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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Welsh character in Renaissance drama reflects and/or promulgates a
stereotype, reflects English discomfort with their Welsh neighbors and the ambivalence
that the English felt for the Welsh, and shows the changing status of Wales and the
Welsh in England during the late years of Elizabeth Tudor’s reign (1557-1603) and the
reigns of James 1 (1603-1625) and Charles I. The Acts of Union,’ integrating Wales into
England, initiated a transition of the status of the Welsh in Renaissance England from
foreigners to legally recognized English subjects. The Acts created a new situation,
calling for new reactions: the ambiguity of the new Welsh position in English society
created a more complicated set of possible reactions than had been necessary before the
Acts of Union. The Acts of Union can be compared to the Renaissance marital union:
Wales is cast as the wife, who is legally bound to her husband, England, but who does
not have equal voice or rights and who must always recognize the superordination of her
husband. This analogy fits the evidence of the English attitudes as shown in the dramas.

English reactions to the Welsh varied from accepting and even admiring the

ancient Welsh as the original inhabitants of the island and heirs of a history that the

' Commonly referred to as the Act of Union, the Acts were a series of royal
decrees which imposed English administrative practices and jurisprudence on Wales.
Making Welshmen citizens of the kingdom with constitutional nights, imposing English
law and the English shire system, declaring English the official language of Wales, and
curbing the powers of the Marcher Lords, the Acts also provided for Welsh
representation in Parliament. Beginning in 1535 with “An Act for making of Justices of
Peace in Wales” (St. 27 Hen. VIII, c.5), the series of Acts concluded in 1543 with “An



English wished to incorporate in their own national mythology, to negatively stereotvping
the Welsh as farcically subordinate and inferior to the English. Active hostility on the
part of the English toward the Welsh is rare in the literature. but varving degrees of
tolerance and acceptance are evident. In addition, the Tudor Welsh heritage of Elizabeth
(1557-1603) and James I’s (1603-1625) acknowledgment of his own Welsh ancestrv and
his use of the incorporation of Wales as a pattern for his project of incorporating
Scotland into the English state created a political climate in which things Welsh were
politically charged. Treatment of the Welsh in drama reflects the ambivalence and
varying reactions of the English. Many playwrights sanction and promote the stereotype
of the Welsh, while the portrayal of the Welsh reflects the changing political climate as 1t
moves from generally affectionate and amused toward a more pejorative treatment. The
ambiguous status of the Welsh in English society places them in a middie position
between “true” English and foreigners, a position that becomes more negatively viewed
in the reign of Charles I.

Although two older studies, (J. O. Bartley’s Teague, Shenkin and Sawney: Being

an Historical Study of the Earliest Irish, Welsh and Scottish Characters in English Plavys.

[Cork: Cork UP, 1954] and Frederick J. Harries” Shakespeare and the Welsh [London: T.

Fisher Unwin, 1919]), address the Welsh stock character, neither had the benefit of
recent critical developments in literary studies and psychology. Bartley and Harries note
some of the plays containing Welsh characters and some of the characteristics of the

stock characters displayed in each, they were unable to examine the cultural and political

act for certain ordinances in the king’s domain and principality of Wales™ (St. 34:35 Hen.
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implications of the portrayals of Welsh characters or the reflection of social and political
changes 1in those portrayals. Although some articles discuss the Welsh character in the
drama of the period, no in-depth study of the Welsh character as a stereotype or in
relation to the political and social culture itself has been undertaken until now. No one
has recognized the changing treatment of the stereotype; no critic has recognized all the
attributes exhibited by the stock character. While the Welsh character in the drama of
the period is seldom one around whom a drama is focused, a study of the attitudes of the
crown and the society as they are reflected in the treatment of the Welsh character offers
insight into the political situation of these marginal Celtic peoples in England at the time.
The frequent but usually subordinate appearances of the Welsh in drama can be
understood to reflect their marginalized and unstable status in English society and and to
reflect changes in English attitudes and in the attitudes of the court.

