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“The monster’s body is not immediately buried;
its corpse does not at once disappear or decay,
but continues to give life to a narrative
long after breath has left its body.”
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| Introduction

1.1  Setting the stage and state of the art: the metrous births in the context
of the Antinomian Controversy and scholarly discouse

As various early modern sources hold, in the nigtit7 October 1637, Mary Dyer, a
member of the First Church of Boston in New Englamdught forth a “monstrous
birth,” as deformed infants were called up to thdyemodern period in both learned
treatises and cheap prihThe stillborn girl came two months before the etpd
time and apparently showed strong patterns of mmakHtion: the child supposedly
lacked a head, had four hard horns over the eyelsaarooked nose; it was covered
with “pricks and scales,” had two mouths (one ofickhwith “a piece of red flesh
sticking out”), and on each foot there were “thobws” (Winthrop,Journal 254).
Only a few months thereafter, Anne (or Ann) Marbitytchinson, a midwife and
friend of Mary Dyer who had assisted Dyer in hdxlas, also suffered a miscarriage.
Hutchinson produced “several lumps” of flesh, “gvene of them greatly confused”
and “altogether without form,” as the long-time @avor of the Massachusetts Bay
Colony, John Winthrop, noted in his journab@rnal 265).

The reception history of these two “monstrous Isitis regarded as one of the
most promising subjects of study for scholars faay®n the colonial period of New
England. Round, for example, claims that the trédasac discourse on such
prodigious events as Dyer’s stillborn daughter Yded the foundation for New
England cultural formation in the first generatiohsettlement” (25). According to
Egan, the “monstrous births” of Dyer and Hutchinbawe “taken on the character of
a scholarly touchstone . . . , to the extent ttoae who wants to rethink early
American culture must interpret this trope one veasyanother” (144n24). Sievers
regards the narrative of Dyer's deformed child aarly America’s most famous
story” (218).

Why are these failed pregnancies given so much hireigspecially

considering that these were not the only prodigibuths in early New England?

! Since the ternmonstrous birthwas common practice for describing children boithwevere birth
defects, it will also be used in this study. Thernteerves as a reminder that human deformity used t
be interpreted in ways that differ from modern aghes.
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There were twins joined together at some part @f thodies, children born without a
tongue, with too many fingers, distorted body paats lacking arm$. Already in
themselves such occurrences had the potentialnondde town talk for a while. The
emotional appeal of Dyer’'s and Hutchinson’s monsirbirths was heightened by the
fact that they happened in quick succession (inokst 1637 and late spring or
summer 1638); furthermore, rumors had it that Ds/éabors had been accompanied
by appalling stench and other mysterious-seemirg@mena such as a shaking bed,
which could easily be interpreted by early modeasseing caused by supernatural
forces; and while many cases of so-called aberatits seem to have left their
contemporaries puzzling over their deeper meanind the reason for their
occurrence, Dyer's and Hutchinson’s miscarriageggsested themselves for
propagandistic use.

Dyer and Hutchinson belonged to the protagonistsomé of the most

disruptive crises in the history of the Massachssgay Colony. From 1636 to 1638,
the recently founded settlement went through theadlied Antinomian Controversy.
In the following, a short overview on this confliatill be given. One aim is to
provide scholars focusing on early modern discoorsenonstrous births with basic
knowledge of this controversy, another to providese familiar with the history of
the Massachusetts Bay Colony with information omvHayer's and Hutchinson’s
miscarriages were embedded in the sequence ofswktitis conflict.

Setting the Stage
At the core of the Antinomian Controversy lay diffgy conceptions of Puritan

covenant theology. There was severe disagreementtiog question how one could

know for sure to be saved, that is, over the exaetionship between sanctification

% See for example Samuel Sewall’s diary entriesefyears 1682, 1702, and 1713 (I: 52, 463; II: 729-
30; on Sewall, see also chapter 4.3), or Joshuadklds letter to Increase Mather of 1683 (see
chapters 4.2 and 4.4).

3 As will be shown below, the labéintinomianwas used as a derogative expression in a severe
conflict, wherefore it has been suggested to téremAntinomian Controversy “free grace controversy”
(Winship, Making Hereticsl). The adherents of the “free spirit” movementaveaid to claim having
experienced “invisible Spirit-witnessing” (J. Cramdl 155); assurance of salvation was called having
experienced grace; Winthrop, for example, wroteualtbe “covenant of free graceddurnal 241).
The term Antinomian Controversys well-established within the scholarly communityowever,
wherefore it will be used also in this study. A damverview on the controversy is given by Winship,
Making Heretics cf. Bozeman 112-210; Como 441-4 and passim; SteFo“New England.” For
additional secondary literature, see Sievers 218n21
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and justification, between being elected by God antivard signs of this election.
According to Reformed covenant theology (see Moyrg@aritan Family 1-28;
Stoever 84-91; Ziff 49-77), God initially had ergdra covenant of works with his
people, promising eternal life for obedience. Bue do the fall mankind lost their
ability to meet this standard. As the influentiahribridge theologian William
Perkins put it in 1606, Adam retained “the facwdta the soule and the bodie” but
lost “conformitie or correspondencie to the will Giod, in regard of obedience”
(Whole Treatisel0). God therefore offered a second covenant, tiagrace,
promising rewards in eternity and redemption thfowhrist. This covenant was
offered to those whom God had predestined for salvaand who were faithful in
this promise: God “absolves them from the guilt @eddemnation of all sins, and
accepts them as perfectly righteous to eternall (ShepardFirst Principles12).

Despite the inability of mankind to fulfill the cemant of works, leading an
orderly life was regarded by most Puritans as dispensable precondition of living
up to God’'s demands. The covenant of works wasvaramal covenant covering the
whole family, church, and state, and it was charamtd by obedience rather than
faith; through it the whole group had promised abede, so the whole group would
have to suffer God's wrath in case of sinning. Asuld be formulated in the
“Cambridge Platform” of 1648, censures of the chumwere necessary “for
preventing of the wrath of God that may justly fafion the church if they should
suffer His covenant and the seals thereof to bé&apea by notorious and obstinate
offenders” (ch. XIV, 1, p. 109).

In 1635, Anne Hutchinson came out as someone gadiremphasis upon the
covenant of grace. At some point in that year, Himgon had started small informal
gatherings in her home to discuss the weekly sesmaalivered by Boston’s
ministers, most notably John Cotton, teacher ofRimst Church of Boston. In the
wake of these discussions, Anne Hutchinson accubed ministers (with the
exception of Cotton and the brother-in-law of hessland, John Wheelwright) of
advancing a covenant of works instead of a coveafigtace. Hutchinson and like-
minded Puritans were said to regard faith in Chasstsufficient to attain salvation
and, therefore, to consider adherence to the oelggor moral law as set forth in the
Old Testament and as interpreted by religious aitib® neither necessary nor

possible. Hutchinson and her followers regardedrther working of the Holy Spirit



within each individual as the primary source ofieh guidance and disregarded
those who attempted to live up to the demands efdbvenant of works, which
included displaying moral rectitude. Their oppomsetierefore decried them as
Antinomians—a term with Greek origin that designated those were held to
oppose the law. Those who regarded obedience tte-dgfined body of religious and
moral law as the way to justification were ternheghalists

The Bay colonials were well aware of the dangerschinson’s viewpoints
posed. In London, there had been fierce debates fhe mid-1620s to the early
1630s between Puritans and “Antinomians” such & Jeaton, John Traske, and
John Everard (see Como 73-188)ermanent self-introspection and search for signs
of redemption could be painful and demanding, wioeeemany were drawn towards
easier ways of gaining certitude about their gmtiestate: it was tempting to choose
“a faire and easie way to Heaven” (Weld, in Winghwr&hort Story 1644, The
Preface) and set all hopes on the covenant of grgering the need to live up to
strict rules of behaviot.On 25 October 1636, several ministers convenegoston
and debated the critical issues, and they trigthtbout in private conversations the
exact nature of the opinions brought forward atdHuntson’s meetings. The ensuing
session of the December Court, in which the candlier the covenant of works and
sanctification should be solved for good, failedtaeffort, and the front between the
two parties hardened.

On 19 January 1637, the Court called for a day whihation, but John
Wheelwright, who preached the accompanying fastsgamon, rekindled rather than
soothed the conflict. While the orthodoxy saw fagtas a means to prevent that
Christ abandoned them and to maintain and resteaeq) Wheelwright claimed that
the only reason for fasting was “the absence ofis€h(“Sermon” 155). In the
General Court starting 9 February 1637, Wheelwnigas called to answer questions
on his sermon. In March, at the end of the Couitirgg Wheelwright was sentenced
guilty of sedition and contempt because he supppde! called a great part of the
ministers “antichrists” and had “stirred up the plkeoagainst them with much
bitterness and vehemency,” as Winthrop notéouinal 210). The General Court

tried to persuade Wheelwright to leave the coloviyich he refused.

* On differences and similarities between Englist aolonial Antinomianism, see T. Cooper 25-26,
196-7; S. Foster, “New England” ahdng Argument

4



The next milestone of the conflict was the Synottl ls# Newtown, today’s
Cambridge, starting on 30 August and lasting u22ilSeptember 1637, nowadays
referred to asCambridge SynadAbout twenty-five ministers convened in the
meetinghouse and discussed the “eighty” erronepusams that “were spread in the
country” (Winthrop,Journal 232). The assembly officially condemned the mestin
at Hutchinson’s place. Since there still were uhdpeable differences between the
two parties, formal court procedures seemed thg r@nhaining option.

