then thaisionwas
unleashed in the world of science as it was in the world of physical
sensations, and the world of beauty as Wéll.

While Febvre argues that the sixteenth ggntwas not entirely involved in the

problems of vision until much later, | argue that that the impact of the growing

474 All authors ad dates of these texts are quoted as in Early English Books Online (EEBO). Some

titles have been shortened where appropriate.

“®Kalas, p.106. Kalas claims that 6é6innovations i
technical and poeticinventio acr oss a wide range of discoursesbd
478 |_ucien FebvreThe Problem of Unbelief in the Sixteenth Century: The Religion of Rabekais.

by Beatrice Gottlieb (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1982), p.432
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number of experiments, solutions and discoveries cannot be ignored and may go
some way towards producing an environment and languagsiof that was rapidly
developing long before the late sixteenth centlityIn chapter one, we saw images

by Jan Brueghel (1617, figure one) and Georges de La Tour (1621, figure two) which
showed spectacles in the first and a range of optical instrunmehtsling a mirror

and telescope in the secon Dictiomragaf 1588 c hap
yielded such examples as O6specul ariad, t
to a tool to aid vision During the seventeenth century. Chaptealseodiscussed
perspective, the very fodation of which is visionwhich was being developed and

used by artists such as Brunelleschi and Alberti in the 1400s. These examples

i ndicate a period far more intrigued and
suggest. Later, Johannes Kepler presented the correct description of how spectacles
functioned (1604%’® Hans Lippershey fashioned an early form of the telescope
(1608); Galileo Galilei used this telescope to survey the stars of the night sky (1609);
PPerre de Fermatos principle of | east ti
publ i shed by Descart e sOpticks@7®4) appearadn dhel s aac

reach of visual theory can only have been extended and confirmed by these advances

4"David Lindberg claimsthat r t i st s, specifically, were interest
creative waysd but often érarely deviated from t |
traditional frameworkéremained basiydseel y intact

Lindbergbs eighth chapter O6Arti si7ginbandlC. Anat omi st
Lindberg, Theories of Vision from Aindi to Kepler(Chicago & London: University of Chicago

Press).

“®Lindberg argues t hat voldterar keut rétter emerdesifiorn thenmedieval n ot
tradition: O6his theory of vision was not anticip
theory out of reaction of, or as a repudiation o

presented aew solution (but not a new kind of solution) to a medieval problem, defined some six

hundred years earlier by Alhacen (Lindberg, p.208). However, Vasco Ronchi has entire chapter
entitled 6The Basis of Sevent eexofthe MEdiewat pgarioy Opt i c
as a necessary and useful base on which the optics of the seventeenth century i feemped24

66 in Vasco RonchDptics: The Science of VisigNew York: Dover, 1991).
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so thwdarltdheofd formsd became ever more en:
writers of the period.

While Febvre cites Keplerodos | ater i nte
ocularcentrism, it seems that there was, during the sixteenth and sevendeéamt, c
a range of different discoveries and developments in mirror and glass technology, as
well as a better understanding of how these worked and could be used. This
combination, considered in conjunction with the examples this thesis has presented
so far, seems to have lead to a particularly intense focus on seeing during this period
i not only on looking, but on different ways to see, unusual angles, viewpoints and
methods of seeing and altering what it was possible to see. However, | argue that
thoudh the technologies and theories were constantly developing, the mirror
continued to be framed in a dialogue of sin, death, vanity and pride, and is regularly
combined with themes and language that recall the words of St. Paul.

This chapter will concentraton the different ways of seeing atig means of
influencing vision that the mirror offers, examining the connection between
technology and the arts and showing how these mechanisms both limit and allow for
methods of self e pr es ent at i o elucidatedeendrbsrafddeas that are y
of Il mportance to the themes of womenos
i nform this chapter. Central to the myt
which allows for her defeat as it alters the trajactof her deathly gaze, and the
negotiation of the duplication thmat the |
seeing anahot looking, both of which permit the survival of those who meet her and
manage to avoid her deathly gaze. Aswomen atistso duce O6copi esd of

by means of selportrait, they become the mediators between the real and the fake, a
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position that allows them the opportunity to alter the gaze to which they find
themselves subject. The female artist who wishes to gdréself must also follow

the same path as Medusa in order to navigate the gaze.
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Figure fourteen: Francesco Maffél,er seus Cut s t hec.lbb0)dGalleded s He a
del | 8Accad¥®¥mia, Venice

Medusa and the Gaze

“®Francesco MaffePer seus Cuts theécMéaB6O8ROs GHehdr OBEf del | 6/
Web Gallery of Art< http://www.wga.hu/indek html > [accessed 22 May 2009].



The mi oweraa nggate and destroy the power of the original object or person
placed before it is played out in the tale of Medt?8al n Ovi d6s retel | i
battles the snakkaired Gorgon on the instruction that he must Kill her. Armed with
sword and shieldPerseus negotiates this difficult task by using the shield as his
mirror.*®* Unable to lookdirectly at her, Perseus looks the refletion in his shield
and directshis sword accordingly.For both Perseus and Medusa the mirror allows
for her slaughter.The image of Medusa is concerned witht looking since her
dangerous gaze prevents onlookers from observing her directly, and the mirror that
the shield provides allows the viewer to
Francesco Maffei s powhraehalPenobsetdhecmor
head illustrates the importance of both looking and not looking, seeing and not
seeing. In his painting, none of the participants looks at any of the @tlezrsh
personds gaze 1 s dir ectThaonhackaracteriwinotsees t h e
is Medusa, for whom seeing is the fatal blow that Perseus forces with the use of the
mirror, while Perseus looks at the reflection in order to see how best to direct his
sword.
Tobin Siebers examines the complexities of theé mio r and Medusabd

arguing that

“WwWe have already seen the mirr dinthestaledbfeNartissusct i ve a
where the mirropool became the oae and site of his death.

81 The story of Medusa is extremely popular and has been written-awitten many times over.

The Gorgon ap Jrediadé.750n25 BIG.EB) evmei@,sn book 5, Athena prepares

herself for batt powerhbng, indbdok ilnAgamgmndhaiskes thedandage of

Medusa as he readies himself. She features frequently in texts of the medieval and early modern

periodif or exampl e, i ImfernD(a.1310& 3 AU ) g h Rienk Sparse LY s

(c.1327137 4) , Chr i s fTheBaok af the CRyi ozLadiedfs 1405, O6PeThseus, or
Wisdom of thé\ncients(1609) by Francis Bacoandé The St atue of Medusad (16:
Drummond. Sed&he Medusa Readezd. by Marjorie Garber and Nancy Jckérs (New York &

London: Routledge, 2003) in which Garber and Vickers give comprehensive coverage of the versions

of the Medusa myth from Homer to Versace.
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The mirror of Medusaéboth represents ¢
Gorgon. On one hand, the mirror of Medusa duplicates the Gorgon.
On the other hand, the mirror seems ta
her reflectionagainst her. The mirror of Medusa always produces a
baffling symmetry; baffling because the mirror image of Medusa, which
should signify her multiplication and preservation, signifies instead the
uncanny har binger of her dewst hé The mi
portrays the Gorgon as narcissistic.
The mirror of Medus a i s -replibatioh fslexpecigdto per h e
preserve the self but, i n Medusads case,
becomes emblematic of the dangers of mingthe self. Just as Narcissus came to
know himself in the O6mirrord of the wate
faithful reflection of their gaze is fatal. To replicate the self and greet the self face
to-face represents the ultimate rigk the individual. The mirror again mediates
between the i@ (the fatal gaze of the gorgon) and the saf (mirror imagg The
oOomirrorodo renders Medusa suitable for vie
looking at her. Perseus uses the mirooforce a conquest and conclude the battle
the mirror is the only means by which he
and place her as the object. By using the shield as his mirror, Perseus forces Medusa
toidjo he spect a® oThe shigld fis] a nhireor, & eultirhately
ineffective since it is incapable of providing a true or clear reflection and it is this
fact that allows Perseus to look safely at the Gorgon. In a discussion of Queen
Eli zabet h i n Hhdenhaarie QuSepaluhash Malker notes that
O6Spenserégives us an epic that is closert

shield of Perseus, however, the text itself is a mediating mirror. As we look into the

mirror of the text, we may see a reflection of the queseshe looks; but what we see

482 Tobin SiebersThe Mirror of MedusgNew Zealand: Cyber Editions, 2000), p.41
“83 John BergeWays of Seein@_ondon: Penguin, 1972), p.50.
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i's not the 1 mage that meets EIlizabeth©os
gl ance even as we | % ¥Whkat Watkeér picks duteheressisthee mi r
separation between what Perseus sees and what Medusa sederseus the

Omi rroré that his shield becomes is si mp
Medusa sees is the full horror of her transformation into a Gorgon, her new self.

Just as the Gorgondés mirror tiomoagdinstdupl i
her, so women artists must work against falling into this trap. The mirror is, for
Medus a, the mediator bet ween the real ar
mirror proves fatal but for female painters, this space between the realtaed 6 c opy 0
may offer a means of negotiating the gaze to which they are often subjected, as in the
act of creating a seffortrait, they have complete control over the creation of the
6copy6o. The woman can medi at emulbceatsvee en t |
creates.

The notion of the indirect reflection becomes, however, a useful concept for the
woman and her mror. As we have seen, the tritko Per seusds heroi
Medusa is to view her indirectly, by way of reflection in his shiecldhe mi rr or 0
surface reflects back an image which is safe and which negates the powerful
properties of the Gorgonds stare. Il n th
of the male gaze via indirect reflection. Whereas men are usually free topgarze u
the body of the woman, Medusa cannot be looked at and instead she controls the
0l ook 6. Only the O6mirroré can harness a

indirectlook s uc h a san &ter the roums @ the gaze.

4juliaM. WalkerMedusads Mirrors: Spenser, Shakespeare,
Female SelfCranbury, NJ & London: Associated University Presses), p.70).
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Commonly men gazeat women; the woman is made subject and object.
However, these women are often painted looking at themselves in the mirror. As
Berger points out, this labmg of the woman with lookinggl ass as Ovani't
condemns the female and simultaneously reahker join the viewers of herséit.
Furthermore, the mirror can be a means for the woman to direct her gaze at herself,
privately. If the mirror is angled appropriately to exclude the [male] viewer from her
mirror-moment then the woman leaves her bodefto be subjected to the gaze
while simultaneously making herself unavailable. The mirror, then is allied with the
eyei it affords these women the opportunity of solitude, an opportunity to avoid
prying eyes and to reverse the norms ofdhee, so thathe woman might control
the look. The mirror which Medusa faces provides the reflection which defeats her
power and renders her subject to the male gaze once more. The mirror in this case
becomes a tool for subordination, forcing the female to subrnitice mal eds pow

The predominant themes in literature produced for women were warning,
instruction and direction. As Katherine Usher Henderson and Barbara F. McManus
observe, from the Opul pit and the printi
enjoinal to avoid contentious discourse and persuaded that silence enhanced their
femininity.*®® Not only was this a problem for women in evelay life as it limited
virtually every aspect of their behaviour and modes of expression, but it
problematised the nateiofany work women chose to produ¥omen often had no
option but to create their art of literature within the constraints imposed by a

patriarchal society. The works of female artists suchSafnisba Anguissola

485 Berger, p.433.

486 Katherine Usher Hendson & Barbara F. McManusialf Humankind: Contexts and Texts of the
Controversy about Women in Englat®401640(Urbana & Chicago: University of Illinois Press,
1985), p.54.
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considered within this context, illuste thatd wh a t was a fundament
t he Renaissance female artistodé was Ot he

position) from her self as trope and theme for the male artist (the object pd§ition).

Mirroring the Gaze

Me d u s aydisjustsoheoof the myths and stories in which the mirror has negative
connotationsand dire consequences. The problem of the mirror for the woman
appears to emerge, in part, from its classical associations with pride and vanity which

are presumed to blargely female qualites.El e ment s of Medusaods
found in the I|iterature of the period an
represent the woman merely as an object
Name, i n t he \an exdlaatian which cefebrated the gaze of the
woman on himself.

O0A Valediction of my Name, in the Wini
farewell to a woman as he must travel. Having etched his name on the glass of her
window, he can now only hope thateswill look at it and remember him, keep him
in her heart. There is nothing explicit in the poem to tell the reader that this woman
I's the speakeros Il over, partner or wife:
or unnoticed as yét® However, th@poem does detail a deep and intense love for the

woman, and a sense of his complete devotion to her.

“"Mary D. Garrard, o6Hereo6s Looking dtheWdman Sof oni s
Ar t Renaissgnce Quarterly7 (1994) 55622 (p.556).

8t has been argued that the woman in 6A Valedic
and this O60AAmor Vincit Omni aod: Donne antde the Lim

repeated use of 6émored could suggest Ann More as
Vincit Omniao: Donne aThaelMotehndanguagne Ravi®2 (D987) 28énb i gui t y
292 (p.288).
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I n the opening stanza Donneds speaker g
his name on the window. This atwthss he cl
gl as s*® THat hisddme is now embedded in the fabric of the glass gives him
both confirmation of his existence and a sense of fixity in the world. This concern
with creating a sense of per manewthe i s a
mirror contributes to creati ngattemgtiatsi ons
trapping his sense of self on the surface of the glassifimds par al | el i n
story: when her image is captured on the surface of the mirror, it allows rfor he
demi se. Similarly, the poemb6s speaker fii
difficult. The substance he has chosen to mark his place upon is both transparent and
extremely fragile, indicating that even this sense of permanence is limited and
troubled. In fact, the only way that his statement will truly have value is if his lady
looks upon it:

Thine eye will give it price enough, to mock
The diamonds of either rock (1&.