Critics have oversimplified the stereotype of the Welsh in a variety of ways,
leading to a dismissive and inaccurate view of the characters. The oversimplifications
include hasty generalizations based on individual characters, who are examined in
isolation outside the context of the overall dramatic treatment of the Welsh during the
period. The most common of these generalizations is the tendency of critics to conflate
the Welsh character with those of the Irish and Scots, a practice that simply cannot be
justified by the evidence of the plays. Critics have accepted the caricature provided by

Bartley, whose profile of the stock Welshman 1s drawn from a limited number of plays.

VIIL, ¢.26, 1542-43) (C. H. Williams 554-62).

-
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This caricature portrays the stage Welsh man as monolithic and unchanging, neither of
which 1s supported by the actual treatment of the character in the plays.

In fact, no one has previously compiled and collated the numerous Welsh
references, allusions, and characters in the plays, so an intertextual studv has not been
possible. Creating a taxonomy makes possible a careful examination of the plays that
employ the Welsh in order to correct the earlier oversimplifications. By fitting the
individual appearances of the stereotype into the larger context of its appearance in
Elizabethan, Jacobean, and Caroline plays, one discovers a gradual, but radical shift in
the handling of the character. The Welsh character emerges as a reflection of English
attitudes toward questions of national identity, particularly as those questions are
partially defined by the relationship of the English with others. The handling of the
stereotype, particularly, helps to expose the underlying views of the English crown and
the English nation: 1t reflects the crown’s agenda concerning Wales in its unique status
as the first outside entity incorporated into the English nation at a time when expansion
of English power and influence was fast becoming a preoccupation. English
ambivalence toward the contemporary Welsh, as reflected in the use of the stereotyped
Welshman on the English stage, is a product of the tension created by the incorporation
of Welsh mythology into the narration of English history, the political climate, and the
increasing presence of contemporary Welshmen in English society. The incomplete
treatment of the stereotypical Welsh character by earlier critics fails to account for this

subtle and significant development.



Understanding the use of the Welsh stock character requires the definition of the
stereotype and the examination of individual stock characters in order to determine how
they relate to the general definition. Characters in drama may be either simple typed or
stock characters, or they may be individualized. Most characters, however. are a mixture
of stock and individual traits. In Renaissance drama, the Welshman frequently appears
as a stock character, and the playwrights, to varying extents, individualize him. The stock
character was not a new concept in Renaissance drama, but dated from Greek and Roman
comedy, and allowed the playwright to simplify: “to capture easily recognizable types of
human foolishness. Stereotypical characters display general types of behavior outwardly
noted by their dress and physical appearance” (Barranger 310). In order to become a
stock character, the Welshman had to appear and behave in ways recognizable as Welsh
by the audience; the stock character is thus a stereotype shared by the playwright and
audience.

While recognition of the existence of stock characters is ancient, the concept of
stereotyping is relatively new. A stereotype is a generalization from perceived individual
differences that are mentally reproduced, oversimplified, affective, and uncritical. The
stock character is affective, meaning that its use by the English playwrights both
expressed and produced an attitude in audiences. The attitude expressed and produced
changed over the nearly half a century covered by this study.

Walter Lippman originally defined the concept of the stereotype in Public
Opinion in 1922. He argues that people respond, not to objective reality, but to the

representation of reality in their minds. “The real environment 1s altogether too big, too



complex, and too fleeting for direct acquaintance. We are not equipped to deal with so
much subtlety, so much variety, so many permutations and combinations . . . . To traverse
the world men must have maps of the world” (10-11). A stereotype provides an easier
way to organize the world around one than individualizing every person one meets. As
more and more Welsh entered English society, the English tended more and more to
stereotype them, simplifying their world by putting and keeping the Welsh in a
recognizable and comfortably (for the English) inferior niche.

Social cognition, however, is not the only factor in a stereotype: the stereotype
has affective as well as cognitive functions. Jacques-Phillipe Leyens, Vincent Yzerbyt,
and Georges Schadron define stereotypes as “shared beliefs about person[al] attributes,
usually personality traits, but often also behaviours, of a group of people” (11). They add
that “To use a given stereotype 1s to consider that all members of a category such as an
ethnic group share the attributes embedded in the stereotype” (11). Rupert Brown points
out that social categorization (stereotyping) is necessary before prejudice can occur, but
that stereotyping itself is not necessarily pathological, because “the world is simply too
complex a place for us to be able to survive without some means of simplifying and
ordering it first” (41), as Lippman had maintained. Because stereotyping is affective, the
use of the stereotype in a medium, in this case the drama, creates a possibility for
prejudice, but does not create the necessity for prejudice.