Both Wheelwright’'s court trial of February to Martb37 and the Cambridge
Synod of September 1637 are important referencetpdor Mary Dyer’s ill-fated
pregnancy. On 17 October 1637, shortly after thenl@alge Synod had taken place,
Mary Dyer gave birth to a child with severe bodilgformations. The midwife, Jane
Hawkins, reported that the baby arrived “about twonths before the just time”
(Winthrop,Journal 254). Dyer, who probably supported Antinomian \pemts, thus
must have become pregnant at about the time ofetdéct on John Wheelwright. At
the beginning of Dyer’s labors, several women ef tieighborhood were present. In
the early modern period, birth was a highly soe\@nt, so it was quite common that
neighboring women provided comfort or assisted tmédwife in her task
(Tannenbaum; Wertz and Wertz 2-6). But obviouslystwd the other women had left
the birthing scene at some point:

When it died in the mother’s body, (which was alded hours before the birth) the bed
whereon the mother lay did shake, and withal theas such a noisome savor, as most
of the women were taken with extreme vomiting anhng, so as they were forced to
depart; and others of them their children werenakigh convulsions, (which they never
had before nor after) and so were sent for homasday these occasions it came to be
concealed. (Winthroplournal 255)

According to Winthrop’s journal, only three persomsre present at the moment of
giving birth: Anne Hutchinson, a friend and expeded midwife; Jane Hawkins, the
midwife in charge; “and another woman,” who onlyatha glimpse” of the deformed
child (253). Anne Hutchinson and Jane Hawkins rhase been well aware that such
an aberrant birth would offer their opponents acerie occasion for further attacks
on the “Hutchinsonian” party. They asked John Goffiar advice as to what they
should do, and he recommended keeping the birgtiets(WinthropJournal 254).

®> On the extent of “Antinomian” resistance to theuath elders and public opinion within the Boston
congregation, see J. Cooper, “Anne” 382-5, dadacioust6-47; WinshipMaking Heretic$55-60.
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The midwives followed this advice, and the body wasied without reporting it to
the authorities.

So at this point in conflict, the Bay colony’s affils still had been ignorant of
Dyer’s stillborn infant and, in particular, its ewdard appearance. But there were less
formal ways of news-spreading than the officialoreling of the birth of a child. The
third, unidentified woman who had witnessed théhioig scene was not “able to keep
counsel, as the other two did,” so rumors startete heard “that the child was a
monster” (Winthrop,Journal 253). The Reverend John Eliot remembered in 1660
that although the newborn child was “husht up &dardy buryed” (30), information
on it soon was “whispered by s[ome] women in peviat some others” (3%).

In October 1637, the Massachusetts Court held aldxstion, and during the
court session some of Wheelwright's supporters viber@ished from the colony or
disenfranchised. “Mr. Wheelwright and those of perty . . . persisted in their
opinions” (239), wherefore the General Court beiggjudicial procedure against the
main protagonists of the Antinomian Controversyganly November. Those who had
signed a petition on behalf of Wheelwright aftes bonviction were charged with
sedition, disarmed, and disfranchised; Wheelwrighs disfranchised and banished
from the colony because he had not been willinglter his opinions (Winthrop,
Journal 240).

In mid-November 1637, it was Anne Hutchinson’s ttonstand trial at the
General Court (see D. Hall, ed. 311-48). She wasggd with holding weekly public
lectures at her house with sixty to eighty persattesnding and criticizing the greatest
part of the ministers for not preaching “a covenainfree grace” (WinthropJournal
241). More difficult to prove was that Hutchinsoadhpreached publicly; Hutchinson
denied that men had attended meetings led by bergsHall, ed. 314-9)But when
Hutchinson claimed to possess prophetic abilittet tmade her recognize “true”
ministers, she offered her opponents the chandmatly condemn her: Hutchinson
revealed to the Court that the Lord had openedoara unto her “by his prophetical
office” and made her “see that those which did teach the new covenant had the

spirit of antichrist.” She maintained that it hagkb the Spirit who revealed this to her

® Decades later, Cotton Mather (see chapters 4.3tahdvould use a similar wording when referring
to Dyer’s child: “It was Buried without any Noisé its Monstrosity” but only a few days later it was
“being whispered . . . about the TowggnaliaVll, 20).

" On the dispute over whether Anne Hutchinson haagired publicly, see in particular chapters 2.2
and 3.3 of this study.



“by an immediate revelation,” by “the voice of logn spirit to my soul” (D. Hall,
ed. 336, 337).

While before the members of the assembly had dedgg reach a decision
on how to deal with Hutchinson, now the case seenledr. The New England
Puritan clergy held that the age of direct, “imnagei revelation and of miracles had
passed. God's word was now revealed through thedsvoof Scriptures,
complemented by the “Book of Nature” (see chaptdy,2since God’s intentions
could be discerned through his continued presenceanth. Immediate revelations
were out of the reach of any form of external cointthe believer could thereby
communicate unmediated with God, which would hawsam the end of Scriptural
authority over truth and the end of the authorifyits official interpreters, the
ministers: “by advancing . . . revelation by thergp Familists and Antinomians
“destroy or weaken the revelation of the Scriptirelimed the Reverend Thomas
Shepard in 1645\ew Englands Lamentatia})

Winthrop and other members of the Church of Bosbagan regarding
Hutchinson “as the principal cause of all our tdeibwhich, as one member of the
assembly maintained, has “all come out from thised fountain” (D. Hall, ed. 344).
Hutchinson turned into the main culprit of the disp in official rhetoric, and
Winthrop assigned all responsibility for the colapresent troubles to her and her
claim of immediate revelation. Winthrop declaredttrlutchinson was “unfit for our
society,” and all but three consented to her banésit and imprisonment “till she be
sent away” (D. Hall, ed. 347). Hutchinson was ptaoader arrest in Roxbury at the
house of the merchant Joseph Weld and was senteméealve the colony by the end
of March, when winter would be over.

During her confinement, in spite of continued agésnby ministers such as
Thomas Shepard to reach a recantation, Hutchinsayesl even more from the path
of accepted Puritan doctrine. She claimed thathaeitvas the body destined for
resurrection nor was the soul immortal—only theisdDenial of bodily resurrection
and belief in mortalism of the soul had been casrgd heretical since the end of the

second century (Maclear 74-77). By comparison, matiyer of Hutchinson’s

8 Thus the problem was not so much that Hutchingaimed to possess prophetic abilities (which had
also been said of John Wilson, for example, seblather, “Increase” 58-59), but that she claimed to
have experienceiinmediaterevelations. On this claim, see shortly in chagtdrand esp. chapter 3.4;
see also Ditmore; Westerkamp, “Anne” 493-6; Winshijlaking Heretics 39-40, 177-81. On
prophesying, see Lovejoy 53-61.



viewpoints, such as that “the Sabbath is but asralhys” (Winthrop,Journal 245),
seemed almost harmless. Another list of Hutchirsowrongful opinions was
compiled, and the Boston Church decided that sbaldistand trial for heresy. The
clerical synod on church discipline started 15 Mat638. Anne Hutchinson stuck to
her viewpoints that both the body and soul are dawndie and that only the spirit
was immortal (see D. Hall, ed. 354-64). On 22 MaléB8, Hutchinson was “[c]ast
out of the Church,” that is, excommunicated, “fonpenitently persisting in a
manifest lye then expressed by her in open Contjoejd The Record21-22)°

By the time of Hutchinson’s church trial the rumorsDyer’'s monstrous birth
had probably reached almost each household ofatiiersent, and the story finally
became publicly known. The sequence of events @mebonstructed in a fairly
detailed way by help of Winthrop’s journal entr@date March and early April 1638
and a text published in 1644 based upon theseesr{Bee part Ill of this study). On
22 March 1638—“that very day Mistrislutchisonwas cast out of the Church”
(Winthrop, Short Story 1644, 44)—"a stranger asked what young womanais"w
who was walking next to Hutchinson out of the adslgnthe bystanders informed
him*° that “it was the woman which had the monster; Whjave the first occasion to
some that heard it to speak of it” (WinthraJmurnal 255). The “bystanders” may
have been female colonials or husbands who hadl ladaut the story in their homes
from their wives or maid servants. In any case staéement was overheard by “[o]ne
of the elders” of the Church of Boston (the personot identified by Winthrop), who
made further inquiries and confronted Anne Hutobimwith the rumor just when she
was about to leave the colony; she thereupon “lohd how it was” (Winthrop,
Journal 253).

When Governor Winthrop learned about this, he fiedked to one of the
magistrates and to “that elder” and then sent &meJHawkins, the midwife, “and
examined her about it.” Hawkins first seems to hheen reluctant to give a full
report on the dead born child; she “confessed ahi, the head was defective and

misplaced.” But when Winthrop told her “that Mrsutdhinson had revealed all, and

° The source gives “January” as date instead of Marc
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that he intended to have it [the child’s body] takep and viewed” (Winthrop,
Journal 253), Hawkins “confessed all” (Winthroghort Story 1644, 45) and
provided Winthrop with a detailed description (sda@pter 2.1). Winthrop now took
vigorous action and, “with advice of some othethed magistrates and of the elders
of Boston,” ordered the exhumation of the secrbtiyied child (WinthropJournal
255) to further investigate the previous eventscivkook place on 27 March 1638.

The exhumation seems to have been a crucial stépeirprocess of news-
spreading. It is known that public interest in theent was great. In May 1660, the
Puritan minister John Eliot, who had participatadthe trials of Anne Hutchinson,
wrote in a letter to Reverend Thomas Brookes, thdatdéh Rector of St. Mary
Magdalen in London, that Winthrop, Cotton, and Beverends Thomas Weld and
John Wilson, accompanied by “40 persons more wenthé¢ place of buryall &
commanded to digg it up to [behold] it, & they saity@ most hideous creature” (31).
An influential text published in 1644 Short Story gave an even higher number of
witnesses: the remains of the child “were found seeh of above a hundred persons”
(45). A high number of eye-withesses gave a repord prodigious occurrence more
credence and dramatic appeal, thus the number givershort Storymay have been
exaggerated—all the more since the publication diatea transatlantic audience and
had a polemical character, as will be shown in phrtof this study. Another
possibility is that the actual exhumation had be@messed by just a few dozens,
while others came to see the corpse later, which @eanmon practice in the early
modern period?!