Once she sees it, looks at it, then it will truly have a lastingasgpon, beyond the
delicate and vulnerable object upon whic
on the very fabric of the glass and, using its specific properties to convey his
message, he engages with the technology, turning it into the centtial poeceit

that drives the poem. The technology of the material that is both transparent and
reflectv e i s Donneds whriicrhc ihpaglhl ¢ ghd esr,als h a't S|
discussed in chapter thres too reductiveand that the scope for mirroring

therefore far greater than her essay suggests.

89 3ohn DonneThe Complete English Poerd. by A.J. Smith (London: Penguin, 1996), p.87.
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Having created an image of himself on the glass, in the shape of his name, he then
focuses in the second stanza on sight and seeing. He compares himself to a pane of
gl ass O60Ti s mu chAstalkcanfessign andtisroughthdo mled-als | 6
8), concentrating on the clarity and transparency of the window in order to convey
the purity and intensity of his unconcealed emotion. The suggestion is that the glass
can hope <« onb e assheia hé&willlhide nothing and reveal to her
everything of hi msel f. However, he sugog
but only her own reflection, O606Tis more
thee to t-I0)Akscapebe(lunBone by 6l ovedbs ma
and heis her (Here you see me, and | am you (1.12). The speaker creates his self
image in his own idea of how it should appear to others, but this is not how it is
perceived. Again, we see a strugdiattis particular to the dilemma created in any
attempt to generate self in a visual sehsather viewers can and will interpret it
differently, or simply not see it at all. This problem is, as | shall show in the next
section, part othe challenge fackby female artists who make attempts at their own

image production.

The poembébs focus on permanence 1S <cont
arguing that &éno one point, nor dashodo of
out washo (I . 18s,fourlandlfite)facusirgnod theseffexts af passing

time on his O6ruinous anatomy®o. He figur.

body and, in a verse that combines anatomical with architectural imagery, places the
woman as the centre of himself, icating that only with her does he truly survive,
live, grow and learn.

Then, as all my souls be
Emparadised in you, (in whom alone
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| understand, and grow and see,)
The rafters of my body, bone
Being still with you, the muscle, sinew, and vein,
Whichtile this house, will come again. (1.22D)
The language of stanza five is particularly physical and anatomical, combining

O6bodyé6, Oboneéd, 6sinewd and O6veind, with

be restructured with her and will transformr om t he 6ragged bo

anatomyodo of the previous stanza. The us.
phrase of owi | | come againd connotes a
OEmparadised in you, (in whoanal sféded / (Il .
gives the sense of a man made in Godos
teachings. Thus, Donneds s plkafigere in el ev a

whom he finds salvation.

Later stanzas lament the inadequacy of the situatiddut gl ass and | i1
/ No means our firm s wB)sandranind ¢thé lady thate t o
when he scratched his name into the gl as
/| No door o6gainst t hi39). Hxaotefething msfnanee n c e
was carried out at the absolute peak of his emotions and therefore, while he is away,
| ooking upon his name wil/| make her O0As
The poem is centred around the sight of his name on the windtavurges the
woman to look at it and uses the reflective and transparent qualities of the glass, and
combines this with the power of vision, without which his task is fruitless.
Ultimately, o6the window be ¢ Thspempaysi sual

attention to the role of the gaze which,

G, R. Wilson, Jr., 6The Interplay of Perception
Studies in English Literature, 15a®0Q 9 (1969), 107121 (p.117).
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lady gazing upon his name etched in the glass, he no longer exists and all sense of
permanence is lost. As with the Medusa, if the power of the gaze is rentoed,
death will follow.

In this poem the gaze is specifically directed between the woman and his name.
N . H. Keebl e argues that the inscribed
privacy as he O0scratched somettenihnagm,on na
place of common resorté for Oeuery mano
per s on &'sThegaz hide is intended to be that of the lady looking upon the
symbol of her lover. The male speaker encourages and begs the womadat toedire
gaze towards his representation of himself, in order that she sees in it the intensity of
his love and devotion for her. The intensity of it is increased by his choice of
materiali rather than use ink on paper, which could easily be destroybéses dre
disposable items, the speaker has used diamond on glass to create an indestructible
record for posterity. His inscription cannot be removed or altered and will last as
|l ong as the pane of glass is noexanpleatt er
of the O6lyric poem spoken by a man to ar
viewd in which the reflective, fragile a
and employed to direct the g&78.

While female artists will face the sameopp | ems as Donneds sSpe
search for a sense of legitimacy and permanence of self, there are yet more
challenges associated with seifaging; primarily, the largely negative connotations

that accompany the use o06-1666jséh omitr rpaoore.m OJT

YN, H. Keeble, 6To RioBunsl?dd :i nDoSonnen eatnsd Rrheet tRrenai s
Donne and the Resources of Kiedl by A.D Cousins & Damian Grace (New Jersey: Fairleigh

Dickinson University Press, 2002), pp-8& (p.75).

2 I ona Bell, 6The Rol e of tshBudiesanEgglish terddwen neds So
1500:190Q 23 (1983) 11329 (p.123).
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Lady Upon a Lookingsl ass Sentdé (1646) concentrat e:
with seltlove and pride: its speaker advises the young lady on the appropriate use for
the mirror that has been gifted to #&}. He tells her that theni r r or  wi | | 6 p
your beauty to your eyedo (I .2), per haps
her physical beauty. She is urged to consider this beauty as something that can be
used to help her better herself and the speaker warns her adjawsig the mirror
to generate pride: o6think that face was
mirror is a tool for comparisoii the viewer must use the mirror to determine
whet her or not her o6éinward beaSheé mést mat c |
endeavour to make herself o6fair in soule
potenti al for vanity, the speaker points
for gazing at oneb6s own beamproyeménu fThecan b
mirror is not something to be feared but it is an object that can offer the woman
assistance in finding her inner self and matching it to her external beauty. The mirror
is the tool for showing the inward self so that the woman who ggzas her soul
can beautify herself so that she is as inwardly perfect as she is outwardly so.

The di dactic t heme of Shirl eyos poem
trepidation surrounding women and mirrors. The woman requires proper direction in
order br her to make appropriate use of the mirror and thus avoid its potential
pitfalls. Without this instruction, the woman will fall victim to the sins of vanity,
pride and sef ov e . A womands most intimate mol
interrupted. 8e may not gaze on herself without guidance, and thus even her

personal, private sphere is not her own.

““¥james Shirley, 6To-GAas s dBeeddpsonrandahe Cavalidr Poatg.
by Hugh Maclean (New York: Norton, 1974), p.193.
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the creation of self is fraught with difficulties, particularly so for women, who have
to manage and negadiaa series of negative emblems and associations. The
regularly developing and advancing mirror technology was not enough to push
forward new meanings, metaphors and emblems. While technology allowed writers
and artists new ways of exploring themselves the world around them, the mirror
metaphors they used rarely altered.

Sofonisba Anguissola, daughter of Amilcare Anguissola, was afforded the
opportunity of 6training in humani st st
sistersi they studied tojgs such as Latin, music and paintfigAngui ssol ads f
paid for additional professional painting lessons with the Mannerist painter
Bernadino Campi and Anguissola later produced a number of works for Philip 1l of
Spain?®® In the selfportrait the bondaries between subject and object naturally

collapse: an early seffortrait by AnguissolaSeltPortrait of 1554, demonstrates

these key issues

494 Jo Eldridge CarneyRenaissance arldeformation 1500620(Connecticut & London: Greenwood

Press, 2001), p.14.

‘% Carney, p.14L 5 . Julia K. Dabbs describes Anguissol a &
cel ebrated woman artist of the eardtpoclamnedleyr n per i |
Giorgio Vasari in his 1568 editonéfe Vi te ded peVv:emcthblbghé|[ hpritoa
in its early s tlitegteredof Woinanl Artists, 1626800(Barteyn Ashgate, 2009),

p.107).
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Figure fifteen: Sofonisba AnguissolaelfPortrait (1554), Kumsthistorisches Museum,
Vienna
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Anguissola presents her self buf s h ef a ssh i 6osnei | nfgi®not cleaged | ma g
by means of objects, by presenting wealth or grandeur; the lack of adornment, rather,
focuses the vieweros attention onntSofoni
aspect of the portraff® Her demure appearance shows a careful attempt not to
appear showyi she appears oO6pious and®deeaorous:¢
appearance is in accordance with the recommendations to be found in conduct texts
such asThe Engli® Gentlewomar(1631) by Richard Brathwaite. Brathwaite argues
that clothing is nothing more than a practical necessity, essential for the human being
after Adam and Eve sinned and ate the fruit of the Tree of Knowledge. This sin left
all humans subsequiin vulnerable to the elements and therefore clothing became
necessary but, o6to glory thé¥HfForawormanese n
to have pride in her appearance, in her clothes and in fashions, is to revel in the sins
of Adam and Eve. Bthwaite picks at the flimsy fashions of contemporary society:

Was apparell first intended for keeping in naturall heat and keeping out

accidentall cold? How comes it then that you wear these thinne

Cobweb attires which can neither preserve heat noillrepel. Of

what incurable cold would these Butterfigbits possess, the wearer

were pride sensible of her *{elfe?éNo n
Anguissol® s -pedtfrait shows her dressed approp

as she iscovered aginst the elements to the neck and wrist in plain, practical

clothing. Garrard suggests, however, that this is not purely for the purposes of

49 5ofonisba Anguissol&elf-Portrait (1554), Kunsthistorisches Museum, VienWéeb Gallery of

Art, < http://www.wga.hu/indek html > [accessed 22 May 2009].

“'Fredrika H. Jacobs not es gantidonnalwerepsetfophrineas cr i pti ve
everincreasingnumbes f si xt eent h century textslRitatincl udi ng C
(1524), L o dBeNaiinstitutioDdelle domresl 554 ) , and DDifenigdelle co Br uni
donne(1559)i Fr edri ka H. Jacobs, OWomands Gaagmsbai ty to C
An g ui SRenaissanbe, Quarterly7 (1994) 74101 (p.75).

498 Richard BrathwaiteThe English Gentlewomdhondon, 1631), EEBO, image 25, p.3 [accessed 7

March 2008].

499 Brathwaite, image 25, 26, p8
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necessity, for appearing as a proper gentlewonhastead Anguissola is making a
deliberate effort at minimisinp er f emi ni ni ty, at seeking
Anot wo niia ni ok ea naér bfeakncliothing, a colour merfrequently worn
by men, andher lack of adornment to suppog this theory’® In this way,
Anguissola manages her imagarefully negotiing herself a space in a society, in a
working environment that did not readily admit wonied ngui ssol a &étran
the |imitations i mposed uponi™ Areguiass al awo
self-portrait demonstrates ways for a woman to expresself, but also illustrates
that the woman who creates a portrait of herself must adhere to a number of societal
rules which direct her in the appropriateness of her appeafdnoe than the simple
creation and expl or at i-portraitednerbshwaler ssudsf , t h
of her position in society and f the female artistos pl a
environment. In presenting herself to be looked upon, the female artist who painted
herself had to negotiate a maleminated system of looking
The gaze, then a metaphor for worldliness and virility, made of
Renaissance woman an object of public discourse, exposed to scrutiny
and framed by the parameters of propr
management 0. Put si mpl ytasawdbpect el se pai
of display within male discours&®?
As Cheney reminds us Ohumani-Ee@wmaisné @ nfgr
her subordinate statusdé and Angui ssola u

7

6 i n wrimer hand Anguissola holds small book, the text of which reads,

*0 Garrard, p.586.

%1 Carney, p.15.

2patric a Si mons, 6Women in Frames: The Gaze, the Ey
History Workshop25 (1988) 430 (p.8).

%3 Liana De Girolami Cheney, Alicia Craig Faxon & Kathleen Lucey Russo (&HfPortraits by

Women PaintergAldershot: Aslgate, 2000) p.28.
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6Sophoni s budrgosred psssaan af*® Having presebtdddhérself in
modest attire against a plain background, she uses the text of the book to declare her
status &amadénvivhgob may iduereferencé tcoahe amous
woman painter of antiqui®yAngalilsesdd Marsc ioa
image inherselportrait is o6highly determined, Cc
and sternd but she has a Overapd sekmpr es s
confidence combine6 tpmfessionalself dna fkidst i nct i
In order to present this image of herself, Anguissola has negotiated a number of
potential difficulties that the female will encounter in any interaction with theomirr
The mirror, in writings with mirrotitles, was alternately portrayed as an object of
revilement and an object of (potential) glory. Tine Mirrhor of modesti€1579) by
Thomas Salter, the author instructs that there are two types of mirror: @ne is
0Christall Mirrhoréby whiche Maidens now
to tricke and ((the litaralmeirrot)dred rt he eststeesrd i s 06 me
maner of matter, and is of mu c h ethemor e v
metgphorical or exemplary mirror’ For the woman, the literal mirror is fraught
with dangers, and is associated with sin and pride, whereas the metaphorical mirror,
often exemplary in flavour and therefore safe, reflects not the individual woman but

the idal at which she should aint is the second mirror that is of interest to Salter

and to his female reader: 6f or a,sot he o

%4 gylvia FerinePagden & Maria Kusch&ofonisba Anguissola: Renaissance Wofhdashington,
D.C.: National Museum of Women in the Arts, 1995), p.19.

% FerinoPagden & Kusche, p.18.

% FerinoPagden & Kusche, p.18.

" ThomasSalter,The Mirrhor of modestiéLondon, 1579), image 6, right page, image 7, left page
[accessed 4 April 2008].
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the other guidethtogani she t he % Vha yodrg wamam rdust e

taught hav to be virtuous and pure or she will easily fall into pride and sinfuffféss.