Some of what has been learned about stereotyping is particularly relevant to this
study One such is the “kernel of truth” concept. According to this concept, a stereotype

is an exaggeration of reality, not a contradiction of reality. Each attribute of a stereotype.



then, should have some basis in the behavior, characteristics, and attributes of the group
stereotyped. Applying this idea to the Welsh stereotypical character uncovers the bases
1n objective reality for the stereotype.

A second facet of stereotyping which is important for this study is that
“differences within the categories will be attenuated” (Brown 42), which means that
“members of different groups will be seen as more different from each other than they
really are whilst members of the same group will be seen as more similar” (43/44). Thus
the stereotype Welshman is seen as more different from the Englishman than he actually
1s, while Welshmen are seen as more like one another than they really are. Thus, if a
character is stereotyped, that character will be perceived as having all the attributes of the
stereotype, whether or not those attributes are actually evident and whether or not most
members of a given group actually display the attributes (Leyens et al. 29).

Third, a stereotype characteristic may be held to be true even though the majority
of the stereotyped group may not share the characteristic; the stereotyped characteristic
“has to be perceived more frequently in the group under scrutiny than in the general
population” (Leyens et al. 29). An example of this application of stereotyping is the
Welshman as beggar; while most of the Welshman a Renaissance Englishmen met may
not have been beggars, the Englishman perceived that there were more Welsh beggars
than the total number of Welshman seemed to warrant.

The plays create, as well as reflect, the Welsh stereotype. Leyens et al. note that
“stereotypes either derive from the direct observation of the differences among various

groups in a given society or are a consequence of exposure to media and other channels



of information, most notably via social learning and social interaction™ (40). In the case
of the Welsh stock character, direct observation may have been the origin of the
stereotype, but the plays themselves become a medium for its transmission as the
stereotypical Welshman becomes the stock Welshman of the stage, whose depiction
deteriorates as the political climate changes.

Treatment of the Welsh stereotype in drama evolves during the reigns of three
monarchs. The playwrights™ awareness of Elizabeth’s Welsh heritage created a degree of
caution In treating the Welsh during her reign. While Reginald Coupland (1954) says,
“There was little, if any, Welsh national sentiment in [Henry VIII’s] Welsh blood,” and
that Henry sought cultural assimilation as well as political assimilation of the Welsh (49),
while Elizabeth, like her father, virtually ignored the Welsh heritage of the Tudor
dynasty, her subjects were aware of her Welsh roots and prudently avoided radically
harsh treatment of the Welsh in drama. The Stuart era brought a shift in official attitude
toward Wales and the Welsh: James I used the incorporation of Wales to exemplify a
pattern of successful integration, a pattern for the annexation of Scotland. Claire
McEachem discusses the use pro-unionists made of Wales as a model, quoting a
supporter. “‘Wales is Englished, a country whose riches did not woe us, nor her power,
nor the fertility of the soyle, but the discommodities that we might receive of them
whilest they were held as Aliens, being matter to feed discontented or ambitious plots™™

(Cornwallis, The Miraculous and Happie Union sig. D4v-Elr, qtd. Poetics 189). To the

English, the incorporation of Wales exemplified “successful cultural assimilation™ (189).

To Michael Drayton , “the struggle between England and Wales for Lundy is both a



synecdoche of current British union-Lundy as Britain—but also a figure of the previous
one-Lundy as Wales—-and meant to serve as a model for the current one: Scotland as
Wales™ (190). James’s adoption of Wales as a pattern for his personal agenda, 1.e.. the
integration of Scotland, influenced the treatment of the Welsh in drama, because
denigrating the Welsh as English subjects undermined James’ promotion of the Scottish
union. Such an undermining was not politically wise, and the Welsh stereotype became
politically charged in a way that had previously not been evident.