Those who had seen the exhumation of Dyer's chimyga with high
certainty a crucial role in passing on informatamit. Eliot, for example, according
to whom the “monster was borne in my time whilewds in N[ew] Engl[an]d at
Boston two miles from Roxberry where | lived” (3@}ated that the withesses of the
exhumation “declared this fully to my self & 100€hers,” so “that it was famously
knowen, as any thing that ever was seen or donkeifand & uncontradictable in

1% possibly the Reverend John Davenport, who hadeatiin Boston in June 1637 and stayed at the
house of John Cotton. Davenport actively partigdain the Cambridge Synod and attended the
church trial of mid-March 1638; thereafter, he vedmut to move on to Connecticut. Despite being
known to Winthrop, he may nevertheless have beeneig “a stranger,” because Davenport did not
belong to the settlement. See Winthréginthrop’s Journal ed. Hosmer 247n1; cf. C. Adams, ed.

222n1; Winthrop,JJournal ed. Dunn, Savage, and Yeandle, I: 223n4.

" The exhumation of Dyer’s child will be exploreddetail in chapter 2.1. On the role of witnesses in
reports on monstrous births and on the way nevib@m spread, see chapter 3.1.
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those places” (31). What before had been kept eetséarned into “a collective
drama” (Gowing 111)—similar to the experience obkdmg at a woodcut on a
broadside depicting a monstrous bithThat the tale of Dyer's monstrous birth
dominated town talk for a while and was discusseghany a household even months
(or years) after its occurrence is evident formegaisode described in a letter of the
Reverend Thomas Hooker: possibly in June 1638, Elogkho had attended the
“Cambridge Synod” of 1637; Bush JMritings 77-78) did “confer about this
Occasion” in his home with his wife and maid (C.th&x, Magnalia VI, 20).2

As soon as Dyer’s miscarriage had become knowheafficials, the “two or
three women” who had “secretly buryed” the childofgably Hawkins, Hutchinson,
and maybe the unidentified woman who only had hadlimpse,” see above) were
put under a “public humiliation” (Yonge 36) for nbaving reported its birth to the
officials. Such official public rituals allowed th&lders to remain true to the
principles of covenant theology; public repentasigmaled that the moral standards
of the community were accepted and confirmed thatsentence was just (Erikson
194-5; L. Friedman 25-37). Although Anne Hutchinstid not back off from her
religious viewpoints, she seems to have been weara that her doings contradicted
common practice. When she was confronted with ¢oees burial of Dyer’s stillborn
child shortly before leaving the colony, Hutchinsxplained that “she meant to have
it chronicled, but excused her concealing of itthien, (by advice, as she said, of Mr.
Cotton)” (Winthrop,Journal 253). Roger Williams (see below), who stood intach
with Hutchinson after her banishment, reported Isirlyi that Hutchinson “makes her
Apologie for her Concealement of the monster, $ia did nothing in it without Mr.
Cottons advice” (“Letter” 25j* Also Cotton admitted his wrong-doing: as Winthrop
noted in the spring of 1638, Cotton apologizedgublic” and declared his reasons
(see chapter 2.1), “which was well accepted” (WioghJournal 254).

Only one day after the exhumation of Dyer’s stitibachild, on 28 March,
Anne Hutchinson, banished from the Bay colony ardeked from the Boston

2 Gowing refers not to Dyer's monstrous birth but similar cases in early modern England.
Broadsheets functioned “as a direct iconic replaagnfor the experience of having seen the infant or
animal personally” (Soergel 143). Broadsides tteeehad a powerful uniting effect, transforming an
individual into a communal experience. On broadsidee chapter 1.2 and chapter 2.1.

13 The contents of this conversation are not knovartsPof the letter are quoted in Cotton Mather's
Magnalia Christi Americang1702), from which the passage cited above isrtakn the letter, see
also chapter 2.1

1% On the duties of midwives regarding stillborn dhiin, see chapter 2.2.
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Church, left with her family for Aquidneck Islanchdw Rhode Island) in the
Narragansett Bay (Gaustad 55). Mary Dyer, who pbssihad also been
excommunicated (Winshigylaking Heretics211), and her husband, William, who
had been disenfranchised and disarmed, moved tbrg2ortsmouth (how Rhode
Island) and then to Newport. The conflict lingerad for at least three more years,
however; from late 1638 to late 1640, the Bay cslisnwere troubled once in a while
with men and women questioning the authorities gmdpagating their own
viewpoints on religious matters (Winthrogurnal 275-7; 281-2; 339-40).

News on Dyer's monstrous birth spread quickly aedew England. On 11
April 1638, less than two weeks after the exhunmatiad taken place, William
Bradford, long-term governor of Plymouth Colonyatked Winthrop for a letter
“touching Mrs. Huchingson” (sic) and added that had “heard since of a
monsterous, and prodigious birth which she shoiddodier amongst you”; Bradford
demanded more information on the rumors conceridygr's “monsterous, and
prodigious birth”: “If your leasure would permiteshould be much behoulden vnto
you, to certiffie [sic] me in a word to tow [sichf the trueth and forme of that
monster, etc.” (23). While Bradford obviously hadahd the story from someone
other than John Winthrop, Roger Williams receivesvs on Dyer’s prodigious birth
in Providence, Rhode Island, directly from Winthrgs we know from the letter
written in reply by Williams dated 16 April 1638 dllso [sic] humbly thanck you for
that sad relation of the monster etc.” (“Letter) 2%

Shortly after her banishment, in late spring or sl@n1638, Anne Hutchinson
was said to have suffered herself a miscarriagangibirth to “thirty monstrous
births or thereabouts, at once; some of them bjggsme lesser, some of one shape,
some of another” (Weld, in Winthroghort Story 1644, The Preface). This time
Winthrop, whose writings constitute the main sowoeboth monstrous births for us
today, had no possibility to question the midwiviesolved to get detailed
information, since Hutchinson lived in another areeither did he have the
possibility to examine the child with his own eyete received, however, a detailed
report from Dr. John Clarke, “a physician and aapher” (264) who had moved from
Boston to Portsmouth after having been disarmednag&ntinomian; furthermore,
William Hutchinson, Anne’s husband, seems to haget sa letter” (Winthrop,

1> On the letter, see also chapter 2.1. On Willissee,n131 and 132 (chapter 2.2) and chapter 3.2.
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Journal 266) to John Cotton, including information on Hutson's failed pregnancy
(see chapter 2.2).

It is much more difficult to reconstruct when Huttdon got pregnant and had
her “monstrous birth” than in Dyer’s case, if stealtbeen pregnant at all. Hutchinson
is said to have produced a “mole,” a precancerteisng growth (see chapter 2.2). A
transcript of the second trial of March 1638 camrdsd as a hint that Hutchinson had
been with child at the time: Thomas Oliver, who liad duty to handle cases of
discipline, explained to the congregation that Hirtson was not present at the
beginning of the court session because she wawéaie that she conceaves herselfe
not fitt nor able to have bine hear soe longe ttgea (D. Hall, ed. 351). Anne
Hutchinson seemed to have had a clear notion whexpect birth. In September
1638, Winthrop noted that “Mrs. Hutchinson, beiegnoved to the Isle of Aquiday
[sic], in the Naragansett Bay, after her time watfilled, that she expected
deliverance of a child, was delivered of a monsrbiuth” (264); soon thereafter,
Winthrop got the information that the miscarriaggppened “six weeks before her
delivery” (Winthrop,Journal 265).

Suggestions as to when Hutchinson was said to baffered a miscarriage
range from May to September 16%¥8There are good reasons to believe that it
occurred around July or August. If it had occuredgeady in May, it would have
taken about four months until John Winthrop learabdut it (if we are to conclude
from his notes that he received the informatiorSeptember 1638), which seems
quite a long period of time considering the frequaarrespondence of Winthrop and
other colonials with settlers from neighbouring coumities and the Bay colonials’
continued interest in the doings of those banislied. had been in September, it
would have to be the very first days of this morsince there exists a letter sent to
England by the minister Edmund Browne from Sudbsoyth of Concord (about 25
miles distance to Boston), dated 7 September ($&@ chapter 3.1), in which
Hutchinson’s miscarriage is mentioned: “Also sirtbeir removal up to the island
Mrs. Hutchinson is brought to bed of a monstrowsgpshbut in what form it is not yet

known as the governor told me, but reported to bayralse conceptions in a lump.”

16 | aPlante assumes that Hutchinson had her misgariieMay, with her pregnancy having started at
about the time of the first trial, in November 16@3, 217). Pearl and Pearl state (without further
explanation) that Hutchinson had her labors in Aid81n30). St. George claims (also without further
explanation) that it was in September (169). Actardo Valerius, Hutchinson “delivered monsters
six months later” (180), but her reference pointas clearly determinable.
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(E. Browne 230). It is known that Browne and Wimihroccasionally exchanged
letters (see Emerson, ed., 153-5), thus it is weksible that Browne got his
information from Winthrop himself, though no comesding letter is known.
Browne’s wording is not to be found in Winthrop@uynal, so maybe it was used in
oral discourse: according to Browne, “the goverff@d] told” this to him (230).

News of the two miscarriages was passed on oaaltlyin written form along
the far-flung lines of a network of correspondertbat linked direct witnesses,
officials involved in the proceedings, relatives|nisterial colleagues in other
parishes as well as friends and business partiaes.monstrous births were dealt
with in letters, journals, and almanacs, compilaiof wonders, polemical treatises,
works of history writing, and learned tracts on \pdence. By mid-seventeenth-
century the story had become a standard elemddéwfEngland historiography and
served as a time marker in colonial history. Thiéefapregnancies were included
along with other events of public interest in clolmgical overviews such as Samuel
Danforth’sAn Almanack for the Year of Our Lord 16480ovidence collections such
as Nathaniel Morton’®lew-Englands Memoriall1669), or travel narratives such as
John Josselyn’sAccount of Two Voyage® New-England(1674)*" They were
remembered as one of those events that shapedatlyeBayy colony, for example
armed conflicts, the death of eminent personalibeshanges in government. Up to
Cotton Mather’s time (died 1728), various publioas or manuscripts reported on
one or both of the aberrant births, and it is $afassume that there were even more
journals or letters mentioning them than those liaae come down to us or that have
been identified by now.