Salter argues that womame ed no't be taught to read f
vnderstande the Christian Poetesd she w
Oui de éan dwickel adulterms and b homi nabl e *F\womer cati o
were aligned with o6carnality, weakness a
mal e was associated with é6sptrituality,

Stubbes also comments on the adornment dietimale body:

For what a dotage is it (saith hee) to chau~ge thy naturall face which

God hath made thee, for a painted one which thou hast made thy

self>?
One of the key ways for a woman to alte:
coulouringofface wi t h arti ficiall colours. . .is m
similarly frowned upon since Stubbes pro
pride, except sumpt uol Stabbes papegorised ptide bned t a k
appar el @terall €bsiwyy appacell, and Pride (the Mother and Daughter)

which can o6éhardlie be dyuorced from the

% galter, image 7, left page.

““Kate Aughterson finds that o6émost of the texts w
who had responsibility forwomen whet her as fathers, husbands or &
|l iteratureéhad a booming mar ket share in early m
argues that O6even i f filtered through the readin;
utmately to womendé (p.67). She finds that conduc
for the public and private behaviour of womend a
around certain characteristics, described as ideal fieeniirtues: chastity, obedience, humility and
silenced (p.67). However, while 6it is safe to
women were asked to be, it does notétell us what
womenemmgingit he O6pi cture of women in need of counsel |
6accounts of active and successful women struggl
social and pol it iRemaiksaricaVdomanl AeSeucend@dnsttu&ipnsof Se e
Femininity in Englanded. by Kate Aughterson (London & New York: Routledge, 1995).
Particularly, see the intro#69.ction to chapter t h
*03alter, image 16, left page.

*1 MarinaWarnetr Monuments and Maidens: The Ajtey of the Female FortfLondon: Pan Books,

1985) p.63

*12stubbes, image 44, left page.

*13Stubbes, image 44, right page.
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b o t°A Blamlet pauses to address this situation with Ophelia, when he discusses
truth, love and beauty withheasy i ng, 01 have heard of you
God hath given you one f ac® Thedistirttioyi® u ma k
drawn between the real and the forged but the suggestion, as with Stubbes, is that it

is sinful for her to paint herselfo make herself more beautiful. Ultimately, Hamlet
returns to his original point that 06t :
[ him] trulydo, when he claims that the ex
demoniacal portrayal of thadornment of the female via clothes, hairstyles and
makeup, begins to hint at the problems facing the female artist; unable to express
herself on a personal level, how could she begin to fashion herself on canvas?

Thei mage of 6womani s himthe paintings gpoducedx g r € s s €
goddesses such as Venus, the goddess of love but also of sexual desire. This woman,
born of the sea and not of a union between man and woman, or god and goddess, is
the epitome of the fetishised female bty The woman is gesrally considered the
6objectd, the 0dmaeprast aadhe Toilethoé \reeuEl®4851, t
hereaftelThe Rokeby Venuby Velazquezdemonstrates the depiction of the woman

as object, her body presented to be lusted afitigazed upant’

>4 stubbes, image 28, right page. It is worth noting that the writings of authors like Stubbes and
Salter, in which women are advisedie disinterested in appearance and sumptuous clothing and
accessories appears to conflict with ideas of rank, which would suggest that higher ranking women
should have expensive, wallade lavish clothing.

*William Shakespeardjamlet ed. by Harold énkins (Surrey: Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1997)
111.i.142-144.

*1® AndrewDalby, The Story of Venugondon: The British Museum Press, 2005) p.43

" Garrard, p.556.
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Figure sixteenbDiego Rodriguez de Silva y Velazquéhe Toilet of Venus (Rokeby Venus)
(164751), National Gallery, London
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Velazquebs Venus presents her back to the
Cupid and her nnror. Her curves are sensuous, her body fleshy and tantalisingly
close to the (presumably male) viewer, she gazes at herself in the mirror and her
sumptuous surroundings are reflective of the reputation of the goddess oflove.
Initially it may appear a#f the woman in this painting holds the power: she has
chosen to adopt a position in which her back faces the viewer, so that the most
intimate parts of her body arédden from the viewerCupid hold the lookingglass

before hermirroring her gazesothat ste can look at herself, thlgcking the viewer

out of this private moment. The male viewer, then, is left with only his imagination
to create what he wants to see. Howeakhough Venus has control over her body

as she chooses her pose and thezechooses what she wants to reveal or conceal,
Cupidal so has control: he has the power
he wishesasthemir or i s i n hi s hararesses and mpkesd 6 s
female body is hidden from prying eyes and the portrait becomes érei
therefore acceptablie rather than sexually explicit and unacceptableldzqued s

painting is illustrative of a power struggle betweeen and women.

*18 DiegoRodriguez de Silva Yelazquez The Toilet of Venus (Rokeby Ven&p4751), National

Gallery, LondonWeb Gallery of Ark http://www.wga.hu/index1.htmlfaccessed 22 May 20Q9]

The mirror al so hagWeniaanklese (Muséedel PradpuMadrid),swhich

depicts the infanta surrounded by her entourage, and includes whatsagapiee a mirror reflecting

the images of the upper bodies of the King and Queen. The King and Queen seems to be standing in a
position which is roughly approximate to where the viewer would stand, and Velazquez also includes
himself in the image, holdg a palette and brush, standing near a large canvas on an easel. The

mi rror image has caused much specul ation. Once
debate and, just as The Rokeby Venyerspective, angling, viewpoint and reality #re points at

0safed the sexualr pgentaly transgressivesandhdangerous He

t

stake. When a viewer sees this image of the O0m
begins to slip away from usdé because of one of
six of the principal characters tife picture, as well as the eyes in the mirror, are all focused at a point

outside the picture, the point at which we, th
things, one of which lies outside the picture and the other of whichishnvig 6 ( see John R.

e

F

a
i
t

6iLas Meninasodo and t he ParGritical ngusy, 60980 47#880r i a | Re

(p.480)).
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Central to this power struggle is the mirror and its reflection, as much debate

surrounds the positioning of the mirror in front of the Venteddzquezhas painted
in the mirror a reflection of her face, a somewhat sketchy and indistimdéring of
her features, which appears to look out of the painting to address the viewer.
However, some critics have suggested alternative readings of what should be
reflected in the mirror, given its position and angle. Andreas Prater addresses this
debate:

€ Veldzquezwas aware of the fundamental laws of optics. Precisely

because he veils the exact spatial position of the mirror, all attempts to

prove that it ought to show her pudenda are obsdlete.
It seems, however, that the reverse of this statemest be true: it is precisely the
spati al ambiguity of t he mirroros posit
investigation as to what the mirror could or should reflect. The viewer must, of
course, accept thfeldzqueavas conver samtameint al t ha wéf wf
and therefore | propose that he deliberatdlgseto paint her face as the reflection,
whet her or not this was the true reflect
controversial reflection:

Velazquezheightens the charde er ot i ci sm of the paint.

the back of the figure in its entirety, but reveals the front only partially

in the mirror. However, he deftly avoids excessive immodesty by

arbitrarily altering the mirror image. Had he followed the laws of

reflection the mirror would have revealed another part of the anatomy

than the face. These qualities produce the impression of a private

rooméinto which a fortunate person has:s
rare opportunity to gratify his sensgs.

*19 Andreas PratetVenus at her Mirror:Veldzquezand the Art of Nude Painting.ondon & New
York: Pregel, 2002) p.24
%20 jonathan BrowrVelazquezPainter and Courtier(Yale: Yale University Press, 1986) p.182
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Brown coyly avoidsreferring exactly to the portion of the body that he feels the
mirror should reveal. Instead he hints that it should levead anot her part
anat ¥m@eftainly the qualities of the painting do suggest a deeply intimate
moment but perhaps not quite the way that Brown suggests. Rather than this
6f ortunated person being O6granted a rare
that the person is really quite unfortunate as although he has been admitted into this
Opri vat e r oo mgthing buethedack of the nude ev@nmara Even in the
mirror nothing is revealed to hiaoyld | east
be visible, given the possible position
has been admitted and themposelydenied the titillating scenes he had hoped for.
John Shearman alsmalyses this ambiguity closely:

[the mirrords] inclination has been ca

is thought to be studying her own genitals, and it is satisfiyingt for

prudish reasons to know that this somewhat reductive account is not

true. Velazquez intentionally or accidentally, has not given us the

geometrical information that would allow such a calculation to be

made. In particular, the perspective of theramieludes us because we

cannot see its bottom edge, and since we do not know whether it is

square or rectangular, we cannot judge its foreshortening. Furthermore,

there is no clue to its inclination to be found in the way Cupid holds the

frame becauséné two hands are placed one on top of the other, as if the

turned it on a hing&?
It i s precisely because of this |l ack of
should not attempt to draw a solid conclusion either way. VBEtzquezhas left
this anbiguity leads us necessarily to a tenuous and difficult interpretation of the

portrait and what its mirror reflection should contain. It also suggests that perhaps

Velazquezully intended the ambiguity and speculation in order to further heighten

21 Brown, p.182.
°22 JohnSheaman,Only Connect: Art and the Spectator in the Italian Renaissdi¢ashington DC:
Princeton University Press, 1998) p.2228.
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theer¢ i ci sm of the portrait. Shear man <cl a
her own greany interpretaiion of the painting, this is a precarious
suggestion sincelose examination of the geometry of the scene revealsthbat
pubic area appes to be blocked largely by the bed clothes and, in any case, her
position on the bed is not conducive to such examination.

Venus, the opposite of the Virgin Mary, represents all that is sinful and dangerous
about the female and her body. Aside from worsaoh as the Virgin Mary and
Venus, he figure of the woman, from the Medieval to the Mannerist period, received
mixed portrayaf*® B o ¢ ¢ a ®e inuidilsus clarigNoble and Famous Women
dated c. 13652, brought together the biographies of some onedtad and six
women, including the stories of womsuch as Eve, Medusa and Ventitowever,
0t hough Boccaccio had expressed revol ut
vi ewed women as StUbsetendnt ito waeend.n C:

Courtier( 1528) that the woman progressed fro

Castliglione frames the woman as 6a | ady
who could participate in intellectual de
so that womenwr e placed 6on an equ%XlHowewer,el | ect

there is a considerable gap between this movement from subservience to equality:

B o ¢ ¢ a dNohlecaddsFamousVomen was published in 13@&ll, whereas The
Courtier was first published in 152@ranslated into Englishy Sir Thomas Hoby in
1561), and so 6the Renaissance notion of

and definition offeminaa s 6inferior miadd ediion afnfemaleéd t hi s

ZCherey et al ., divide thei490sBehe 2500s.sTAenlB0OsthEs t y|1 ed i nt
divided into 06Hi1§20) aRieMarmerisns(E56MEe 0 ( Chema)y et al
24Cheney et al., p.42.

25 Cheney et al., p.42.
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i nferi or i ¥yPIlcaotnotdi sn utdadohmen dsaatspedes created by the
rebirth into femininity of the weakest men was to continue throughout the
Renaissance andpmbined with aeligious framework which rested on the sins of
Eve against mankind, fosra network of meanings and symbolattdemonised the
woman and her bod?’ The female body was, in particular, a site of deviance:
I f a good womanbs essence was an obedi
of that body suggested possible means of deviant behaviour through the
excessive demands female sexuality?®
Anguissola, in choosing to represent herself, was forced to negotiate this dialogue of
sin, reproach, fear and weakness, in order to place herself in society both as woman
and artist. The mirror in her painting is implied, not shpabsent from the pictorial
space but implicit in the seffortrait and, as such, has no bearing on the depiction.
The mirror in the portrait of Venus, however, is central and its reflection cizattes
ambiguity and eroticism, hinting at the inward dmding much of the outward. Itis
difficult to discern even if Venus is staring at herself in the mirror since her gaze
appears to be directed el sewhere and th
definite. Velazquez avoids the Bakhtiniggrotesqeryd of the female body by
presenting the viewer with her back and
conceal those aspects of her body that make Venus dangerously sensual and erotic;
though theRokeby Venus still reminiscent of the carnivalesqgBakhtinian body

that is rich, overflowing, bulging and physical.

26 Cheney et al., p.72

%27 p|ato, Timaeus and Critagans by Desmond Lee (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1965 [1)97.1p2

% |rene Burgess TheiWre k o f i @r Eeamrd y Mo der @EalyMadern 6s Dr ama
Literary Studies$ (2001) 6.124 <http://extra.shac.uk/emls/0&/burgwrec.htm>.