No evidence exists, however, that Charles I evinced any positive attitude toward
the Welsh, and the dramas during his reign treated the Welsh as more and more farcical
and ridiculous. Charles, unlike his father, felt no particular affection for his Scottish
subjects and had no agenda for uniting his Scottish realm with his English one. As Stuart
E. Prall and David Harris Willson indicate, “Charles handled his Scottish subjects in so
highhanded a manner that he slowly drove them into rebellion” (366). His Act of
Revocation, 1625, recalled all roval grants of land since 1540, alienating the wealthy
Scots; he imposed English church ritual on the Scottish church in 1633, further
alienating his Scottish subjects and preparing the way for the serious rebellion in
Scotland in 1637. Thus, any deterrent the Crown might have created to denigrating the
Welsh when James held the Welsh integration into England as a pattern for Scottish
integration was no longer a political impediment to pejorative depictions of the Welsh.

English attitudes toward the Welsh were further complicated by the English
desire to incorporate Welsh history into the historv of England, giving Britain more

ancient roots by claiming the Arthurian legends. David J. Baker atfirms this English



attitude: “There is an obvious nationalist motive at work here for English writers who
wish to appropriate a wider heritage for their own ends . . . . English writers rigorously
excluded other peoples and nationalities from [their] privileged domain . . . denying other
forms of cultural identity the right to exist within the boundaries of the [English] state™
(11). The English writer would claim for England the historical heritage of the Welsh,
while at the same time denying the equality of the contemporary Welshman’s claim.

The Welsh were unique among groups outside the English patriarchy. in that they
were politically integrated into English society a short time earlier. The Scots and Irish
were still foreign and alien, but the Welsh were 1in a political and social transition from
being foreign or alien to being English.” Their cultural differences, however, still set
them apart from their English fellows. The Welsh occupied a middie ground between the
English and true foreigners, a position that a number of listings of nationalities in the
plays reflect.’

A common Renaissance view of the universe, the Great Chain of Being, perceives
reality in a hierarchical continuum of all nature, including man. Within each level of the
Great Chain are subordinate levels, creating a series of steps from Satan to God (Tillyard,

Elizabethan 25). In every link or class is a premier entity, such as the dolphin among

fish, the eagle among birds, and the lion among beasts (27), since the “principle of

unilinear gradation” assumes the qualitative continuity of forms within the class (Lovejoy

’David Beers Quinn indicates the reason for English ambivalence: “their
willingness to accept English rule, and all the major socio-agricultural customs that went
with it, was the main criterion for the acceptance or rejection of the non-English groups™
(8). The Welsh, as a group integrated into the English state, accepted English rule in a
way that neither the Scots nor the Irish did.
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59). It appears that a natural derivation of this hierarchical view of nature is the
superiority of one people over another, i.e., the English are superior to the Welsh; the
Welsh are superior to true foreigners. The Welsh may be part of England and owe
allegiance to the English crown (the idea of viewing someone as a fellow citizen rather
than a fellow subject does not seem to have occurred to anyone yet), but they are not the
same people, racially or culturally, not a true part of the Renaissance “mainstream’ as
seen by the English. This hierarchical bias permeated English thought and seems to
justify their assumed superiority to the Welsh and the superiority of the Welsh to
foreigners.

The assimilation of the Welsh into English society was a slow process. It
becomes obvious that the English still, nearly a century after the Acts of Union (1535-
1543), considered the Welsh foreign, or as W. Ogwen Williams says, “London citizens in
the reign of James I (1603-1625) still accounted Wales ‘out of England’” (71). The Acts
of Union, however, altered the political background for this thinking and opened the
route to England for the Welsh. As Williams continues, “The road to England now lay
more open than ever before and it was seen to lead towards alluring prospects of materal
success and social advancement. The economy of Tudor England was relatively
prosperous and expanding whilst that of Wales was, by comparison, impoverished™ (79).
Many sons of the Welsh gentry, particularly, joined the retinues of noble households in
England, “the English nobility in the sixteenth and early seventeenth century being

particularly fond of maintaining large retinues, a form of conspicuous expenditure which

* See Appendix G.
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compensated them in part for their loss of political power” (80). This increase of
retinues created openings for the Welsh gentry who migrated to England. Humphrey
Llwyd commented on this phenomenon in 1573, saying that many Welsh were “applving
them selues . . . to the seruice of noble men . . . So that you shall find but few noble men
in England, but the greater parte of their retinew (wherin Englishmen excede all other
nations) are welsh men borne” (6or). Meanwhile, the most poverty-stricken of the Welsh
also migrated, seeking a better life. Thus the émigrés tended to be from both the gentry
and the lowest levels of Welsh society. The English stereotyped these “foreign”
intruders, however, as a group, and assigned them a lower to middle status on the social
ladder which recognized their presence in English society, but highlighted their
differences.