Like the early modern depictions of monstrous Isirdldlorning the title pages
of broadsheets, presenting stillborn childrenwelly postures as if they were directly
talking to the viewer or as if they had returnednirthe dead with some message
from God, so the failed offspring of Mary Dyer aAdne Hutchinson would not rest
in peace for almost a century. Not only was theetbcburied child of Mary Dyer
exhumed upon order of the magistrates of the Massaits Bay Colony in March
1638 but the two abnormal births became part oighlyn complex rhetorical battle
encompassing both sides of the Atlantic. In shtbeijr story was not simply “news”
but “news you could use” (Cressiravestie5).

7 On the treatment of Dyer’'s monstrous birth in Datif's An Almanacksee D. HallWorlds 81-2,

13



The struggle for sovereignty of interpretation hedeady begun on a local
level during the Antinomian Controversy, and itemsified when Hutchinson’s
opponents tried to exploit the narrative of the tmonstrous births for their own
ends, presenting them as first-rate instance oflyGodervention in the world.
Around mid-seventeenth century, the story was takemgain by opponents to the
“New England Way,” who used much the same line rgumentation for contrary
ends: English Presbyterians such as Robert Bagitksented the Antinomian crisis
and the two ill-fated pregnancies as proof of thikufe of the New England practice
of ordering churches, Congregationalism. In thdyeaighteenth century, the Bay
colonial Puritan minister Cotton Mather made arerafit to regain interpretative
control and incorporated the story of the two mamst births in his monumental
history of the New England churchégagnalia Christi American&1702).

In addition to such politico-religious rhetoricgtlliscourse on the two failed
pregnancies was influenced by the first stirringsnodern scientific thinking. As of
mid-seventeenth-century, belief in miracles andvigence came under attack. In
England it was publicly debated whether the twaodaed fetuses were a divine sign
against “antipaedobaptism” (or “Anabaptism”), whiolkreasingly became associated
with Antinomian thinking. In the second half of theeventeenth century, the
interpretation of the New England Puritan Incredather of Dyer’'s malformed
offspring possibly was influenced by the Englishaar John Spencer, who used the
tales of the two monstrous births of Dyer and Hunsbn to demonstrate the negative
effects of belief in omens and prodigies. In thelyeaighteenth century, Cotton
Mather, son of Increase Mather, referred to Dyertnster and similar cases in his
transatlantic efforts to establish himself as aemsttst in his own right and New
England as a region worth being studied in defidius the importance of the two
misshapen infants exceeded the religious contrgverger the question of

sanctification by far, and their relevance readaedeyond mere medical details.

State of the art — I: scholarly work on Dyer’s addtchinson’s monstrous births

Considering their early modern reception historgt Hre way they were embedded in
the religious, political, and early scientific dé&s of the period it is surprising that

102; Nord 9; on Josselyn, see chapter 3.1, on Matapter 4.1.
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the two monstrous births of Mary Dyer and Anne Hiurtson have been “a neglected
aspect of the Antinomian Controversy” and of e&tgw England history at large for
quite some time, as the title of Schutte’s essagessts. From the nineteenth century
up to the 1960s it has been argued—with rare ekuept-that the narratives should
be forgotten rather than analyzed in detail. Thailalkile descriptions were regarded
as just as defective as the bodies of aberranthsbiAlso Valerius describes this
phenomenon, pointing out that although “monstrosrgs integral to Hutchinson’s
story” in the seventeenth and early eighteenthuress, “later commentators have
tended to treat it as an odd, largely irrelevartbitléen the panoramic sweep of the
Antinomian Controversy” (196). A monograph on thenstrous births of Mary Dyer
and Anne Hutchinson does not yet exist, and moshefcountless studies on the
New England Antinomian Controversy do not analyggrtnarrative in detail.

Also studies on early modern monster discourse liysigmore the tale of
Dyer’s and Hutchinson’s prodigious births and tniestthemselves to Continental
Europe or England. In most cases, this restricttomot even addressed, a rare
exception being Bates who explains that he focuse&urope and “excluded a few
cases reported by settlers in the New World, omlg of which seemed to me to
provide significant extra information, and for whit have made an exception” (8);
Bates does not refer to Dyer's or Hutchinson’s mmigage but to one of the first
known autopsies of a child with a birth defect ttwik place in Hispaniola in 1533
(Emblematic154-5). One of the few scholars focusing on Engliécourse on
monstrous births who also refers to the monstrodbsbof Dyer and Hutchinson is
Julie Crawford (2005), who showed that they exestgostantial influence on English
pamphlet-makers in the 1640s (162-3; cf. Cressgniéntable” 56). Most writers on
the topic seem to consider early modern tales afigtmous births in the overseas
colonies as either too different from or too simila their European counterparts, or
as providing no “significant extra information”—mided that they know about them
at all.

The reception history of the aberrant births of Widdyer and Anne
Hutchinson deserves being studied in detail, howeVley not only verifiably
existed but are very well documented: we have ketanformation on their outward
shape, their parents, the overall context of thaith, and their reception history,

wherefore it is possible to trace early modern alisse on monstrous births in
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unprecedented detail and over an exceptionally Ipagod of time. As Cressy
remarked concerning narratives of prodigious birttraost of the networks of
interaction among the parties remain hidden” (“Latable” 56)—contrary to the two
cases that form the subject of this study. Lastrotitleast, these are the only known
cases of monstrous births in the colonies that haleged a prominent role in
seventeenth-century politico-religious discourseBmgland.

As various scholars stated (albeit in differing teots), seventeenth-century
New England and the Antinomian Controversy can serwas a kind of “laboratory”
for analyzing specific topics in detail (R. Cohe54 Erikson vi; P. Miller ix).
Although | disagree with Kay Erikson’s interpretati that the Massachusetts Bay
Colony serves as a “laboratory” because of theatnet isolation” of the colony in
comparison to the complex and multi-facetted histafrearly modern Europe (vi), |
agree with him that a focus on New England offéies advantage that we are “not
dealing with nations or dynasties, here, but wittak groups of men [and, one would
want to add, women] whose names we remember andsewkises we know
something about” (Erikson vii). There are a limitedmber of protagonists whose
impacts and interactions within the Anglo-Americaorld can be analyzed in detail.

With Schutte, the first decades of the modernptae history of Dyer’s and
Hutchinson’s miscarriages can be summarized astarhiof neglect. The historian
Brooks Adams demanded in 1919 that “posterity deaweil over the shocking
scene” (247). In 1908, James Kendall Hosmer feligmalled by the detailed account
of Anne Hutchinson’s failed pregnancy that he omitthe episode altogether in his
edition of Winthrop’s journal® explaining that the “repulsive details which Wirth
took pains to gather . . . only show how far bigatould carry a mind naturally noble
and magnanimous.” Hosmer conceded, however, tednibtion that the displeasure
of Heaven was revealed by monstrous births wasrtaimted by men of the best
intelligence” (Winthrop, Winthrop’s Journal ed. Hosmer, 268nl). Like Hosmer,
Charles Francis Adams, editor AfShort Storysee part 11l of this study), wanted to
further understanding of Winthrop’s situation. @alto mind that this was an era
when the printing presses produced countless posrbroadsides and pamphlets,
Adams claimed in 1967 with regard AoShort Storythat, “tested by the standards of
the time, if it is in any way unusual, it is in itmoderation” (40); however, this
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moderate stance does not cover Winthrop’s detaisdription of the two monstrous
births: this “sort of writing,” Adams remarked, waharacteristic” of Winthrop, who
“was somewhat prone to congenital monstrositieg).(Overall, there was quite far

reaching consensus that such an “absurd story”’lghoot be laid out in such

“sickening,” “unpleasant,” “disgusting,” “nauseoughd “repulsive details,” since
this was an “absurd story,” a “repellent,” “horeband loathsome talé*As James
Savage, a descendant of Anne Hutchinson and tteefilitor of Winthrop’s journal,
complained, such a story only pleased “admir[ethorrors” (460Y°

It is maybe because of this rather emotional e&tgption history that these
two famous cases of birth defects have been laigalyred in studies on the history
of medicine in the overseas colonies but were faty commented upon in
biographies of Mary Dyer and Anne Hutchinson. Séadbn midwifery, childbirth,
and the development of obstetrics in the colongaiqul often do not cover the events
extensively—or not at all (see Elwood and ElwoodZ-Ulrich 132; Wertz and
Wertz 21-22). Only when a broader perspective isseh, as for example in
Tannenbaum’s study owomen and Medicine in Early New Englanterest in for
example Dyer’s “monstrous birth” has risen (84-8)e two monstrous births seem
to have been regarded as more relevant for otk&tsfiof study, as a historian of
medicine has recognized early on: in ksstory of Medicine in Massachusetts
(1881), Samuel Abbott Green invited to take a mooenprehensive view on
Winthrop’s notes on Dyer’s and Hutchinson’s “momnsfearguing that they “help us
catch the coloring of that period; and no picturéhe times is complete without it”
(30). The various biographers of Anne Hutchinsoa Eiary Dyer show more interest
in the monster stories but rarely offer new inssgas far as the reception history of
the monstrous births is concerned; they mainly atnreconstructing their female

protagonists’ experiences as lively as possible.

'8 Hosmer based his edition on the two-volume editibdames Savage (Winthrogistory). On the
Savage and Hosmer editions, see Schweninger 68-69.

19 G. Ellis 327; Palfrey 467n2; Rogers 33; Savage @G9Winthrop,Winthrop’s Journal ed. Hosmer,
268n1; B. Adams 247, 41.

% The approach of these early historiographers ditdrs of John Winthrop’s writings resembles that
of the famous romancer Nathaniel Hawthorne who BB0OL regarded Winthrop’s report on
Hutchinson’s miscarriage as “very interesting iscéentific point of view, but fitter for his old dn
homely narrative than for modern repetition” (23).