29 pam Morris,The Bakhtin Readdtondon: Arnold, 1994) p.226
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The mirror presents particular problems for the woman; problems which are due,
at least in part, to its classical associations with the sins of pride and vanity, and with
the figure of Venus The womandés experience with h
l i mitations set wupon it , Taaswomah inustsrtakeat e d
use of the mirror to improve herself in deeper and more spiritual wayfr fixing
her hair or makeip. An g ui s s epbrisaitt demangratds the ways in which a
female artist can negotiate certain societal norms in order to produce an image of
herself: she presents herself to be looked at, dressed appropriately, holding a prayer
book, but she stares batkher ef ore returning and perha
gaze on her. Similarly, the image of Venus centres on the gaze and the ways for her
to negotiate that gaze, so that through a series of ambiguities she avoids being
entirely objectified. Velazquézs i mage i n particular takes
of the plane mirrof the position and angle of the mirror are a crucial part of what is
presented to the viewer, what is revealed of the woman. In the examples from
Donne and Veladzquez, particulgriwe find the explicit use of mirror and glass
technol ogy, turned to the poetds and th
di vi sion between the two types of &édmirro
multiple uses and meanings, as well Esteg us to a particular mirr@echnology,
that of the crystal mirror which was prized for its improved clarity. Here, then, we
see the intersection of technology with literature and art. In the examples from
Donne and Velazquez we find two differiagproaches. Donne uses the properties
of the glass to celebrate his love for the woman, and the glass functions as the
centerpiece of the poem as its propersiggport his key themes of permaneand

hi s enduring |l ove. I n D then phgsical obea,e m, h
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concentrating on how the glass is fragile yet durable, transparent and yet reflective.
Veldzquez, however, pays attention to what can be accomplished using the reflective
surface of the mirror, rather than the actual glass itsehé&éRokeby Venuke aim

of the image is to manipulate vision and redirect the natural flow of the gaze. These
two approaches move beyond the exemplary mirrors that chapter three explored,
which had a singular goal of the moral lesson. The examples pnheDand

Veldzquez engage with the science of vision and the physical properties of glass, and
make uses of the technologies and theories in a way that illustrates the vast

applications of the mirror and its potential to function in a wide range of ways.
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Figure seventeer8ofonisba Anguissola, Bernadino Campi Paint8ajonisba
Anguissola(1557%79) Pinacoteca Nazionale, Siena
< http://lwww.wga.hu/index1.htrnl
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Negotiatingthe Gaze: Painting and Power
Given the warnings detailing the dangers for women gazing at themselves in the
mirror, such as those seen in Salter, the femalepselfait becomes yet more
intriguing. The examples of chapter three established the prolaéthe mirror, and
the ways in which the exemplary mirror characterised looking in the mirror as sinful,
while the extracts from Salter and Stubbes in this chapter have reinforced the fact
that these issues prevent a woman gazing in the mirror freethe images we have
seen so far, Venus was forced to redirect the gaze in order to protect herself, and
Anguissola had to negotiate a number of social expectations in order to create a self
portrait. Another example by AnguissoBernadino Campi Paintinthe Portrait of
Sofonisba(1550), illustrates her approach to depicting the art of painting, her skill,
and herself, in which she uses the social expectations as a tool in heragghg.

In this image, the mirror is only implied: obvious from the fenet Anguissola
has depicted herself, there is no trace of the object in the painting. In fact,
Angui ssol abds painti ng -partrait &t allrsiace it iaclugesa r s

participant rather than focusing solely on the artist. Anguigsailas herself being

painted by her master: her image, as represented on the canvas on the easel, is

considerably larger than Campi, who paints her. It is Anguissola who fills much of
the pictorial space, as her master stands by her side. The artjgpukkas herself
forward, foregrounding her abilities over those of her master and presenting herself

through the trope of the painting that is in fact a-peltrait®° By presenting

*John T. Paoletti & Gary M. Radke argue that t
structures of artistic production (a story within the story, to speak speak, that points to male
corstruction of female form), as well as a witty reference to the standard imagery of St. Luke painting

t h e ViiArt i Rendissance Italyed. by John T. Paoletti & Gary M. Radke (London: Laurence

King, 1997), p.16.
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herself alongside a master, she aligns herself with the skills amdstalean artist,

though by including Campi I n -ehfefra csiel g6 peaol
it 6has the effect of cancell i Garrard conc
of fers this interpretation claAguésalausesl abor

as a o6kind of disgui suepds iQ&E’nwthilédhihmagbee 6 d i
the case, it seems that the woman must carefully negotiate the area-of self
portraiture:  Anguissola did not directly portray herself but drew upon her
relationship with Campi to offer herself as a female artist of skill. This style of
portraiture allows Anguissola to displace the male gaze and subordinate its power
over the female body: Campi looks at her for practical reasons in order to produce
anacur ate portrait. Angui ssola stares ou
making the outsider complicit in deconstructing the teapharp i | relations
the 6inscribing of mal e &% WheeWVenasjhadeon t he
use he pose, her body, and the mirror to deflect the penetrative male gaze, the self
portrait allows women painters more control over their appearance so that rarely do
they depict themselves as object of eroticism or lust.
As Felicity Edholm describes, thereeaproblems of perception that a woman

must overcome in order to portray herself:

Women are....constructed, in part at least, by the gaze, by others.

Women in Western culture are always aware of being looked at, they are

the object of the look, and theolois essentially male. Women therefore

experience their own bodies and faces from outside as well as from
within T a woman must continually survey herself. A woman has, then a

3 Garrard, p.560.
32 Garrard, p.562.
3 paoletti & Radke, p.16.
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split relation to her body and her face; she is both inside and outside,
bothsel f af'd ot her 6.

This suggests that the very process involved in creating-pa#tait is problematic

for the woman artist. In a period when the mirror is, for the woman, enmeshed in
symbols of pride, vanity, excess and shame, the very act omtpaki herself is

sinful. It seems that, for the early modern woman, the examination of the self is
bound up with particular problems.Such is the import of the imagery and
symbolism surrounding the mirror that any woman holding a mirror is, to Stubbes,
carrying with her, the 6deuill s spectacl e
to distr uc’iCerainlyf the mirmwuig as€ociated with Venus, whose
negative associations make her a poor example for women: the women whose tables
wer ¢eétéried with combs, per f ume, and cos me
Venusd...were in fact not | adi esd and o0t
and with Venus has anti o eA wonmo hokliiga c | ai 1
mirror already hAd established, negative connotations, and the feartikt must

negotiate these associations if she wishes to portray herself. It seems prudent, for
example, to exclude the mirror altogether,Aasyuissoladoes. The woman who

makes a selportrait mustal so st eer a path through

Y.y

expectations of women. Artemisia GentileschiSelfPortrait as the Allegory of
Painting (153540), depicts herself allegorically, a trope that avoids her being

directly associated with the idea offsihaging.

>34 Felicity Edholm 6 Be y oinrdr otrh:e \WeProer rt & simiagiesighfVomen: Cultural
Representations and Gendst. byFrarcis Bonner,LizbethGoodmanRichardAllen, Linda Janes&
Catherine KingCambridge: Polity Pres$995) p.135

%35 phillip StubbesThe anatomie of abusésondon,1583) EEBO image 52, left page [accessed 4
April 2008].

% Cathy Santore) Th e t o o | Renais$ancy¥ Studigds(1997) 179207 (©.179.
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Artemisia Gentileschi was the daughter of Orazio Gentileschi, one of the
Caravaggisti, and she was O6one of t he f
compete with the ma¥ eHerapaiitings ofen doafv orh e r t
mythologicalad myt hi cal themes and are charact

and chiaroscuro, a technique which utilises light and dark to create a particularly

dramatic style>®

37 Carney, p.159.
% Carney, p.159.
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Figure eighteen: Artemisia GentileschielfPortrait as the Allegory of Painting1630),
Royal Collection, Windsar®

39 Artemisia Getileschi, SelfPortrait as the Allegory of Paintingl630)Royal Collection, Windsor
Web Gallery of Ark http://www.wga.hu/frames.html?/html/g/gentiles/artemisiaccessed 22 May

2009}




A lavishly dressed Gentileschi adorned with pieces of jewellery, leans into the
pictorial space, her low nedine revealing an expanse of cleagadgsentileschi
presents herself in the midst of artistic creation, her hair flicking out of her haphazard
bun and her sleeves bunched up around her elbows. Her hands are occupied with the
tools of her trade, the brushes and palette, and her awkwardnoos fser in the act
of painting. As her intent gaze suggests, the purpose of this painting seems to be to
focus on the act of creation, rather than the artist hefGelitileschi, by presenting
herself as in the midst of action, not looking at a mirmoatothe viewer, avoids the
male gaze and therefore its dominating force; Gentileschi, as the allegory of painting,
is neither passive nor accepting of the egazdi s t as in Angui ssol
Gentileschi presents her self indirectly, via the tropall&gory. In creating this
sidevi ew of hersel f, it i's most ' i kely t he
nearly right angl es o, a technique that
traditional frontal seHportrait and this may have been alilggrate act on
Gentil eschi o6s part, of fered to O6demonst
pictred.

Gentileschi, in choosing to paint herself as an allegory, thus elides the traditional
issues, for women, of subject and obf&tJudith W Mann arges that it is obvious
t hat OArtemisia did think about her anol
professiond and that O6éshe would recogni s
own image and that of the profession of painting (traditionally ggett as a female

figure)o. R. War d BiAflegayl of Paiatihgdb@ r e e e st dd

*0Mann, p.57.

'See Judith W Mann, 6T h éonMyNel Lookfat the Londofifiegesry a as Ch
of Paintingd Artemisia Gentileschi: Taking Stqatd. by Judith W. Mann (Belgium: Brepols, 2005),

pp.577 (p.55).
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Artemisia with an opportunity not afforded male painters: to feature her self, in all
her recognisability, as the personifications, and to cement thiscemeith a fully

and pr omi n et Howeveg rBesdell feedsdthat Gentileschi did not

accomplishthis 6i n type the female is more Poly
modest initials AA.G.F.0 on the rhbhyght hea
shadowo. |l nstead, c¢claims Bissell, o6what

construct, and through a dazzling technique, to acclaim her masterpasPi t t ur a 6
sistétbdseems, then, -pdrthaibis sudGessiut inldwengleh i 6 s s
to avoid the typical restraints imposed upon women, and avoiding the themes often
associated with women, mirrors and selma gi n e . However, t he
is limited in that it fails to truly move beyond the expectations and constthatts
women face. Anguissola both create images of themselves, they both use tropes to
escape the fact of their sefhaging, but they both do so within the boundaries set for
t hem. For example, Anguissolads ihgi r st i
a prayer book, signifiers that meet with social expectation; while the image of herself
painting her master, a-podrait Bahnptay witle rotomsi 6 s a
of seltrepresentation but do so in a way that does not threaten social orde
Ultimately, the female has little social power and while these artists gain leverage
from the opportunities available to them, there is little they can do to escape the
constraints imposed upon them.

Demonstrating virtuosity through the means of -s@ldging is a theme that is
seen throughout the works of Clara Peeters (dI58¥) whoseSelfPortrait with

Still-Life (c. 1610) demonstrates a different approach to the genre of tpodedit.

*#2R. Ward BissellArtemisia Gentieschi and the Authority of fPennsylvania: Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1999), pp-®.
*3Ward Bissell, pp.6%9.
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Figure nineteenClara PeetersselfPortrait with Still-Life (c. 1610544

544 Clara Peeters§elfPortrait with StilkLife (c. 1610), location unknown
<http://www.csupomona.edu/~plin/'women/peeters.html> [accessed 22 May 2009]
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Clara Peetersodos personal l'ife remains | a
of Jan Peeters, and a Clara Peeters was married to Hendrick Joosen in 1639, but there
is nothing to definitively link the painter to theseeats®® What is certain,
however, is that when the genre of still life painting was emerging, Clara Peeters
played a 6formati v¥ role in its developm
Striking for its plethora of objects scattered around the sttert i st , Peet
painting shows ér seated at a table holding a compact mirror in one hand and with
money, gold and jewels all around her. Peeters herself is elaborately dressed,
bedecked with jewels; she wears two bracelets, a string of pearls and a pearl
headdress. The chair upon whishe sits is just as elaborately fashioned as her
clothes, the wood of the back appearing delicately and intricately turned. The
immediate assumption, on first glimpsing this portrait, is that Peeters is quite
shamelessly sefashioning and ignoring thevarnings offered by writers such as
Stubbes. All around her are objects of beauty, possessions suggestive of wealth
the table on which she leans there is a selection of gold and silver coins, various
pieces of jewellery decorated with gems and sejaild, and two large decorative
pieces also apparently made of gold. Behind these objects is a vase of flowers, one
stem of which appears wilted and dying. However, though Peeters leans her body
towards these objects, she turns her head away from andllgazes off into the
distance. Her body is interestingly positiorieder torso faces towards the table of
riches, one arm and hand reaches in the direction of the items; her other hand holds a
compact mirror up towards the opposite side of the caraasg away from the

luxury pieces and turned in approximately the same direction as her head. Perhaps

*¥>Delia Gaze (ed.\Women Artists2 Vols (ondon & Chicago: Fitzroy Dearborn Publishers, 1997),
I, p.1080.
*®Gaze, p.1081.

246



this may indicate the separation between heart and mind, or passions a@ndteill

heart is drawn towards the expensive pieces, towards the trinkets wdnnote

luxury and bestow upon her an image of wealth, but her head turns away from this
suggesting her mi ndébs awareness that t he
hold no true import upon her character. The turned head, directed away from the
pieces of gold and jewellery could indicate that such objects are simply material,
whereas the mirror held out in her hand can offer the user an insight into the true self
ithe individual i's not made wup of effect
this, of something internal. The constructed identity which Peeters adopts by
positioning herself amongst a variety of objects reminds the viewer of the potential
for fakery and the counterfeit, of t he
O p e r s ©he &rdphasis of the portrait may be that the objects with which an

individual surrounds him or her self can be used to cees#df, but that this may not

necessarily béhes el f , as we sparwait in chapBeathréel(sgedfigures e | f
twelve). However , mor e t-paomdthii Rpdtraittererdss ¢ If f
the viewer that o0it is the unique abiliHf
fragile flowers, of earthly wealthéby fi

time,inmi A't 6.
Peeters regularly used the trick of reflection in her paintings, often depicting

herself in the reflective surfaces given in the metal goblets or glass vessels she

¥’ Gaze, p.1083.
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painted® These tiny reflections éoartsredittt es i
they are O6éscarcely visible except under
working artist right into the stl i f e scenes® Gazeclathe thatct s 6 .

Peetersds use of this device appears to

Oheriitnahgaebb t ed by Jan van Eyck, 6cl ai mi i
however, Peeters was 6éamong -poftraituréinte st pa
the real mof still |ifed.