The Welsh occupy an intermediate position in the ladder of importance, status,
and rank, because they have become part of the English nation, but retain their cultural
differences. Superior to outsiders who are not part of England, the Welsh were still not
admitted into English social life as equals. The Welsh are never cast as the worst of the
rascals nor as the most successful of the exemplary characters. They sometimes appear
in history plavs as characters of positive historic significance; on the other hand, they are
often seen in comedies as aliens, laughable but lovable minor characters. As citizens of
the English nation, they appear in masques as loyal and loving subjects of the ruler of a
united country, to enhance the ruler’s majesty and importance. They must, certainly. be
included in tributes to a queen who has Welsh ancestry or a king who holds up the

integration of Wales as a pattern for the integration of Scotland that he earnestly desires.
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The Welsh stock character in Renaissance drama gradually becomes a
degenerates as a stereotype, reflecting the changing political and social milieu. His
speech, personality, appearance, and occupation are stereotyped, as are the attributes with
which he is nationalized; however, the stereotypical attributes that are handled gently in
the early plays are exaggerated and treated more negatively when decreasing political
considerations influence the portrayal of the Welsh. The ambivalence inherent in the
contemporary social and political Welsh-English relationship manifests itself in the
varying depictions, as the playwrights employ various attributes to limn their Welsh
characters within the allowable limits of the current ruler’s agenda.

While many attributes of the stock character are peripheral to the central purpose
of this study, they are included in appendices to provide a more complete taxonomy of
those attributes than has previously been available. This compilation is offered for the
benefit of scholars who are spared the labor of identifying and tabulating the instances

and details of Welsh appearances on the Renaissance stage.
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CHAPTER II

SHAKESPEARE AND THE WELSH

When Parson Evans walks onto the stage in 1597, he enters as a fully developed
stock Welshman, with few recognizable ancestors.* Evidence suggests that the culture
recognized the stereotype, but it is not developed in any extant play written before Merry

Wives of Windsor. Shakespeare’s own Welsh Owen Glendower in ] Henry IV shows no

family resemblance to the stock character. Fluellen, in Henry V, Shakespeare s third
major Welsh character, will resolve the conflicts in Shakespeare’s attitude toward the
Welsh; however, later playwrights adopt the stock characteristics of Shakespeare’s
Evans, not those of the rebellious Welsh peer or the fully developed and rounded
Fluellen.

Shakespeare’s three major Welsh characters each represent a different view of the
Welsh:” 1 Henry IV (1596) introduces Owen Glendower, the historic noble Welshman in

rebellion against the English king; Merry Wives of Windsor (1597) brings Parson Evans

to the stage as an amusing character; Fluellen, the entertaining but fully individualized

and loyal Welshman, serves the English king well and intelligently while retaining his

* The anonymous A Knack to Know a Knave (1592) shows Honesty disguising
himself as a dialect-speaking country Welshman to trap a conycatcher. In Thomas
Nashe’s, Summer’s Last Will and Testament (1592), Will Summer tells an anecdote 1n
which he imitates a Welsh dialect. A brief appearance by a dialect-speaking Welshman
with several stereotypical attributes occurs in Thomas Heywood's The Royall King and
the Loyall Subject (1592).

3 Shakespeare includes a Welshman in Richard III (1592) by introducing the
Prince of Wales’ Welsh tutor among the ghosts of those who castigate the doomed king,
but no mention is made of his Welsh background. Other minor characters are Welsh only
N name.

14



comic persona in Henry V (1599). Shakespeare’s development of common Welsh
characters, from the flat Parson to the personable Fluellen, was not followed by later and
lesser playwrights, who rarely individualized their Welsh characters. As Shakespeare
develops his Welshmen, he moves from treatment of them as rebellious outsiders in
conflict with the English in Glendower to an acceptance of the Welsh as fully
participating and contributing (though idiosyncratic) English subjects in Fluellen.
However, Shakespeare glorifies the Welsh in a 1609 play, Cymbeline, creating noble
Welsh characters and a Welsh setting that seem to be more in keeping with court
masques than the comedies appearing on the stage at the time. In subsequent dramas
during later reigns, affection and acceptance decline and disappear by the rule of Charles
IT (1660-1685), who himself felt no affection for nor investment in the Welsh.