% See e.g. Dunlea ix; 186-7, 234, 238-41; LeonartbRugg 118, 283-4, 293-6; Plimpton. LaPlante
tries to give a voice to Hutchinson with regardhéw failed pregnancy (see e.g. 88-89, 160, 2087 2
9). S. Williams offers some valuable input (135143, 183-91, 198-9). Robinson considers a broad
range of sources.
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Another aspect that is striking when screening iptssources is that the
monstrous births do not figure prominently in teptsblished in the wake of the
Quaker crisis of the 1650s or in later scholarlyrkvon the topié? With rare
exceptions, Dyer’s earlier Antinomian affiliatioase not mentioned at all or only in
passing in early modern accounts of the Quakefdenv England (see chapter 4.1).
As Pestana has noted: “What is remarkable aboutleker crisis . . . is the lack of
direct references to the Antinomians.” (“City” 3%#). Today's studies on
Quakerism refer even less to Dyer's earlier involeat in the Antinomian
Controversy and her mothering of an aberrant bjHamm; Ryan); furthermore,
Mary Dyer has received much less scholarly attenitiostudies on Quakerism than
Anne Hutchinson in literature on the Antinomian @owmersy, wherefore a stronger
focus on Mary Dyer “is an overdue act” (Myles 3y &8alyzing the discourse on the
two New England monstrous births this uneven diston of attention will be
corrected, since overall Dyer’'s “monstrous birtkdshbeen accorded slightly more
space in the texts considered here than Hutchiegeree also the appendfX).

In the past decades, there has risen awarenesthéhawo monstrous births
had not only importance for the colonial Antinomi@ontroversy but the history of
New England and beyond. Nowadays, there is a wiamlge of studies available that
use their tale as a pathway to a pivotal poinhanhistory of the Atlantic World. The
first in a long row is Anne Jacobson Schutte’s ¥s€E85), which offers a
transatlantic perspective and an analysis of earbdern views on monstrosity.
Schutte’s study provides first indications as tavhbe interpretations of the two birth
defects can be connected to broader streams ofirauliand socio-political
developments. During the past decades, scholare llaken on a decidedly
comparative approach and have taken into accounsteodiscourse in Civil War
England. St. George (1998), for example, comparathiop’s description of Dyer’'s
monster to other early modern descriptions of hessdlbirths in his study on
“expressive culture” (2) in colonial America (168)7 Another example is Round

% The eighteenth-century historian Thomas Hutchingmnexample, commented in the context of the
history of the Quakers in Massachusetts: “Thishis $ame Mary Dyer, who in the year 1637 was
banished for her familistical tenets.” (note T onl@l). Some nineteenth-century historiographers
shortly refer to the monstrous births in the conteixthe Quakers in New England (G. Ellis 328;
Palfrey 467n2; Rogers 33). On Thomas Hutchinsaacbapter 4.3.

% The main focus of attention of this study liesyewer, not on Dyer as a person but on the way her
miscarriage and her “headless” child were usedteamisformed in seventeenth-century transatlantic
discourse.
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(1999), who analyzed how New England colonials quietin transatlantic civil
discourses by offering “’A True Relation™ of Dyermonster (17-64).

In 1990, there appeared three essays focusingalable sources and on the
way information on the two New England monsters passed along. The spread of
news is outlined by Valerie and Morris Pearl, whiticized that the “prompt
transmission to England” is “scantily chronicle®1j. Winsser, who clearly sides
with Dyer and Hutchinson, gives a very helpful awew on primary sources.
Focusing on the period from 1630 to 1730, Nord t@dker's monster story as
starting point for his study on the evolving of reegathering into newspaper
journalism, pointing out that both the subject ma#ind the way of reporting news in
early American journalism were deeply steeped id emluenced by seventeenth-
century New England religious culture (9-10).

From the 1980s onwards, there appeared variousesttlat analyzed the
monstrous births in the context of gender, speeadd, rhetoric. In 1986, Kibbey
analyzed how early colonial rhetoric may have dbaoted to Puritan acts of violence
against “others” such as Native Americans or thatidomian” Anne Hutchinson,
and she shortly mentioned one of the two prodigioiaths (113)* In 1987, Amy
Schrager Lang (53-64) used reports on the ill-fagexnancies to show that female
gender and religious dissent were presented agdredgle unity in the rhetoric
accompanying the Antinomian Controversy. In 1996ryBeth Norton shortly
referred to Dyer's monsterF¢unding 223-4) in a chapter on female-centered
networks of news-spreading. Traister's essay (1@8i@cted scholarly interest to
male gender roles in the Antinomian Controversyuiirb(see above) focused on how
discourse on Anne Hutchinson influenced the Englishate on gender (108-9). In
2006, C. Smith based her feminist perspective erctmcept of “distortion” (438) of
female speech and on how it served to present Histwh's utterings as just as
“monstrous” as the outflow of her body (451). Buchia (2006) also centered her
study on “the intersection of gender and rhetof&39); in her view, public discourse
was dominated by male protagonists who tried terddit Hutchinson by using
negative associations of maternity with failed praucies.

Speech and rhetoric also play a key role in thayes§Valerius (2010) and in
Sievers’s study (2004), which concentrate on the o$ Dyer's monster for
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persuasive purposes and on how the story was ematdeddeligious, scientific, and
socio-political debates. Valerius is mainly inteegs in “the ways in which
monstrosity functions in narratives” of the Antiniam Controversy (197). Sievers
intended to show how the rhetoric used in repamntsarious prodigious evenitelped
fostering the group identity of the colonial setl€214-31). Both Sievers (227) and
C. Smith (2006, 446-8; see above) shortly addregseduestion whether and in how
far John Winthrop acted similar to adherents ofWNg&cience.” Field (2011) used the
story of Hutchinson’s failed pregnancy to formulage critique of modern
“Pathologies of Obstetrics” (title).

In parts as a reaction to the strong interest astjons of gender, as of the late
1990s concepts of the body, the body politic, ardted topics moved at the center of
attention. In 1999, Egan called out “a postfemirage” with regard to scholarly
interpretation of the New England monsters. For,hihe importance of the two
narratives derives not so much from questions ofdge but from “the impact of
Winthrop’s use of monstrosity on the reigning figuwf the English body politic”
(144n24). In 2010, Herzogenrath embedded his ird@pon of the monstrous births
(98-100) in an exploration of “the oscillation bewwn the ‘real’, material body, and
the social ‘body politic’ in American cultureAfmericanl). Related to studies of the
body politic are works analyzing early modern cquiseof the body; both often find
early modern visual representations and textuargesns of human oddities to be a
rich depository worth mining to gain a better urst@nding of early modern notions
of the body and metaphors related to it, and tlsis applies to scholars dealing with
the New England monstrous births (see J. Crawf@®a-3, St. George 164-73).
Cassuto focused in 1997 on the de-humanizatiootbits” on the basis of race (xiii)
in his study of the grotesque from the colonialigebrup to the nineteenth century,
and he, too, refers to the New England monstrotlks{44-45, 54).

As of the 1990s, the trope of monstrous births &lae been analyzed by
scholars focusing on female literary production.wdo(1991) shortly took into
account interpretations of Dyer’'s and Hutchinsan@nstrous births in her feminist-
inspired study of American literary history (1, 1139). Many studies established a
connection with Anne Bradstreet’s poetry and diffgrnotions of the female body.
Schweitzer (1991) analyzed how Bradstreet highéighthe positive aspects of the

% Kibbey (like Cassuto, see below) accidentally refeo the description of Dyer’s stillborn child
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productive abilities of female minds and bodies,andloing so, emancipated herself
from the negative connotations of Dyer's and Hutsbn’'s miscarriages (153-4). In
1997, Lutes explored “how the Dyer and Hutchinsases might have affected
Bradstreet's use of childbirth as a metaphor” (383333-7). Reid (1998), analyzing
“metaphors of illegitimacy and dissent” in Bradstre writings (519), argued that the
Antinomian Controversy and the monstrous birthsuariced not only Bradstreet's
poetry but attitudes toward women in general in Bay colony. Major (2012),

finally, also analyzed the birth metaphor in Bragksts writings in the context of

Bradstreet’'s knowledge of Dyer’s and Hutchinsomehstrous births” (113).

State of the art — II: early modern monster disc@as

It is not serving the purpose of this study to giveomplete overview on scholarly
work on monstrosity> but a few preliminary remarks on functions andrabteristics

of early modern discourse on monstrous births hekdyze the narratives of Dyer’s
and Hutchinson’s miscarriages in a larger contexd, an particular, explain why
colonial and English tales of monstrous births &aninterpreted within a similar
framework as long as the specific circumstancetheir occurrence are taken into
account. Reading relevant studies, the task ofnohgfi monstrosity in the early
modern period turns out to be an elusive aim. Adsdvi formulates it, “our
knowledge of monsters is in itself monstrous beeats formless, gigantic” (8; cf.
Hagner, “Monstrositaten” 9). Part of the problens bado with the plethora of terms
used to describe defective human bodies, rangioign fivonders and prodigies, to
monsters, and freaks of nature. The differencdsrims reflect differing time frames
(the monstrous birth of the sixteenth century tums the freak of the nineteenth
century), changing functions within society (copwgh change, for example), and,
last but not least, differing scholarly perspediand interests. Unfortunately, these
differing functions, perspectives, and time franaes rarely addressed in studies on
the topic (with the notable exception of e.g. Edisaand Graulund), wherefore a

tentative overview will be given.

complete with horns and claws when writing aboutddinson’s monstrous birth.

% On monstrosity in the early modern period, seeef@mple BatesEmblematic Brammall; Céard,
Nature Cressy, “Lamentable”; Cressyravestiesesp. 29-50; Daston and Park; Fiscli&enéeseand
Monstres Hagner, ed.Kdrper;, Jones and Sprunger, eds.; Kappler; Knoppers amdlds, eds.; Park
and Daston; Razovsky; N. Smith; Wilson; Wunderlich
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In the early modern period, birth defects servetinas as a prognosticator of
future events. Monsters were actively “showing Hbrand “demonstrating” God’s
intentions upon earth, as the wondnsterimplies: it is derived from the Latin terms

monere to “warn,” and/ormonstrare to “show forth,” “display,” or “demonstrate.”
In the classical age, this aspect of monstrositytheen prevalent: deformed newborn
children were consideredpartentumor anostentumthat is, an “omen” or “portent,”
or a “marvel.”® The strong sign character is what differentiates ¢arly modern
monster from the freak of the nineteenth centurhilgthe termmonsterimplicates
that “human abnormalities are the products not wham of nature but of the design
of Providence,” the terrfreakimplies a playful nature (Fiedler, 20).