The mirror i n Peetersos portr anto may

encourage sekinalysis, rather than simply indulging in material wealth. That is to

say, that objects can only define a person in pate scene surrounding Peeters
suggests opulence and wealth, but that she is turned away from them is seggestiv

the fact that she cannot be described solely by objects. As the extrattdmletin
chapter three illustrated, it i's diffic
within which passes showbo. Si multbaneous
turn away from materiality, Peeters presents herself as a woman of status: she is
clearly wealthy (if we assume these things to be her belongings), given the spread of
expensive items around her and the clothing she wears. She offers an image of
hersef as artist and moneyed gentlewoman, giving herself standing and showing her
talents as an accomplished artist. Furthermore, the multipkpa#taits found in

Peetersodéds other paintings appear to be ¢

*#8This ability to recreate miniature sgibrtraits in a number of shiny surfaces within her still life

paintings is consi de rséadditonalyahetreprodudedithe effekts of | of Pe:
reflected light on surfaces such as 6gilt bronze
cheese, curls of butter, wet fish, feathers and

that $1e was particularly precocious since her dated works span froni 61, meaning that her
first image appeared just 13 years after her bisde Ann Sutherland HarriSeventeentCentury Art
and ArchitecturglL.ondon: Laurence King, 2005), p.1-8B88.

*9Gaze, p.1081.

*0Gaze, p.1081.
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cannot@ er |l ook the young wo maSo, aswhuoh asvPeetérsd s
offers in her selportrait the message of the mirror as a motif for true-selth,

suggesting that the individual should turn away from material goods, she
simultaneously portraysenself surrounded by wealth thus presenting herself as a

woman of social standing, based on the objects at her table.

Johannes Gumpp:Self Portrait
This chapter has looked exclusively at examples of women and mirrors, and female
selfpor t r ai t ugsery placed ¢hd misaa & the mediator between the real
(often dangerous) and the imaginary (often safer), and the mirror redirects the
trajectory of the gaze. Anguissola, Gentileschi and Peeters manage their self
imaging byadhering to certain socig¢taxpectations, focusing on the imprecisions of
the mirror and choosing to play on its potential ambiguities, in order to develop
particular meanings and develop particular strategies of empowerment. For the
woman, the mirror is an object that must bedtad carefully but that can offer her
the opportunity to create a space for herself, creating her own likeness.

This section will consider, by direct contrast, a -pelftrait by a male artist,
Johannes Gumpp. Whereas the female artists in the presaotisns of this chapter

were able to create likenesses of themselves via careful negotiation of social

t

h

expectations and t he mi rror 0s -permalh | e mat i

knowingly andexplicitly exploits the technology available and questiores \tary
notion of generation a likenes3onathan Sawday notes the import of the term

0l i keness®6 arguing that 0the <creation

*!Gaze, p.1081.
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mi metic arts of poe¥ Certainlyphe reflectionrofMedusa s ¢ u |
inPerseusds shield hofefadremni mMigm ot h&keneasd v
slay her, indicating the unreality of the likeness: the reflection is like Medusa but
| acks some of her mo s t di stinctive attr.]
discussio of the imitative artsBo o k X oRepuBlitagtued&8s t hat o6t hat
art [1 . e. poetry] seems to be a corrupt|
6possess as an anti dot ¥ Patokttackspbetndon the o f |
basist hat it is removed from reality since
the mind of all/l |l i stenersdé6 who do not Op
n at er le addition to this separation of reality and idea, Plato makes further
comments on his theory of vision, and about the important distinctions between
reality and the image. In Plato there are, according to the story of the couch and the
table, three conceptions of the object:
object itself in the world; and the image or representation of the thing. In this only
God is the O0real authoreéeits true and nat
he has made this*lamdtails$s Ilododhiec, ttriy@mgsédr p
some particul ar couchd that 6resembl es
Omakes an appearanced of the object, SO0
[things] but not *t*HAdédusealhiet paamd elteh é st O

thing which those others produce and the

%52 JonatharBawday Engines of the Imagination: Renaissance Culture and the Rise of the Machine
(London & New York: Routledge, 2007), p.179

°53pJato, The Republictrans. by Paul Shorey, vol ii (London: Heireem, 1935), p.419.

54 plato, The Republictrans. by Paul Shorey, vol ii (London: Heinemann, 1935), p.419

°%5 plato,Republi¢ p.429.

¢ Republic p.425.
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of the product t hreRl ateartosv edsi sf o wsfeldnoant ucrre

structure of perception, from idea, to reproduction, to image, and this section
examine the ways in which such a tripartite structure was reconstructed, using the
mirror, in thework of Johannes Gumpp and Sir John Davies. This sits in opposition
with the experiences of thAnguissola Gentileschi and Peeters. While they
struggledto find the appropriate means and structures for thehpsetfaits, none of
them had the opportunity to make such explicit and knowing examinations -of self
representation and its implications as

The very nature of the mirr@nsures its status as a primary tool for mimesis; self
scrutiny, and replicating the self. M. KMbramss comments on the relation of the
mirror to the arts:

A pictureéwhile itself i's a work of

mirror for clarifying the é€ss obvious mimetic quality of an art like

poetry, which reflects the visible world indirectly, by the significance of

its words>°®

The mirror, obviously mimetic, is supplemented by the painting. Painting, alongside
poetry, could be considered less stndiigrwardly representational due, in part, to
each artrequiringan author. While the mirror passively reflects whatever is placed
before it, the artist has the capacity to be far more selective and creative, so that the
finished article may bear a lessling resemblance than that seen in the mirror.
However, this notion of a selidee mimesis has been disputadss 6 c |l as-si c
classic defenders of art alike solve the problem by claiming that poetry imitates not

the actual 0; i cted magtemsd quadlities, tenugncies, or fanssewhieh

5" Republic p.429.
¥ M. H. Abrams,The Mirror and the Lamp: Romantic Theory and the Critical Tradi©xford:
Oxford University Press, 1953 [1971]), p.33
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arewithing b e hi n d.>®% Furéherraoret Or.ddhidson claimed that the mirror
mu s t be selective, for reasons of mor al i

those parts of nature whicheenp st proper >f or imitationo6d

%59 Abrams, p.35.
%50 Abrams, p.36.
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Figure twenty:Johannes GumpgelfPortrait (1646), Private Collectiofi*

®'There are t wo VSeliPertrait, both ofadl646. Ghenirpagedtaswhich | refer is
currently in a private collection, the location of which mkiown. Howeverit can be viewed freely

here:

<http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Johannes_gumpp.jpg> [accessed 7 July 2009]. The other
version can be found in the collections at the Uffizir&hee, Italy.




Johannes Gumpp, an Austrian artist about whom very little is krjpaumied himself

in 1646 and approached the task of the-geitrait from another angle. The artist
produced a painting of himself which shows him standing in the centre of the
composition, in the wment of creation, with a seffortrait in progress to éright

and the mirror be@ng his reflection to his left. This composition, with its sense of
immediacy, chbBenges the traditional single viewpoint of the g@iftrait. The

viewer, voyeur to the moment of creation, has three views of Gumpp, viewing him
simultaneously from behind, from the side in the mirror, and from the side in the
portrait, the angles of his body appearing slightly different in the mirror and in the
painting on which he worKks. I n these thr
represented by the central figure, hiflected self in the mirror, and his painted self

on the easelport@uampagpéambodalifes Atinppaseant i 6 s |
6embracing with art of what ¥ ¢hugpngbBisent ed
composition, Gumpp highlights the possibility of the multiple viewpoints that a

mirror is capable of generating, and combines this with the unreality ofislunv

presented to the viewer. The trope of t1l
meely a painting, a creation. Gumppbs p
highlighting t he i ncreasing di stance f
representation ofms el f makes. I n so doing, 0t he

illusi ggé&samsd oshe precariousfiess and unc
This problem of the illusory, of the 0

Frederick Goldin, who considers them from a Platonic and Neoplatonic standpoint.

*52| eon Battista AlbertiOn Paintingtrans by John R. Bencer (New Haven & London: Yale
University Press, 1956), p4.
*3Melchior-Bonnet, p.168.
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Swggesting that because thermi or i s a r eal object it h a
receive the image of ideal formsdé, Gol di |

consider both the matter and form together. The mirror awakens our
consciousness of the idea by translating ioirsensible images. It
shows us anmage of eternal beauty...But that image is fleeting, it has
no substance; and we must learn how to leave the mirror behind and to

love a being that is invisible and inutable®**

Gumppbés portrait, hed espgaknaf a similar tramacé ofi pl e
i mages, selves and reflectitongp theuselt &
sensible i mages©é6. Vision is manipul ated

peering out of the painting remind us, hunsaght is drawn into the imaginary as

much as to the real. When Platvestigated the mirror illimaeushe concluded that

6specular il lusion [is] the | owest degr e
redi ty of the i mageodysiaomd and irsealhiitsy itdheaat
investigateS®°As | noted in chapter one, for Pl a

self-knowledge was highly dubious since the mirror was not to be trusted to provide

an authentic reflection. To Plato the phenomemdn t he refl ecti on i s
regular mode of <collisiond, t hus, t he mi
in reality: the mirror is not a normal visual experient® What, then, does this say

of the selfportrait, a form reliant on theni r r or ? Gumppbs i mage,
mirror and the selportrait within the same image to create a mise en abyme, shows

subtly the inconsistencies between the mediums of the mirror and tpeQedit.

*54 Frederick Goldin;The Mirror of Narcissus in the Courtly Love Ly(lew York: Cornell
University Press, 1967), pi 8.

*%5 Melchior-Bonnet, p.104.

*%¢ p|ato, Timaeus(Critias, Cleitophon, Menexenus & Epistkeans. by Rev. R. G. Bury (London:
Heinemann, 1929), p.105.

255



Gumppo6s i mage has muidea oftdifferetce. IThe moss a b o
obvious distinction between the three representations of the artist is the difference
bet ween the tones and colours in the mir-r
to the right. The image in the mirror seems both beighnd clearer than that of the
portrait and the tones of theloars in the mirror seem to match more closely those
of the central Gumpp. In the painted image however the colours have a more sepia or
dulled appemance, highlighting the distance from réalof the seMportrait and
pointing to the interception of the imagination of the painter who, unlike the
passively reflective mirror, actively interprets the image before him. Each object or
process interferes with the proximity tearl i t vy . G witp gorénsndep to st r
viewer thattheselpor t rai t i s, l' i ke Platods mirror
and must not be trusted.Each stage of removal from the original illustrates
disparities bBtween chosen image, reflected image, and imaginebe, so the
mirror image of Gumpp i S pr esen-poerdit.t as mo
Gu mp p 6portraiteldénges appearances and subverts the expectations of reality
i n portraiture so that, as Siteatpylalvays Gr e e n
cot ains within itself the X Ggnpscapidlises t s o0\
on the functions of the mirror and uses this to his own advantage challenging the

Vi ewer @®nsabod themeal, the painted and the mirrored.

The Mirror in  Nosce Teipsum
The mirror, whether literal or metaphorical, whether for prediction odagae,

inspired the creative imagination of English writers such as Sir John Davies. Davies

*5’Stephen GreenblafRenaissance Seffashioning: From More to Shakesped@hicago &
London: University of Chicago Press, 1980), p. 9.
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was not only a poet; after studying law at Oxford, he had a sfatésgal career.
He was also elected as an MP and was eventually appointed Attorney General for
Ireland in 1606. He gained considerable favour with Elizabeth | and Jamesd/I & |
James rewarded Davies with a knighthé@athd is best known for his poems
Orchestra (1594) andNosce Teipsunf 1 59 9) . 6 Of Hu mdNasee Kn o wl
Teipsumexplicates his theory of the soul using tropes of vision and the mirror.

As we saw earlier in this chapter, it
serious topic of interésuntil the seventeenth century was approaching. Until then,
he claims, the sixteenth century was not actively engaged with the vision. However,
| argue that this is not the case and certainlyyamities of the EyeStuart Clark
reminds us that in sigte nt h and seventeenth centur
ocularcentrism was already prevalent...[which gave] the eyes priority over the other
senseso. Daviesd | ong poem presses the
thys el f 0, Il ncor por aye iandgvisiagnhreo itsnmarrative rof, selft h e
knowledge’® Beginning with the errors of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden,
Davies guides his reader through the dangers of a lif@utitseltknowledge. In the
first instance, when Adam and Eve were freenfsi 6t heir reasons e
and cleered so that t ktenallighacsu Ind Ataaavoe app
and Eve are close to God becauswever,n t her
once they taste t hePadsioneyes maddeasorbhei hdée 60
t hat 0 tReasardarger tikatvshe no more / Could the fair Formesroth, and
Goodd i s c er n e-84). Through 8he mephdrs of sight, Davies locates the

h u madaesireolearn@ (| . 35) and cothadtudefs tthatf we

*8Clark, p.9.
*9sijr John Daviesed. by KreugerNosce TeipsunThe Poems of Sir John Davig@xford:
Clarendon Press, 1975),6.L. 9, 11
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when 6l n bookes prophane, we seek for kn
constructs the diffidties that this distance from clear reason presents to the
individual:

What can we know? or what can we discerne?