Many qualities of the stock character first appear on the stage in Shakespeare’s
Welsh characters, although evidence from non-dramatic texts illustrates their existence in
the culture, evidence shown in the discussions of individual attributes. Examples include
early links with such diverse attributes as goats, music, mountains, erudition, flannel and
frieze, boasting and pride, pugnacity, and peculiar dietary preferences. Shakespeare
presents two of the first Welsh characters in currently extant plays who speak Welsh
dialect, Parson Evans and Fluellen, and develops Evans’ dialect with many of the
features that were to define Welsh dialect throughout the period. Therefore, as far as we
can tell from the existing plays, many of the attributes and characteristics of the stock

Welshman of the late Elizabethan and Stuart stage are introduced by Shakespeare.
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Like other noble Welshmen in the early history plays, Owen Glendower, the
rebellious peer of | Henry IV, is an English-educated noble who is only peripherally
nationalized, if at all. Shakespeare is the only playwright who presents the Welsh prince
as a major character in a known history play. He is first introduced in Richard II (1595),
but only indirectly. An unidentified Welsh captain delivers the news to Salisbury that
Richard’s troops have disbanded and abandoned the field (2.4.7-17). Although this
Welsh captain is not identified in the text of the play, the next scene identifies Glendower
as the leader of the troops supporting Richard when Bolingbroke, unaware that the Welsh
have dispersed, identifies their leader as Glendower: “Come, lords, away, / To fight with
Glendower and his complices™ (3.1.42-43). It is the Welsh led by Glendower who, by
abandoning the field, unintentionally deliver Richard into the hands of Henry

Bolingbroke.

In I Henry IV, Glendower appears to be the Glendower of Mirror for Magistrates
(see Appendix E), but the characterization mutates in the play, creating ambiguity in the
portrayal of the character. The introduction of Glendower as the ignoble and barbaric

Welsh rebel of the Mirror for Magistrates alters somewhat as the play progresses.

Shakespeare is not content to present the Welshman as a profile in villainy; he undertakes
a depiction which goes beyond the flat character of the didactic text and creates a more
rounded, true portrait of the Welsh prince. While Glendower is rebellious and, in his
arrogance and superstition, a trifle ndiculous, he also displays some positive traits. Not
confined to the image of the barbaric Welshman in rebellion against the English

portrayed in the histories, Shakespeare allows some praise of the character, e.g., Henrv's
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respect for him as a soldier (1.3) and Mortimer’s positive remarks about his good
character (3.1.163 ff), and by giving him the positive attributes of refinement, valor,
generosity, and courtesy. This individualizing treatment of Glendower culminates in
Fluellen, who is both stereotyped and highly individual.

Shakespeare introduces Glendower in a highly negative context, in harmony with
the Mirror depiction, when Westmoreland reports to Henry that Mortimer, whom Henry
had sent

Against the irregular and wild Glendower,

Was by the rude hands of that Welshman taken,

A thousand of his people butchered,

Upon whose dead corpse’ there was such misuse,

Such beastly shameless transformation,

But those Welshwomen done as may not be

Without much shame retold or spoken of. (1.1.40-46)
Glendower is “irregular and wild,” has “rude hands,” and his followers “butcher” English
troops. His people have shamelessly and bestially mutilated the corpses of brave English
dead, and “shame” is invoked by the mere mention of the incident. The picture of the
Welshman as a dishonorable opponent is emphasized by attributing the mutilations to
Welsh women, members of the nurturing sex, as the perpetrators of the “beastly
shameless” disfigurations (See Chapter VI). This introduction reflects the picture of
Glendower in the Mirror. This picture, however, is altered as the play progresses.

Besides his own actions and remarks, Glendower is characterized by others’
references to him, in which he emerges as a formidable, if barbaric, enemy, a great

warrior. He is introduced as such by Westmoreland and 1s “damn’d” to Henry, and

“great” to Hotspur, who will later taunt the Welshman himself. Shakespeare uses
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