In the early modern period, prodigious births “everot usually presented as
isolated curiosities but were assigned a placéénvtider scheme of things” (Bates,
Emblematic 12), and this usually included a strong divine poment. Dyer’s
stillborn daughter, for example, was “assignedag@lin the divine plan that gives the
anomaly a purpose in the New England millenniaksol’ (Cassuto 54; cf. 43-44).
In English cheap print, monstrous births often ednas an emblematic sign that
carried moralizing lessons or symbolized individaals: birth defects were created
“as just judgments for sins” (Lemnius, First BodX?), they were “Ensignes of
[God's] anger” (Wonder worth 1617, sig. A2¥’

The more a creature seemed to deviate from “thevuan decree and order of
Nature,” the more evident was its sign charactérose Monsters are thought to
portend some ill, which are much differing from ithdlature” (Paré 585). Also
according to Aristotle, whose writings still exestrong influence on modern
conceptual work on monstrosity, monsters were figjsi contrary to Nature™ (1V, IV,
770Db). Aristotle believed in “the superiority of maality, which depends on a mean,”
explains Wilson, wherefore it could be said that"all deviate from the ‘norm’
simply because we are not all the same” (16; cf216 For Aristotle, even a lack of
resemblance to one’s parents “is really in a wayaastrosity, since in these cases
Nature has in a way strayed from the generic tyip€, Ill, 767a/b). Hanafi (63)
similarly claims that doubtful parenthood is whaitas diverse forms of monstrosity

(ranging from “savage” men to automatons), and ateg to Huet “it could be said

% 0On the etymology of the ternonstrousand related expressions, see BaFmplematic12-13;
Céard, “Crisis” 182; Fiedler 19-21; Hagner, “Momsiitaten” 8-9; Moscoso 59-61; Wilson 4-6.
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that the monster is truly that which resembidsat is notits father” (35; cf. 8, 31-
35)28

Bodies described as “monstrous” can be definedt tasically as a form of
category crisis, which has the great advantagenibtabnly theories on monstrosity of
classical antiquity can be subsumed under it lag Ruritan concepts of monstrosity.
Monstrous bodies refuse to fit in hitherto estdldi categorizations of objects or
behavior, they are “both physically threatening amtologically impure” (Cassuto
43; cf. 43-44; 48%° The monster violates both the laws of society ahdature; it
combines what is forbidden with what is impossibilenpossible” combinations
resulted for example from a mixture of species (siming e.g. human body parts
with that of an animal), of the two sexes, of deeml living, and of all kinds of
differing forms and shapes (Foucadlhormauxs1, 58).

Although the category crisis caused by monstrogias a symptom of an
incomplete state of knowledge, discourses on sérgmgnomena should not be seen
as an impediment to knowledge creation. Being anlhfigure situated at the border
between the known and the unknown, the monstrody Isonot only disturbing but
offers new perspectives and can bring about neughts Revealing borders of
knowledge, the monster assists in expanding thesiels and allows us to grasp and
come to terms with complex issues. As compositeigseicombining elements of
different species, monsters hint at similaritiebMeen areas that have never before
been seen in this combination. The monstrous emabrambiguity and makes us
aware that the signified and its sign are not idaht This symbolic form of
knowledge was deemed superior by many early maithemkers. Monsters served as
figurative signs that elevated the mind above &adn of nature, thereby allowing for
a higher level of understanding (D. Williams 3, 13.-33-60, and passim).

Representing a disruption of categories, the moustbody shares similarities
with objects described as “grotesque.” The grotesgualso “born of the violation of
basic categories,” for example when “an image cabaaasily classified even on the

2" On the sign character of monstrous births, segtef®m 2.1, 3.1., 3.3. See also Ashworth 142;
Campbell, “Nude” 298; J. Crawford 15-16; PenderpdBshop” 116; N. Smith 279-81; D. Williams.

% 0n deviance from one’s parents as a marker of trusity, see chapter 3.2. For criticism of Huet's
definition of monstrosity, see below.

# gcholars defining monstrosity as a category prabland a sign of disorder) are for example
Cassuto 6, and passim; J. Cohen, “Preface” 6-7cd&dty Anormaux51, 58-62; Halberstam 27;
HerzogenrathAmerican 104-5, 113-5; Knoppers and Landes, eds., 6; Dlidiis 13, 75-77, and
passim. On notions of impurity, see Douglas; FLip®-2.
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most fundamental level: when it is both one thing another, and thus neither one.”
(Cassuto 6; cf. 47). The grotesque differs fromrttunstrous in that it results mainly
from aesthetic experiences and has a strong relatiothe art$! but both the
monstrous and the grotesque reflect the unstatdeard unpredictability of the
worldly sphere. The grotesque represents the figgtiveen form and content
(Harpham 7-8), and early modern learned tracts onstnosity were preoccupied
with the great mystery of how spirit, form, and teainteracted (Hanafi 34-35j.In
the worldly sphere, form and content are no peade@sftity but fighting for primacy.
The particulars of nature allow for endless permoma, resulting in constant,
unpredictable transformations and metamorphosesipfynatic is the title of the
early modern ballad Monstrous Shape, Or A Shapelesse Mongtebably printed
in 1639. It deals with what could be termed a peréxemplar of a monstrous, hybrid
being: “a female creature” with “a head like a sstlirg“L.P.,” title). In its potential
for variety the human sphere differed from God, ¢tmdy being that was a single
entity without the potential for change; it was twout matter and forme”
(Richardson 4). When quality and substance aretim@nno conflict between form
and content is possible—thus, no monstrous or ggoie beings.

The monstrous and the grotesque “merge in the dhyfmims” (39) that
combine for example human with non-human elemdatisvards and Graulund 39-
40; cf. 36, 145). According to Homi K. Bhabha, thgbrid “breaks down the
symmetry and duality of self/Other, inside/outsiqe8igns” 177; cf. 173-7), and it
has been argued that for example the descriptibmenstrous races (see chapter 2.1)
can be subsumed under Bhabha’s concept of hybrigibgsi-Reder 54-57). Groups
of outsiders, legendary monstrous races, or theieanald“wild man” served as an

30 See similarly Ashworth 142; Biernoff 125-8; J. @ah“Preface” 7; McAvoy and Walters, eds. 5.

31 This is already implicit in the term itself: theomd grotesqueis linked to “the Italianpittura
grottesca meaning a work (or painting) found in a grott®®dvards and Graulund 5). On the
“grotesque” and its effect on the human mind, sassGto 1-29, esp. 8-10; Garland-Thomson 112-4;
Harpham 7-16; Platt 16; Stafford 220-4; Thomso+13227.

32 The conflict between form and content will be takg in chapters 3.1 (regarding double births) and
3.2 (regarding the form and matter of a congregatimanized along the “New England Way"). For
primary sources on a world full of change, see Atige's The City of God(XI: 10, 354) and
Richardson’sThe Logicians School-Mastés).
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alter ego for society® Despite all difference, all of these shared désiire elements
with “civilized” or “normal” individuals; thereforgeit has been suggested to look at
these differences “as variants within a singlessfastory system rather than as polar
opposites” (Lionarsons 170).

The monstrous body acts as a “boundary guard,’ndixboundaries of
transgression within society (Ingebretsen 97). Wiaatsociety considers as
“monstrous” or “aberrant” reflects its social stwre and its legal and extralegal
methods to stabilize this order: the way criminasyere conflicts, and strange
phenomena are dealt with creates a corpus of Wéithaband unofficial laws and
regulations, thereby creating a codified body poliThereby, the existing order is
confirmed, prohibiting certain forms of behavior ilghsanctifying others. The
aberrant, ridiculous and appalling helped develom alefine what a society
considered the norm; or, as Deutsch and Nussbaumufated it: “learn the norm
from witnessing as many deviant examples as p@&Ssidl7). The purpose of
categorization and binary opposition was to confime’s owns positions and values,
but it also had legal relevanté.

Thus the definition of monstrosity of for exampleishotle, Hanafi, and
Huet—that it is caused by an uncertainty regargaternity (see above)—can be
supplemented by seeing monstrosity as a sign ®fabt that we can never be sure of
any kind of identity, at least not through the neea a stable visual signifier”
(Campbell,Wonder250; cf. 242n33). The monstrous leads us to qu@st) our own
identity and to confronting hidden fears (cf. Gadarhomson 113; Hebel,
“Negotiation” 97n9; Todd 153-61), whereby it cobtries to processes of identity
building both on the individual and collective I&vEor the unborn child just as for
newly established organizational entities, soonefater the question arises when
they are ripe for separating from their place afior When a child is born, existing
categories are severely disrupted—what once had bee body, all of a sudden
turns into two. The question of when and how thadelevelops into a self-sustaining

% For a discussion of monstrous races as “the mabher,” see Freedman 3-12; cf. Lionarons 169-
72. On the early modern concept of the “other”he tAtlantic World, see Vaughan and Vaughan.

From a psychological point of view, the existendeseemingly deviant “others” creates not only a

feeling of horror but also provides a form of sétyurAs Benedict has remarked with regard to the

popular interest in giants and dwarfs, “[tlhe castrbetween an abnormally small and an abnormally
large person usually implies the spectator’s noityigl7; cf. T. Cooper 6-7).
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being can be transferred easily from the individleslel—the microcosm of the
body—to the collective level—the macrocosm of tloelyo politic, as also this study
will show. After all, the ternmation has its etymological root related to the Latin
“nascere,” “to be born” and to “come into being’\{@y 55-56; cf. 125-475°

The human body serves as an ideal metaphor forridesr the social
dimension of political entities, as the expressioody politic” vividly demonstrates.
Since the body is made up of various parts, viséid invisible, that all worked
together in admirable ways, it is an ideal symbbl‘man-made assemblies and
artificial compositions” (Stafford 12). In the Ressance, double births, or hybrid,
composite beings could have a uniting function fapdforming individual elements
into single entities. This may be the reason wieythéraldic animals on coats of arms
often showed awe-inspiring, hybrid beings, suchadfon with wings. Monstrous
births are a perfect symbol of disorder and a wtutded upside down; they served
as an ideal figuration of the defects of commur@alegnment and organization. A
disorderly body was interpreted as expressing desoin the body politic, while the
harmonious functioning of the body symbolized a lthgacommunity*® Double
births, which were highly popular in the early mod@eriod (FoucaultAnormaux
61-2)3" could symbolize unity—or, on the contrary, ruptutieey represented the
danger of separation or of a sovereign power dd/zidéo two (see chapters 3.1, 3.3).