When Errorchokes the windowes of the mind;

The diverse forms of things how can we learne,

That have bene ever from our badhy blind? (1.5760).
Here again, the concept of knowledge is constructed through thphuoet of vision,
referring to glass (and its clgy), as well as to blindness which, compared with the
sharpness of reasondés vision in Adam and
relationship with God°D a v i e sigal ingtrugtion ¢o the reader is that if we wish
to gain access to knowledgee must first know ourselves. Invoking the words of St.
Paul in I Comt h i &ar$qw wé see through a glasse, darkely; but then shal we
see face to face. Now | know in patte; b
Nosce Teipsuraxplains the omnigence of God:

All'in him selfe as in a glasse he sees,

For from him, by him, through him all things bee;

His sight is not discoursive by degrees,

But seeing the whole each single part doth see {l.7&1).
St . Paul 6s \aed iy Havias: Baiheesrbée ienct er pret ati on

glass is a mirror and the use of O0throug

which the individual must analyse the religious selfrideo to progress towards the

The glass vessel and the 6speculum sine macul aé
Mary. Rubymaya JaeeW/oodgate exg@lins that the mirror, in its religious context, is commonly used

to 6imagine the relationship between God and cre
i mperfect image of God, and Chri stWoadgatda he exempl
@acopo de Varagineds Virgi n Australian Joarsal df TheologyMi r r o r
10 (2007), p3.

"1 The Geneva Bible: A Facsimile of the 1560 Editilassachussetts: Hendrickson, 1969), |

Corinthians, 13:12, p.8INot e at Onicw we asdese @®t kel tnyussir,eomd es of (
we sedthe mysteries of God}hrough a glasse, darkely; but then shal we see face to face. Now |

know in parte; but then thbughaglasskadadiwe even as | a
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Geternal light . The sense gksboemdi pat Ence Pauy 6s v
in Daviesd verse through the use of 6di s
the above lines of Davies, iHiustrative of Opassing fronm
opposite tointuitivelyp®?> For Davi e & js nob discussive; ratheg than
knowing in part, through | ogi c, 6Hed kn
whol ed and so compr e h ersetyesmages effortebecpuae; ih s .
Daviesdo Platonic | ogic, @ @vay #hatenakesoself b i ol
knowledge easy:

Is it because the minde is like the eye,

(Through which it gathers knowledge by degrees)

Whose rayes reflect not, but spread outwardly,
Not seeing it selfe, when other things it sees? (1.108)

Davies comp&#s t he mind and the eye:aiohot h, I
i ncrementally, absorbing 6knowledge6 in
eye nor the mind offer an immediate contribution to knowledge, since the flow of
information is external, ot internal. Here, Davies judges that the eye and the mind
do not 0r ef | examibe themseleey sinceathey @dn orgy absorb
informati on. As we f o exramissiontheonyof \lsionr st ¢ h
states that the light flows outwarftem the eye to meet the objedafdre it, so that

whenever the stream of vision is surrounded by-dag light, it flows

out until like, and coalescing therewith it forms one kindred substance

along the path of the eyehsstteamsi si on, W |
from within collides with an obstructing object withd(t.

®"2The Oxford English @tionary, <http://dictionary.oed.com/[accessed 3 March 2007].
"3 plato, Timaeus p.101103.
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Following Plato, Davies too suggests that the eye is not the method by which the
individual may study and know the self. Rather, the mind has the properties of a
mirror:

...for the mindecan backward cast

Upon herself her understanding light;

But she is so corrupt,ands def acot ,
As her owne image doth her selfe affright (1.1.02).

The mind, for Davies, has the ability to throw back a reflection to the viewer and put
lightonasubject n a way that vision cannot ; howe
stained, as corrupt as the soul. Nature has placed the eyes on the front of the face,
making inward vision via the mechanisms of sight an impossidilitye must utilise
the properties of thenind to glimpse the stained sodt. Thi' s émi rror 6 i s
of truth for, in the next stanza Davies relates the tale of lo who was turned into a
cow:

As is the fable of that Ladie faire,

Which for her lust was turned into a Cow;

When thirstie to a stlame she did repaire,

And saw her selfe transformed she wist not how

At first she startles, then she stands

At last with terror she from thence doth flie;

And loathes the watrie glasse...

And shuns it still, though she for thirst do die (1.1136).
lo was, before she visited the water, unaware of her physical transforénation

without a mirror she cannot know herself. Such is thednoof the truth of her

situation, that she would rather die tharapproach the ater to satisfy her thirst.

Ernest B. Gilman discusses the writings of Fran
bet ween the Asoul 6s two Eyestded tthheare ytehe feyeaidfh r
both these inner sources of vision are surer guides than the eye of sense fixed on the objects on which

i f feeds: ifGaze not in Beauty too much, l est it
itdeceived hee 06 ( Gi | maBnchyrigion(Ldhdon, 16@1) lakr 3| pe SiGomplete Works
1:31). See Ernest B. Gi Embeemed Thoamgdagesohlmagésma ge i n

ed. by W. J. T. Mitchell (Chicago & London: University of Chicago Pr&380), pp.584.

260



Her sirs, all too apparent in her bodily appearance, can be avoided if she refuses to

|l ook at herself i n rrtohred misr réode f atcedrt 6mi nsdo

truth that she decides to Omankied oansi nmaqu

Through this her mindo6s i nbseauredlanddimimedbyr 6 ar

themorepaka bl e counterfeit 6selfd she creates
The concept and power of t hespeardasinceds ey

when events occurmreffsti angé at épgl apygauesres t h

substitute way of seeing as a substitute wayohkno g 6: so | o reverse

to attempt to blot out what she knows of herself, her true’'Seffather than the

O6stimulation of aodgrmdi twihdnc hhy Air mehauran eKd naie

when viewerscannotknow, lo can knowand thus makes a deliberate attempt to

di sengage Oepdgaciet iianodowvianmd ar more comfort.i
Reason takes precedence over all other facultiest @chost &ected by the sins

of the individual. Reason, given the sense of sight, findsisisrv darkened by sin

and it becomes damaged and weakened, subject to the dangers of the passions.

Davies Christianises Pl eountfosthefdifficunesl at i or

inherent in selkknowledge, citing the story of lo as an illustration of our natural

aversion to the horrible truth uncovered when we finally examine our self. In all of

this, the mind is key, a recepte for the information that theyes bring into the

body, a mirror for the soul so that O6she:

" Arthur Kinney,Shakespeare and Cogniti onreghDiamaNevt | e6s Leg
York & London: Routledge, 2006).16.
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Tripartite Structures
Gu mp p 6-portraiteshofvs three views of himselfeality, mirror and copy?
Similarly Davies creates a tripartite structure wheenmefr i ng t o God when
on Adamas aroote or well / And on his heires dsranchesand asstreamegl. 765
766) . Her e, God is origin, Adam is Oro
demarcation between origin (or perhaps seed), foundation (r anol offshoot (or
branch): each time the distance from 061
Anatomie of Abused583) applies this structure to the creation of Adam and Eve,
noti ng that God Omade man after hm& own
woman, made of a F'iSb s asdhe rodts osthedreemendrated y 6 .
l'ife from earth, so Adam was made and Ev
most removed from the image of God, from the origin.

This section will conclude thchapter with a brief discussion of the incidence of
tripartite stuctures and how they occur in the works of Gumpp and Davies. Ritamary
Bradl ey, exploring t htilesofsnediewaftextd, exarireesi | u mod

the idea of the tripartite striuge in scripture and finds it intertwined with both vision

*Robert H. Ray, in his o6dictionary6d of Marvell,
descrbeas 6a concept inherited from Scholastic phil
Marvell ds ti me. The fisoul 6 many times was assum

of the soul. The vegetative soul is possessed by plantsalanand humans, and it is responsible for
grown and reproduction. The sensitive soul is possessed by animals and humans, and it is responsible
for the functioning of the five sense. The rational soul is possessed by humans, and it is responsible
for reason, understanding, and free will. This third soul distinguishes humans from plants and

animals, places humanity just below the angels and God in the hierarchy of creatures, and makes
humans potentially angelic and godlike (Robert H. RayAndrew Marvié Companion (New York

& London: Garland Publishing, 1998), p.160.

>"" Stubbesimage 2, right page.
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and mirrors’® Bradley quotes thaogian and poet Alanus de Insulis (111203)

(@)

who Obui lrarsc huyp a@af htireut h §oldtisdhe mirray im ehich h a t
you ought to look: the mirrorfahe Holy Scriptures, the mirror of nature, and the
mirror of creat u r°>@Braflley claims that each of these shows us what we ought to
be so that o6in the mirror of the Scriptu
creatures you see yourself aw@tched one; and in the mirror of your human nature
you judge yotrself as guiltyo.

Just as Daviesd poem portrays ltesobody a
selknowledge, so Bradley highlights how this is reflected inpsare. This triniy
of mirrors encompasses and describes the scrutiny of the self as Davies portrays it
and, perhaps, as Gumpp may allude doseéltknowledge is bound up with mystery,
potential inaccuracies, with mirrors and vision. Both Bradley and Davies place
reason atthe centre of this digion, its role being key in achieving true self
knowl edge. As Bradley describes it, Or ea
appear right and left things appear to be left, thus reversing the qualities of the mirror
that leadPlato to distrust it®

These works by Davies and Gumpp illustrate the role of the mirror in the
formation of early modern selfhood, highlighting the dialogue of religion, pride,

vanity and virtuous behaviour that frames any explorationnafiidnessin this

. Almond inAdam and Eve in Seventee@tbntury Thought onsi der s t he Ot hr e

nd and notes that ih oweanst uroyp,uldéamrotd ulre ansgt tbheec

folk nature of the divined (Al mond, p.12).
that others were popular, including Milton:

e M Clyistisndecliinei and t he three trinities that Joh

understanding; power, knowledge, and goodnes:

See Al monddés first cAdanpandeEre in SeverdeCenhtunpThdlight Al mond,

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), {324

®Ri t amar y Bdskgrauhd of the Titl®Speculum in Meelial Litera u rSeeilum 29

(January 1954 100115 (p.110).

0 Bradley, p.112.

81Bradley, p.112.
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period. However, more than this, these pieces reveal the imprint technology made;
optical deception and visual t fportcaik, e r y
while metaphors of vision are inscribed in the verses of Davies. Both texts take
advantage of the opptunities that the mirror offers, incorporating its connotations
into their exploations of self and selfhood.

This chapterhas investigatedhe connections between technology and the arts,
and shows how these are integrated into exisowal systems, so that individuals
can work with the technology and societal norms in order to express themselves
creatively. The mirror of Medusa has the power to destroy her deathly gaze and so
images of her centre upmot seeing and not looking. Maesa controls the gaze that
falls upon her until that gaze is her own, while the mirror mediates between her gaze
and those attempting to look at her. The mirror in Ovid is often a very dangerous
object, leading to death in some cases, and is a markaniy in others. This sense
of vanity is, as we have seen, popularly applied to the mirror in both literature and
conduct manuals, so that the mirror is almost automatically associated with women
and negative behaviour®espite the changes in technojothat worked to remove
the mystery of the mirror and of the mechanisms of sight, the classic negative
connotations of the mirror remainedbngside the technological improvemenrds
that womenexperienced great difficulties in attempting éscape the pblems it
presented. Moreover, it Isecauseof of advances in mirror technology that these
negative associations were reinforced, as the larger, clearer and more widely
available lookingglasses only served to bolster the connections with vanity and self
love. This means that images of women, particularly-pelftraits, present a number

of difficulties and expectations. Anguissola, in adhering to a number of social rules,
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presenting herself as modest and virginal or as being painted by a master,smanage
simultaneously announce her authority as
turn herself into the allegory of painting ensures that she assumes a role that is
traditionally figured as feminine and so poses no particular threat to the sol@al o

or hierarchy. While Venus is a character to whom the mirror is often attributed and

who embodies carnality and sin, her image makes use of the particular features of the
mirror to retain a sense of modesty. It is in these ways that the woman achieve
selfportrait without appearing to be indulging in the sins of vanity or pride.

This contrasts with the segpiortrait of Johannes Gumpp, in which sefiaging is
the topic for the painting. Gumpp, by including both the mirror and the portrait in
progress, as well as himself, investigates the very structures that makeaggtig
possible for women artists, exposing them in a way that is far less accessible to the
woman painter. Gumppdbs portrait highl i
painting,making the viewer alert to the problems of the mirror and the work of art,
reminding us that neither the mirror nor the portrait are normal visual experiences
since they form part of a tripartite structure that separates out reality from its mirror
and is copy.

While the technologies of the mirror and theories of vision are developing rapidly
throughout this period, the images of Anguissola, Gentileschi, and Peeters, combined
with the discussi on of Nosce Tefpsualosttatet thae mi r r
the mirror is still being used in its traditional context of sin, pride and vanity, and
blended with Platonic theories of vision to fall in line with the Pauline directive.
Mirrors are implicated in the struggles for definition and power, paatiguas they

relate to women, who are at the centre of representation in theposetits but
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who are short of institutional and formal power. In the development of ways of
seeing, the mirror appears as a tool of-seffrovement, as a means of gaginto
the truth of the soul, or what the soul ought to be, and as a motif for true self worth.
The mirror and its reflection both expands and limits the possibilities of the gaze,
whether by offering the woman an opportunity to redirect the gaze ttatufain
her, thus securing her privacy, or by inhibiting the content and composition of the
female seHportrait.