Tales of monsters were both an indicator of chasge valuable tools for
coping with change. Surges in publications of bsides and other reports on
monstrous births were often accompanied by deepggsocietal changes. In 1556,

for example, when England was amidst a crisis wéfard to succession to the

% For example, when a double birth with two heads t@rn (and survived), it had to be decided who
was entitled for heritage; or, when a newborn chiddsessed body parts that seemed to belong to an
animal, the question arose whether the being wasahuat all and therefore should be baptized.

% | do not intend to use the concept of the natisraaframework for this study, although | am
considering aspects related to it; see the follgvdhapter.

% For studies with a strong focus on concepts of ibdy in the context of the New England
monstrous births, see Egan; HerzogenrAthgrican On the monstrous and theories of the body see
e.g Pender, “No Monsters.”

37 At least in Civil War England, also “headless dhén” were highly popular, as will be shown in
chapter 3.2; cf. Cressy, “Lamentable.” Foucaultuaggthat each era had its “forms de monstre
privilégiées,” depending on the specific needs einclmstances (Foucauknormaux67; cf. 61-75).

In the medieval period, this has been the “wild rh@aemplemented in the Age of Exploration by a
revival of the monstrous races of the classicdbaity; in the early modern period, double births;of

the seventeenth and up to the early nineteenthuggnbermaphrodites (61-62). As of the early
nineteenth century, finally, a new type of monstyosntered the stage—that of conduct: the criminal
the “monstre moral” (Foucaulnormaux67-75; quotation 75; cf. Brammall 3-21).
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throne, more than fifty prodigious signs were relear by Edward Fenton (148-8)it

is rather not possible to find out today whethértladse prodigies did exist in some
way or other and whether there had in fact beemrafieant increase of the actual
numbers of children born with birth defects or $amphenomena. But it is probable
that this surge in publications had to do with #ility of the monster to assist
society in defining itself anew and to define wheldmged to the body politic and
who not. Exactly because the monstrous was closehnected to disorder and
upheaval, it had the potential for creating or #itsibg new forms of ordef? for
example by constant reinterpretation of categasied “facts” (J. Cohen, “Preface”
14-15), or by re-establishing or confirming moralbdaries.

Since narratives of early modern monsters are lgldsed to the time and
place of their occurrence, analyzing narrativest@ monstrous births of Dyer and
Hutchinson can help gaining a better understandihg particular region in a
particular period—in this case a region that sohfas been neglected by scholars
working on the history of monstrosity in the medikand Renaissance periods. This
study intends to integrate the narrative of the tieformed infants into scholarly
discussion on early modern discourse of monstrodsek. In this endeavor, | take up
the impetus of the late Puritan Cotton Mather, viloped that his reports on New
World prodigies would find a positive reception by English correspondents (see
chapter 4.4).

3 Other years with a substantial rise in publicati@m monsters in England are for example 1562,
1580, and 1648 (see Brammall 8-10; Wilson 40).

39 0n the potential of the monstrous to create orsksz,J. Cohen, “Preface” 8, 14-15; D. Williams 14-
15, 81-85. Mary Douglas argues that the human imratd “ambiguity or anomaly” (5) played an
important role in the self-organization of socistie
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1.2  Approaches taken: fields of interest, notes omethods and sources,
project outline

This study analyzes how the monstrous births ofyMayer and Anne Hutchinson
were interpreted and debated in the Anglo-Ameriddiantic World from the late
1630s up to the 1710s. This time span has beercHosthree inter-related reasons.
First of all, while the two human anomalies werated almost annually in the first
decades after their occurrence, the frequency seeheve declined continually as of
mid-seventeenth century as far as we can tell ftbenavailable sources (see the
appendix); furthermore, as of the eighteenth centhie scarce comments on the two
failed pregnancies refer mostly to their treatmean¢arlier sources: the focus lay on
how to interpret their interpreters (see chapt&j and no longer on how they are to
be interpreted in themselves.

Second, as Perry Miller has remarked, the permdoul720 is “the furthest
extent to which one may say that the original systé Puritanism survived without
drastic alteration” (vii). While | diverge in thstudy in many aspects from Miller’s
monumental work on New England Puritani&hi,agree with Miller that the early
eighteenth century marks the final phase of a p®oé disintegration that ended the
dominance of the Congregational system of churclerdt As a consequence, the
authority of ministers in medical matters and asv/jgters of news declined sharply—
a development that was intensified by the profesdipation of medicine and the rise
of modern journalisd> When Cotton Mather, a third-generation New England

Puritan minister (who also is the last person wéfh Us with extensive written

0 Miller treated “the whole literature” of New Engié “as though it were the product of a single
intelligence,” regarding “individual differences’ @&merely minor variations within a general frame”
that was dominated by non-separating CongregatgiagVii). This study stresses instead competing
discourses within transatlantic Puritanism, seewel

*1 Michael G. Hall regards Increase Mather as thet“femerican Puritan” (title), because there were
“social, political and intellectual forces” at wodfter the 1670s “that would erode Puritanism” Yxiv
As David D. Hall points out, clerical and populafigion drifted apart as of around 1700drlds20).

2 |In the early eighteenth century, newspaper joismafundamentally changed the mechanisms for
“the reporting of current public occurrences” (Not@). Even if newspapers can be regarded as
“merely another kind of text in a world of commuaiiion tools that included the mouth, the ear, the
pen, and the press” (Mcintyre 614, cf. 606), thiyady heralded a new era of mass communication,
addressing an audience that increasingly was lesopally known to the providers of news. On the
emergence of newspaper journalism in the Britistordes, see Amory, “Printing” 108-16; B.
Anderson 61-64; Clark, “Boston” 243; Mclintyre 59446 Mulford 81-2; Nord 31-32, 36; Reese 354.
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comments on the two New England monstrous birth&d in 1728, the Puritan
hegemony had long come to an end in the Massadbigae Colony.

Third, as of the eighteenth century, discourse amstrous births began to
change fundamentally. Over the centuries, the &mbémg function of monsters
increased, while its sign character decreased.ndwester came to be regarded not
anymore as a sign of God but as an accident caygydlnature or a specific type of
birth defect, and it ceased to have “a ‘speciale rm society” (Wilson 14). The
dominance of religion began to crumble, and the as“New Science” heralded a
new era. As shown in chapter 1.1, discourse on trmussbirths served as a valuable
tool for coping with change, but technological aadial progress came to offer more
and better solutions for the demands of this neav (ef. Coudert xvi). The term
monstergradually disappeared from teratological writirgel came to be replaced by
terms such asalformation(Moscoso 72; cf. 63).

The time frame chosen for this study thus encongsaageriod of transition.
Both sensational prints and learned treatises ptegenonstrous births as portents up
to the late seventeenth century and beyond; nettbeld superstition be ascribed
solely to cheap print nor was progress the soleaitorof learned debaf€.This can
be seen in exemplary form in the gynecologicaltiseaof Jacob Rueffpe Conceptu
et Generatione Homini§1554), published in English in 1637 under thée tithe
Expert Midwife The tract assembled contemporary wisdom on hugeseration,
such as the generative parts of the female boaycdine of pregnant women, or the
signs of conception. In the first part of the waitke few woodcuts serve to illustrate
the factual information given in the text; they shfor example a birth stool or how
the fetus was positioned within the womb (Rueff; 88¢ woodcuts in the fifth book
of the second part, in which birth defects are deed (see e.g. 157), resemble the
visual representations of monstrous births in aopirary broadsides: the body was
presented as a living being that pointed out adndduth; it was part of the story and
told itself a story, much as the text surroundirfj The two differing parts in Rueff's
midwifery manual can be read as representing twibertig epistemological

concepts. The first part heralds a culture of fettje the second represents the sign-

“3 See Fissell 7-9; Soergel 145-6; Wilson 34; Wittkow0-72.

*4 On monstrous bodies covered with signs, see #musiion of figures 3 and 4 in chapter 3.1. On the
changing relationship between texts and represensabf the body in anatomical texts, see Sawday
133-40. On differing views among early modern ptigsis whether illustrations or verbal descriptions
provided more accurate representations of anatdsticectures, see P. Smith 140-1.

29



oriented approach. The two parts exemplify in visoan what Kuhn termed the
“transformations of the paradigms” of a certainidjeleading to what has been
summarized as “scientific revolutions” (1¥).

Another characteristic of the period in questiothat in the Anglo-American
world the realms of religion, politics, and sciemeere closely interrelated, as also the
reception history of the two monstrous births astahked in the previous chapter
suggests. That in the Bay colony religion and pslitvere closely intertwined is
almost a common-place: in the “church-state, thpplavas wedded to politics”
(Bercovitch, Americanxiv; cf. Bonomi). Also in England the relationshifgtween
politics and religion has been close. As Coffeynpoiout, the toleration controversy
of the 1640s (see chapter 3.1), with its focus @mfarmity and in combination with
the debate on a national church, expressed thespriled belief that unity in religion
fostered the communal sense: “a nation that praypegther, stayed together”
(“Toleration” 45). Also Burgess stresses that iieligand politics were closely
intertwined in the period of the English Civil W&).