The mirror becomes an important part of knowing the self, whether in spiritual or
practical terms. However, the mirror is associatedh witowledge more broadly
t han t his. The tradition for compendi
Uranoscopia Britannica., or, An almanack and prognostication for the yeare of
Christ 1650. and from the creation, 5643. and the second after bissextile or
leapeyear or a prospective glass€l650) by John Booker, saw knowledge, vision
and mirrors related in a different way. Chapter five will consider the relation of

mi crocosm/ microcosm and viParadsellpstt hr ough
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Chapter Five

Mil t onds Vi si

Cosmology, religion and vision are in the seventeenth century interrelated. In
chapter four | argued that although scientific advances were pushing forward the
theories of optics and catoptrics, the traditional metaphors related to ngrrorin
remained in currency. This chapter will examine the intersection of science with
literature in order to show why there may be a resistance to freely expressing and
investigating the progress of science. The chapter will discuss two printed texts from

the period, both of which approach vision and the eye from very different
viewpoints, which will establish examples of contemporary opinion on the topic of
optics. However, beyond this, the chapter will centre odisaussionof John

Mi | t Paradise Los{1667), tracing through a number of extracts his approach to
vision and to the science that had the potential 4arder the trajectory of theology

and culture in the seventeenth century.
understanding of thedeas of microcosm and macrocosm as he creates them in
Paradise Lostcarefully balancing the Ptolemaic (geocentric view in which earth is

at the centre of the universe) and Copernican (heliocentric view where the sun is at

the centre) ideas of the universe Mi | t ondés wor k wil |, I ar ¢
i nterested approach to Copernicusodés heli
balance in order to retain the existing theological order. | will show that there is an
important relationship to be cegnised between the eye, and the organising
structures imposed by the concepts of microcosm and macrocosm. Science

considered the eye to be a functional eipoynt for information and knowledge, and
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so the new information brought forward by Copernidbat displaced the earth as
the centre of the universe, was potentially destructive knowledge that threatened the
ordered universe. The danger posed by such information cannot be underestimated
and the consequences of speaking out are evidenced in thle &ad public
punishment of figures such as Galileo who wrote about what the eye could see
through the telescope. | will argue that the eye sits at the centre of the debate
bet ween theology and science and my arg
be¢ ween the I|little and | arge worlds repre
Oestablishes the PlTahcee foifn adv esreyctthiionng weills
mirror-moment when she catches sight of herself in the pool, shortly after awaking in
Eden,drawing on the earlier discussions of s#ifcovery and selfecognition in
chapters three and four, and noticing the ways in which the themes of power and
hi erarchy established el sewhere in Milto
hierarchical pwer prevents Eve from having the opportunity of experiencing and
coming to understand herself, in the way that Narcissus comes to know himself.

To return to the i1 dea of microcosm and
as 6 human n at & coesideoed asereppesentingethec counterpart in
mi ni ature of divine or wuniversal natur e;
definition was first used in 1475. I n
Hymenaeito mean globe, a usage which is nowadete. In a more general sense,
the OED describes 6émicrocosmbéb as Oa plac
in miniature the characteristic qualities or features of something much larger, and

of f ers JoAnmAnabmynal teedVBorld§1611) asan example, in the lines

%82 philip C. Almond Adam and Eve in Seventee@antury ThoughtCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999) p.40. Seeppd32 f or Al monddés full discussion
macrocosm.
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60She to whom this world must I t selof r ef e
L.235236)*Phi |l i p C. Al mond argues that O&6inti
the crown of creationd was thledodiwtaagi n
comprehended within himself al |, or mo st
[idea] was a sevent e% onahencbasictevel, man wasmmo n p
mi crocosm Obecause he shared in the char
| ower than himselfd but more significant
the epitom&Fofmmatt gat mamdé was the microcos
i n man his creation of the wuniverseod so

andlirk s t he ©ppositesd.

*83The Oxford English Dictionary Onlinehttp://dictionary.oed.com [accessed 15 Octeb2009];
J o hn DAandmmomy ofithe World TihaenComplete English Poeifioondon: Penguin, 1971),
p.276.

84 Almond, p.39.

%85 Almond, p.39.

*8¢ Almond, p.40.
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Added by a Friend of the Publifber
of this Piece of Crollius and
Paracellus 7z Englifb.

CROLLIUS.

TWa things are fcen within this Volumn finall

the great and the leffe #worlds Originall,
FHere may man [ee asina glafle his fhape

by which be may corruption guite efcape.
The eAnthor was divinely tasnght that writ,

[o Likewife was be thar tranflated ir.
Here may be feen, whar nature zs and grace,

whar God bis back parts are, and what hbis face.
Hlere 75 burh heaven and earth s» Harmony,

& cure to eafe us of oxer Vanity.
- : T'be true Elixir’s beve the ftone that doth
1 tranfmute the outward and the inward both ;
. And make all heavenly like to Chryftall fine,

. yea like to Chrift the prototype divine.
17 hat is above is Likewife bere below ‘
! : as this Anatomy of man doth [5ow.
: Zbe man s all the pares of him' confists
l ' of whae the Macrocolme compofed £s.
T be zworld it [lfe’s « man, though great and big,
| and Man bimfelfe’'s a World 5 do but bere dig,
| A treafure will appear more worth then all,
by which be may be ranfom’d from his fall.

|
|
|

The

587

%87 Oswald Croll,Philosophy Reformed & Improved in Four Profound Tractatess. by
Henry Pinne(London: Printed by M. S. for Lodowick May Lldy1657), EEBO, image 11
left page
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Thi s sense of ma n as Godos mi crocosm
commendatory verse (above) of Oswal d Cr
translated by Henry Pinnel, a former chaplain in the Parliamentarmap. Pinnel
captures a particular sense of the bodi
Oprototyped, 6anatomyé and O6transmutebo6,
overt theme of microcosm and macrocosm considered in its religious context. The
@articul ar foundation of Croll 6s medi ca
har moni ous correspondence bet w&emr otl Hé& sma
short text puts together religion and cosmology, and balances them against each

other to providea harmonious exemplary mirror, from which the individual can

l ear n. Croll 6s text may be considered a
achievements of both text bBothheavarprideartre d i n
in Har mony o (he9)o,di showl yt instituted str
macr o oGomdp.endi us texts, I|ike Croll-6s, of

terms in the title, to refledt both in a metaphorical and literal sefise hat &édnot hi
was impossible and everythingas worthy of study in this desperate and doomed
attempt to order the ever increasing cor

0reflect, as a microco®¥m, Goddés plan for

*%8| inden, p.213.

*% Marshall Grossmarfemilia Lanyer: gender, genre, and the caifisentucky: University Press of

Kentucky, 1998), p.133.

*Paol o L. Rossé ,ammdotcheti s CamiBoieade,iCaltnreand Lear ni n
Popular Belief in Renaissance Europe. by Stephen Pumfrey, Paolo L. Rossi & Maurice Slawinski
(Manchester & New York: Manchester University Press, 1991), pp1I83 Nicholas Jolly argues

tha although it is easy to asswunmartyh gothid alslo pthlyadt c
6attributed to the scientific revolutiondé, many
the demands of t heol ogeary médrvaldeha8lars.often haulé littlgormox pl ai n
distinction between theology and philosophy, seeing each as connected or supporting the other, but

over time this changed so that 6scholasticism is
betweep hi | osophy and theologyd (p.364). See Nichol
Phi | os dhelcambridgerHistory of Seventeetbntury Philosophed. by Daniel Garber &

Michael Ayers (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), i, p{3383
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This thesis focuses on the intersections between literature andl/optiaptrical
science, specifically with regard to how the mirror and vision relate to eachiother
Gu mp p 6-portratéfigure twenty) uses the mirror and the portrait to illustrate the
mutability of the lookingglass and its reflection, as well asindicate the potential
difficulties with what we see in the mirror or represented in apmetrait. The
powerful metaphoric connotations of the mirror and vision are built and rebuilt,
adapted and used in literature and visual culture, as we can s@nsnBaldung
Gr i e n 0 ¢figurerm3Pwheh shows the mirror in its traditional context of pride,
decay and vanity, and in Jan Brueghel 6s
importance of optics, as the canvas is filled with particularly visuaotdbjsuch as
paintings, but also the tools of vision, such as the telescope. As chapter two
revealed, the visual theories are often intertwined with expressions of devotion, and
this chapter builds on this relation, continuing to examine the differingpapipes of
science and religion to the Paadisedostd, i n
examines the events of Adam and Eveds ex|
a central focus in his retelling of their story is its cosmology which, eoluplith
Mi |l tonds own approach t o vision, provi
principles of microcosm and macrocosm, and the eye and viSion.

0 Model worl ds 6, claims EIlizabeth Spill e
0t he gol dennémorrd du coef ki n ocw I¥eddodetwordds, duchv i r t u €

as Mi Paradised.sstproduce knowledge that is safe, that brings order and

*'Rayna Kalas, in her analysis of 6framed during
6epitomizes a cosmol ogi cal order, the kind of or
by E. M. W. Till yar dé thexsikiédnth centuryuab dne orgartized adcerding n e s

to resembl ance aFRramedGilassjVerset Tha Tedhnolody Kf #deticdnyention in
the English Renaissan¢ithaca & London: Cornell University Press, 2007), p.58.

*92Elizabeth SpillerSciene, Reading and Renaissance Literature: The Art of Making Knowledge,
15831670(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), p.27.
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structure and, unlike in the real world, a model world can be used more easily to
teach, influence and directanindivadl 6 s wor | d vi ew. I n Crol
described a particular aim to characterise the text as one that te&cheke
compendious nature of the textds scope

which c¢claim that t he wvaonldu nteh ewillels sc oWwoerrl dést

that is, the macrocosm and the microcé8l n t hi s 6égl assed, as
text, man may see Ohis Shapeb6, as i f in
(1.3). This line appears to call uponthé regi ous | mport of the
encoded in St. Paul 6s O6now through a gl a

using it the individual can learn about him or herself, and therefore avoiding any of
the mirrords negat ioperng linasfbting ®gethex microcosh h e s e
and macrocosm, seeing, and the exemplary mirror metaphor: this volume, with its
philosophical emphasis, will allow individuals to see and learn about themselves, as

they might in the lookingjlass. The lines that folw indicate the theme of divine

knowl edge and | earning, with the confirm

transl ator are suitably taught, and a sp

%93 Oswald Croll (c.1560.608) was a professor of alchemy and medicine at the University of

Marburg in Germany, who believedathichemistry and alchemy were closely related (AlleD&bus,

The Chemical Philosophy: Paracelsian Science and Medicine in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth
Centuries(New York: Science History Publications, 1977), vol. 1, pp-128& Croll 6s text,
Paraelsian medicine in general, is often considered within the context of the importance of anatomy:
Jonathan Sawday notes that O6anatomyéwas seen as
hierarchies, providing that it was seen as a holistic undemag 6 and t hat O6emphasi s \
Paracelsianism on the unity and order of the cosmos appealed to those who were anxious to defend

ol der political and i ntel | eTodBody Emblazoeed: ®issedidne s 6 ( s
and the human body in Rersasice culturdLondon & New York: Routledge, 1995, repr 1996),

p.2322 3 3, in particular the chapter e Pdrdacdlsusedh 6 Roy al
introduction to Philosophical Medicine in the Era of the RenaisséBasel & London: Kager,

1982).

“stanton J. Linden finds that the poem is 6repre
uneven body of Renaissance alchemiceglhiJversogohearmd
stone parallels and themes of spaitpurification and transformation present in much alchemical

writing of thi s DarkeHeroglighicis:ralchemy inEnglish litenatlee frgm

Chaucer to the Restoratighexington: University of Kentucky, 1996), p.214).
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present a balanced account which will acbes teaseusofowr ani t-300 (I . 9
Presumably the vanity to which Croll refers is the assumption that the earth sits at the
centre of the universe, an idea that has already been challenged [by Copereus
revolutionibus orbium coelestiufOn the Revolutions of the Celestial Sphgres
1543,and by Galileoin Sidereus Nunciug¢Starry Messenger 1610], bythe time

Croll publishes this text in 1657. Differing, changing werldws were already
common, claims Spiller, during the Early
from the fAgol den wor | dDefeackofPaegyt tr gese@gr e
worl d depicted in Renaissance pastoral a

the Globe theatre which encompassed fHe

Ahypothetical 06 model of pl anetary moti ol
terellas designed bWi | | i am Gi | bert for his researc
there is ample evidence that O0fiThe Renai
of a belief in the human i maginawadoné[th

att i tuMliel otbo.io Giich lBepomes a microcosm presenting his own world
view, indicates and incorporates those theories of planetary movement that have been
proposed during his lifetime.

Croll 6s short verse illustrates derts con
using O0gl assebd, 6stoned, and Chrystall b
blending it with the divine application of the mirrbrthat is, to make use of it for
spiritual selfimprovement. Lines seventeen and eighteen figure man as the
micro c 0 s m 0 the ppo@typedivindd |, suggest i alghe panisaof man,

him consisty of what theMacrocosmecomposed i¢l.17-18). Man, then, becomes

% gpiller, p.29 [Piller quotes Harry Berger iSecond World and Green Worful9.
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/De_revolutionibus_orbium_coelestium
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/De_revolutionibus_orbium_coelestium
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sidereus_Nuncius

Godos mirror on eart fheoWohlad mainst eatntdb a |

0 Mahimsele 6 sWoa | d 62 0()I.. 191 f the reader shoul c

Croll 6s text, then a o6treasured which wi

revealed (1.2422).

Goddés Universe: Defining the Eye

—— =S~ e~

Albrecht Direr, Astronomer(1500) British Museum, Londott®

Chapter four noted that during the seventeenth century, scientific progress was made
in visual theories, with key figure such as Descartes, Ke@lalileo and Newton all

making significant observations and publishing new, much improved theories in the

%% Albrecht Direr, Astronomei(1500), British Museum, Londokeb Gallery of Art
<http://www.wga.hu/frames.html?/htmid/durer/2/12/1_1500/index.html>.

275



fields of optics, catoptrics and astronomy. However, although more advanced work
and new ideas emerged, confirming the intromission theory, premogels and
beliefs persisted alongside these. For e

Robert Her-16 T4, i(nM58WUpon her Eyesbdé (164

6intelligenced is intended to meamol 6t he
the motion of each o6sphered in ARt unive
the eye is provider and participant in t

but Herrick elevates the eyes of the lady to the heavens:

Clear are heeyes,

Like purest skies,

Discovering from thence

A baby there

That turns each sphere,

Like an intelligence?®
Herrick adheres to Pt ol emy dhatisgteemginont r i c
that the earth was the centre of the universe andthat planets rotated around it
even though the Copernican heliocentric view had already been expressed in 1543.
The heliocentric theory, which put the sun at the centre of the earth and noted that all
else rotated round it, was supported in the seeent¢ h century by
observations and Keplerdéds theories. Her

already been contested, perhaps because it was considered safer to do so. Unlike

Croll, Herrick does not seek to balance his watilelv, but does g on to make a

*"Maclean, p.134. Thereis,howeven,nevi dence in the OED that would
The only definition in the OED that would appear
6a piece of information or news6, which does not

<http://dictiorary.oed.con¥.

*®Robert Herri ck,Bedlddnpsanmndthe Cavaliey RostHby Hugh Maclean

(New York & London: Norton, 1974), p.134. Stuart ClarkVemnities of the Eyaddresses the issue

of the hierarchy of the senses, finding that Adiges Aristotle and Plato all privilege sight over the

other senses, and that this opinion | ater became
direct knowledgelOdf thingsd (Clark, p.9
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connection between the eyes and the unive@se&onnection that is repeated in two

ot her texts of the period, as | wi || s hc
pur est skiesd I mbuing upon thenyesato heave
Ospher esb, thus el evating the importance

he equates them with the significance o
universeHowever, although Herricko6s represen
exists in the same period a series of negative connotations which, essentially, see the
eye held responsible for the sins of Adam and Eve. This relation of the eyes to the
universe, which suggests the eyeball as a miniature representation of the @arth or
microcosm, is a theme that Milton exploresPiaradise Lostand which is found in
two texts that discuss the eye.

In this period, clergyman Robert Dingley (1618/&60) and physician and
anatomist Helkiah Crooke (157548) both published texts whi@xplored aspects
of the eye in relati oDivine Optickd(1652¥° aidh e me s .
Cr o o kwvekilsosmographiaof 1615 offered competing viewpoints on the
functions and i mportance of the eye: t h
suggestdd | end of science, coded in the use of
Crookebds title tells wus explicitilthat t hat
is, the human body. Both authors situate the eye in the univé@seley sees the
eye as a Ominiature gl obed, and Crooke u
descriptions of the eye. The eye is then aligned, according to their allegiances, with
either religion or science: Dingley links the eyes with sin and the Fall, as they

succumb tathe temptations before them, while Crooke considers visual powers as

**Marcus Nordlund gives a daluylsli nagc ciotu nitn odr dDern gtl ce yc
of reformed (anti)visualityd to the commonly dr a
(Nordlund, pp.13€153)imy di scussion will focus on the religi
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the bodyds guide. Crooke assigns free
presented with all that appears before the eyes. Howevegradise LostMilton
connects ivbiisliiotnyd swiftahl Isi n, fear and Adam
i n ways that seem similar to Dingleyodos a
of 6i magesd and oOidol séb, is the site of
reminds us that durind¢ Medieval and Early Modern periods it was thought that

6t he eyes gave access to all manner of
corrupted the seer and destroyed®The s or

principal failing of the eyeswadas 0 t hei r 0 eistsaeig, thatahey f un ct

i nstantly Arepr esent°®™ Blindhess, erl thewtber haad, | t h
0freed the individual from peril and tem
apprehension and imaginatigne r f ect memor vy, andébetter

Ahi gh an d® Rkhaughesadntifiotitiought was progressing, older (and less
accur ate) ideas persisted, as we find i
however opposed their ideologies were,relea common comparison: both writers
draw parallels between the eye and the universe, and so too does MP@radise
Lost in which he approaches the emerging technologies and theories with caution,
presenting them as part of the existing theologicaér of his story.

Di ngl e yDwime Qpticks] oe A Treatise of the Eye, Discovering The Vices
and Virtues theregfappears to suggest that throughout his text he will present a

bal anced account of the eyees@Hoseverssi ng

69 stuart Clark\arities of the Eye: Vision in Early Modern European Cult(®aford: Oxford
University Press, 2007), p.ZB.

01 Clark, p.21.

92 Clark, p.23.

693 Robert DingleyDivine Opticks London, 1652, EEBO, title page, document image 1 [accessed 13
October 2009].
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addressing the same themes that we will finé?@amadise LostDingley blames the

eye for causing the Fal/l so that Omisery
praises the eye, referring tso toéot hteh ew oenydee
little globe full of wvisory spiri®sé wh

Dingley depicts the eye as a miniature 0
t he human body. Dingl ey sees etehesas 6 ani
apertures for sin. The earth, the centre of the Ptolemaic universe, is located for
Dingley in the eyes. Dingl eyds cosmogr
foreground the eye as the site of Ori gi
Dingl eyés work as it is, at its most basi ¢
tal e. However, we wi || find that Mi |t
approach to cosmology sinBaradise Lostloes take account for both theories.

Nordlund notesDi ng!l ey 6 s Puritanical presentat
autonomous henchman (broker, spy or pimp) who goes forth into the world and
restlessly hunts out immortal sights for his vulnerable masteactwe capacity for
selection which seems to be theroot t h e % Dihgkey hasavang liét of
grievances with the eye and although he
wonder s, and | arge Tracts are written ¢
response to the eye is that of negati¥ify.Hef i nds t hat Ot he eye
means to wrong our sel ves, but ot her so
Seekers and seduced o n°% 3nhisliseof teefadimgaof e d by

the eye he includes amoreg edt hear 5 wtamd odp ra

94 Dingley, image no. 24.36.

%5 Nordlund, p.137.

% Dingley, EEBO, image no 24,34.
97 Dingley, EEBO, image no 29,30.
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eyeo, an o6idolatrous eyeb6, a Ofurious a
e y &% Dingley sees only the endless potential dangers presented in daily life,
finding little cause for trust, marginalising the science of e @&d his sense of
cosmology in favour of a heavily religious viewpoint.

Dingley sets himself out as following something similar to the extramission

theory, claimng that Ovisory spiritséfl
these fl| oew dnndcher evfilsadbtled rays in the eye
i mage of the thing seend, ®hThisshowsss, t hen

again, that even though this theory were technically outdated and wrong, it still held
currency throughout theepiod regardless. The anatomical tracts, Dingley tells us,

are written to | et us know O0the frame of
tunicles and humours that be in the eye; all of which the curious Anatomist an exact

Ar i st hat h Dihgekneakes clearthis gositidn within the scientific debate

and makes mention of those who have written in detail about such things, signalling

to the reader that the science of vision shall not be his tSpldnlike Croll, Dingley

does not aim to bmg balance to his ideas, instead offering a view that is rather one

sided.

While for Dingley the eye was the aperture for sin and allied to religious doctrine,
Crookebds text approaches the eye from th
Mikrokosmogrphia of 1615, was the first anatomical text written in English by a
physician rather than a surgeon. There were attempts to suppress the document,
made by surgeons, the president of the college of surgeons and the bishop of London,

but these were unsucee$ ul and Crookebds description

% Dingley, EEBO, image no, 19p.24, 25, and image no 20,37.
%9 Dingley, EEBO, image no 24, p.34.
1%Dingley, EEBO, image no 24, p.34.
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become an extremely successful f8xt I n Crookeds detailed b
reprinted twice (1616 and 16h8) uamgeows$
the day, he spends thirgne pages orthe anatomy of the eye, covering its
physiology in detail. He begins by making a direct comparison between the sun and
the eye: 6for as the Sunne (saitehusuGal en
partium)in the great world, so is the Eye in thed$8*? In Genesis, light was the
second el ement that God <created. Havi ng
said, Let there be ° iTgehmarginahnotd that bppears wa s
al ongside this verse st at &sunne trandonedvashe | i
createddé, and verse fourteen el aborates
Let there be lightes in the firmament of the heaven to separate the daie from the
night, & let them be for signes, and for seasons, and for daies anel®y&dere the

l' i ght is harnessed in the 6sunn®, the mo

hi erarchy that brings a®°®

r Gropke,| ilmdrawingyhisc ont r
comparison between the sun and the eye, suggests the primacy oof arsi

i ndicates its position in the body. Cr o
the microcosm of man with the macrocosm of the heavens. Like Croll, Crooke

offers a point of view that presents a balance of heavens and earth and it is #his sens

of bal ance that wi | | characterise Miltoni

®11 Oxford Dictionary of National Biography http://www.oxforddnb.con¥ [accessed 19 October

2009].

®12Helkiah CrookeMikrokosmographia: a description of the body of niBarbican: 1615 repr

1651), EEBO, document image 214, p.397. Marc Bensimon notes Bhat & cSev@rs Deadly Sins

the sun is O0thseeymigoleyed @oddéstalkl eye of God | o
in which man sees himselfd p.247 (see Marc Bensi
Re n ai s sThenDarked Vidion othe Renaissance: Beyond the Fields of Reasoiy Robert S.

Kinsman (Berkeley & London: University of California Press, 1974), pp-22).

®3The Geneva Bible: A Facsimile of the 1560 Editidlassachussets: Henrickson Publishers, 2007),

p.1, Genesi&3.

®14 Genesis 1:3, note g; Genesis 1:14.

®15 Genesis 1:14, note k.
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The eye to Crooke is as important as the light which makes the earth both
intelligible and inhabitable and his view of the purpose of eyes is balanced, neither
painting them as inlets for sinorasusefessr di vi ne percepti on:
Organs of the faculty of Seeing, which we use as spies, not only to avoid those things
which would offend us, and to | ead wus wun
that by those things which are visible way take consideration of the omnipotency
of the i n°¥iThe dydsare goo didinalized but instead celebrated as
offering the individual the opportunity to escape the dangerous or potentially hurtful
and, most of all, the opportunity to apprécee Godds power and th
gifts on earth.

Crooke goes on in his description of the eye, to reduce it to its component parts,
taking each in turn to explain their functions, relying particularly on the works of
Galen and Vesalius as his guideshis demonstrates the depth and range of texts,
and ideas, that were in print and in use during the period in which Milton was

writing.

61¢ Crooke, EEBO document image 214, p.397.
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412 Of the Membrane called Adsata, B m:

- brane becauie, faich ke, it differech fromthe Dara Meninx of the brain, not oncly in fobftance
but alfo in thicknefle and in fignre. For byic felf alone it maketh another fphericall cavity arifing
beyond the iuperficies of the hard Membrane, and both within andwichout is frec fromany con-

nexion.

Table 3. figure 1. fhemeth the Mentbranes and kumors of the Eye by The explicationof she firft figmme by itfelf,
Isnes drawn after the marmer of atrue Eye. 2, The Cryftalline humor.
Figure 2. forweth thehorny coat with a portion of the Optick Nerve. b, The Glafly humor.| :

Figure 3. fpometh the [ame divided by a tranfver|e fefion. ¢, The watery homor. .

Figure 4. beweth the Uvea or Grapy coat with apertion of the Optick  dy The atmoft coat called Adnata.” -~ ¢
Nerve. e, Thedark part of the hormy Tunicle which is net

Figure 5.7be Grapy coat of amans Eye. tran{parent. . : ' "

Figure 6.The HormysGrapy, and the Chaoroides. £, The Grapy coat called T/eea. o

Figure 7. The interior [uperficies of the Grapy coat. . 2 The Net-fike coat called Retiformis: . - ck

Figure 8. The Poflerior part of the borny coat together with the [aid Net * b, The coat of the glaffy humor called Hydlotdes, "
. ‘5 Mine, | ~ 7 AL

coat feparated from the Eye, . i, The cpat of the Cryfialti U
Figute 9. The coat of the vitreous or glaffie hamor cald Hyaloides, kk, Thehairy procefles’cald procefliatiliares. -~ * .
Fizgure 10, Threebsamors joined together. I, The impreffion of the grapy coat where v departie
Figuzre 11 The forgard part of the Cryfalline, i ! from"tﬁt‘_,thkk coat, o T
Fizure 12, The Cryftalline bumor covered yet with bis coat, " . i; Thehordiy coat, a pare of the thi'coxg.” . “=
Figure 14. The Cryfballine of a mans Eye. ' © * 7 n, Thefat bevwixe the WMileles, ~ 72"
Figure lg. H;'sCsat. L .. ..0,The opgick Nerve, . " "

Figure 16. The watery bumer dipofed upon the Cryftalline voynd .a- .Thelﬁir,ﬁ_Méﬂ?ﬂ"-'."".."‘j“- L
bouts lpfed s UM‘ s f' ;';:mﬁ;?kl_'efo_'rtbipﬁkgip& ST .
Figure xy. The hairy procefes be mingly fprinkledthrough the forefidesf . 77 TheMufcles. "0 o 5i 7
. tbcm;‘o{jﬁe%igﬁybmr. _ o B ﬂe — ‘ftb"é,ﬂ 9 ! ’J'fg?!b L
Figure 18. The forefide of the glaffj barngr. . R explicavion of the ether 1 'jfg“i!,. VTS
Figure 19-;’6:;914(2 af!‘héwﬂgﬂﬁmnﬂ T (i 'eM;ﬂ’Tﬁ‘cPPﬁ‘k‘M:" . t;d& LT
Figure 20, The Glafly bumor contaiming or eomprehending the y tign Sient g e Netve.
ARG T D ca s Theriiek e
[ ; ST o8, Thetsdr ealléd et

25 i R Anbow iR Eges
- Seleck the Rye i e gt
kel e
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®17 Crooke, EEBO, image no 222, p. 412.
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¢18 Crooke, EEBO document image 216, p.400. o
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