Furthermore, religion and the first stirrings of deon science were
inseparably connectdd.Human understanding was considered a God-givenigif
was the heavenly “Father, who . . . didst breatite the face of man the intellectual
light as the crown and consummation thereof,” wietancis Bacon in 1620 (29).
Hartmann consequently sees science and religioasiopposites but as two practices
that “evolved dialectically, each taking from anatiehing the other to create some
entirely novel branch of knowledge” (xii; cf. Siagel8). Science and religion were
like two sides of one coin. For one, religion wagarded as a fertile ground for
scientific thinking. The first chronicler of the hdon-based Royal Society, Thomas
Sprat, suggested in 1667 that it may have beenrRatmn “which put men upon a
stricter inquiry into the Truth of things,” ultimeay leading to thethird great Ageof
the flourishing of Learning (22). Also modern scholars argue that it has been
Protestant religion that fostered “the privilegadtiss of scientific discourse” by

giving so much weight to the careful interpretatariexts (Harrison 266; cf. Howell

“5 Kuhn defines “paradigms” as “universally recogdizeientific achievements that for a time provide
model problems and solutions to a community of fiti@oers” (viii). When a problem arises that
cannot be solved within the premises of establigfe@ddigms, these conceptions are re-arranged and
new procedures are defined (Kuhn 5-7). On the teciantific Revolutionsee below.

%6 0On the close relation between science and reljgiee Brooke; Coudert; Dixon, Cantor, and
Pumfrey, eds.; Ferngren, Larson, and Amundsen, Hdsykaas; Rivett.
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16; Kilgour 138). Robert K. Merton famously claimédt the English Puritan way of
thinking furthered the pursuit of knowledge by eneting the study of nature as a
religious duty’” And second, science fostered religion. Puritanslenase of new
epistemological concepts such as the method ofctimiu and adapted providence
tales—sensational accounts of supernatural evewtshet rising “empirical spirit™:
they presented facts, witnesses, and other formsvifence to bring to life “a
supernatural or unseen, in other wontisginary world” (Hartmann x; cf. D. Hall,
Worlds.*® Scientific activities often were religiously madited, much as scientific
concepts sometimes functioned as an “alternatiigior” (Brooke 31)*°

Finally, especially as of the second half of thees¢eenth century, also the
fields of science and politics formed an entity. at put it in 1667, the universal
outlook of the Royal Society united the kingdom<ofyland, Scotland, and Ireland,
so different in laws and customs, in a common evaledFrom hence no doubt very
much Political, as well afPhilosophicalbenefit will arise.” (131). Another member
of the Royal Society proclaimed ten years latert tthee surveying of hitherto
unexplored lands was “for the honor . . . of thetibdd (Plot, The Epistle
Dedicatory). In the late seventeenth century, exsttbf the English colonies in the
“New World” (a term just as problematic as the tdigery” of the Americas began
taking over this line of argumentation. They ingiagly used the unique variety of
flora and fauna to distinguish themselves from Bndland perceived and presented

their environment as “American.” New England dissas on wonder and related

" On the “Merton” or “Puritanism-and-science” thesise |. Cohen, ed. with Duffin and Strickland;
Hill, Intellectual 25; Hooykas 135-49; Webster 89-93; Webster, edetRargues that Puritans had a
natural inclination towards empiricism due to “thgours of Calvinist self-examination” (5). For
criticism on the Merton thesis, see Elmer; FeindiBd-3; Jacob and Jacob; Mulligan.

“8 HerzogenrathAmerican104-5 and passim) describes not only the influericeience upon religion
but uses concepts of physics, such as the solidlaiddstate of bodies, to explain differing thegical
viewpoints among colonial Puritans.

“9 Brooke therefore doubts that science and religiimately were separated (53). On the splitting up
of the discourses of science and religion and theatibration of the interactions between these
systems of discourse, see chapter 4.5 of this ritidee.

%0 Both terms were coined out of a European perspedin this study they will be used nevertheless,
since they have come to be standard terms for ibgsgrthe phenomena at hand, and a more fitting
nomenclature is not available as yet. On the idea tNew World,” seeColumbus Papersed.
Obregon, 36-38; Ginzburg 82-83.
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phenomena therefore are regarded as constitutitkeofradual emancipation from
European and, above all, English role modéls.

The discourse on the two prodigious births of Mddyer and Anne
Hutchinson thus was embedded in a multi-layeredestin Several key questions
offer themselves for deeper consideration in tbistextual meshwork. In the field of
religion, it will be explored whether and in whaays Puritan covenant theology or
the belief in providence influenced the interprietad of the two monstrous births.
This cannot be achieved without taking into accdahatfundamental epistemological
changes taking place at the time. In the coursthefseventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, religion lost its predominant positian making meaning of prodigious
events, and science began taking over as prefeefedence frame. As far as the
interplay of religion and science is concernedew jBoint of interest therefore is how
religiously motivated interpretations were intergavwith early “scientific’ modes
of explanation and how this mixture evolved overdi The question to be answered
is in what ways the reception history of the twonstoous births was influenced by
changing concepts of nature and the human body.

Making a full turn to the field of politics, spetieonsideration will be given
to the question whether and how the changing intémpons of the deformed bodily
offspring of Dyer and Hutchinson affected the pptimn and self-understanding of
the Massachusetts Bay Colony or New England atlakg sketched in chapter 1.1,
monstrous births were elementary for processedeftity building, both because of
the characteristics of the individual monstrousybadd the metaphoric potential of
birth. This aspect possibly has been especialgvegit for the colonies on the Eastern
shore of the American continent, whose developrhastoften been described with
metaphors related to birth and growth. Right frédva beginning, New England was
compared to a child that needed time to develop @odper, while England was
described as its moth&rIn the Revolutionary Era and thereafter, the tualiion of
a natural time for independence—of a necessaryagassom nonage to maturity’—

was a much debated issue (Parrish, “Female Opossi)’

*1 See e.g. I. CoheSome5; Mulford 81-83; Parrish; Reed; Semonimerican Sievers 12-13, 18-19,
231. Hartman points out that New England providetates “heralded the future discourse of the new
nation” (2). Burns stresses the close relation betwscience, technology and “colonial nationalism”
(Sciencexvi). This aspect will be analyzed more in deptithapter 4.4 and part V of this study.
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Definitions and theoretical groundwork

Since monstrous births can be seen in close rel&igprocesses of identity building,
it has sometimes been established a connectiorebatmonstrosity and early forms
of the concept of the nation. Knoppers and Lanflesexample, see early modern
monsters as “crucial definitional Others in theqasses of European self and nation
formation” (7). Drawing upon Foucault’s influentiafork Les Anormauxthey argue
that “religious, ethnic, and national identitiesyci®etal and political norms are
instantiated and enforced by the construction ohstrous bodies” (8). The cultural
historian Peter Burke suggests that “[e]ighteemthtary discussions of national
character reveal a similar approach to physicatuttural difference” (30) as early
modern reports on monstrous races: “So, althouglplinase ‘national character’ was
something of a novelty in the eighteenth centulng idea is much older,” claims
Burke (“Frontiers” 31).

| agree with Burke that although the concept ofrtheon emerged only in the
eighteenth century, it did not emerge out of a vatu There were cultural
developments that paved the way for the idea abnality in its various forms and
degrees. Discourse on monstrous births such as thbdMary Dyer and Anne
Hutchinson—stretching across the Atlantic Oceanchiang the spheres of religion,
science, and politics, and spanning almost a hangears—can be seen as a form of
training: metaphors were developed and tested Imigdiscourse, in particular with
groups criticizing the covenantal body of the Bajoay for its actions and form of
organization. There was created a kind of arcravetock of metaphors to be used in
public debate.

The diverse ways in which the two failed pregnastiave been incorporated
in various (transatlantic) narratives possibly é@ra strong influence on the
collective memory of the early Bay colonial se&&tHistory writing is “a process of
self-definition” (232), Gura has remarked with rejao the influence of the

Antinomian Controversy “on the development of theeékican Puritan imagination”

2 New England resembled “Old” England “the samethesdaughter the mother,” wrote Clarke in
1652 (Il Newesn. pag.). For similar examples, see Bulkeley 13J146mith,Complete Worksl: 309,
349, 421; Il: 255, 267, 462; III: 223.
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(Glimpse 275), and since the two prodigious births of Dged Hutchinson were

included in such a large number of publicationshviiit parts wide circulation, their

influence on this process cannot be denied. Lashbtuleast, when Cotton Mather
and like-minded colonials enthusiastically collectnd published natural prodigies
of their home region in the early eighteenth cegnfwhich forms the endpoint of the
time frame chosen for this study), the emancipapoocess of the Revolutionary
Period was already looming on the horizon, aslalbrgued in chapter 4.4.

Much as the narratives of the two monstrous batalyzed in this study were
the subject of debate and conflicting interpretadio collective identities are
conceived of today not as one homogeneous settitfdals and concepts but as a
bundle of narratives created in a competition etdurses (see B. Anderson; Bhabha,
“Introduction”; Geertz). This applies all the mdacecommunal entities that were only
developing and that underwent deep-going transfoomg@rocesses, as in the case of
the Massachusetts Bay Colony and New England aelan the seventeenth
century>* Puritans were not a hegemonic force but struggiatgdominance® As
also this study will show, New England historiogtaps have been challenged
continuously by alternative narratives; as a cousege, there evolved a “post-
Puritan paradigm” (696) that reduced the primacyefv England within scholarly
debate: the new “operative P-word is pluralism, Ratitanism” (C. Cohen, “Post-
Puritan Paradigm” 697). It is no longer convinctogsketch “a coherent narrative of
colonial beginnings” (Mackenthun 9n16), drawing arenor less direct line from
Puritan New England religious discourse to Americac culture and the rhetoric of
the “New Nation,” as Perry Miller and later schaldrelonging to the “continuities
school” had a tendency (Gura, “Early” 600-4).

%3 For an overview on modern approaches to the cerafegollective memory, see Olick, Vinitzky-
Seroussi and Levy, eds. | understand “collectivenory” with Kubal as the product of a process of
“negotiation and conflict” between different groupise result being partly based upon facts andypart
constructed (3-4).

** New England is understood as a rhetorical entiat tomprised foremost the Massachusetts Bay
Colony and stretched out to surrounding areas. déiteate on the New England Way created a
discursive net weaved by the participants of theculsions about the two miscarriages. The
contributors to this field of discourse were clgsetlated to the Bay colony—either living there,
having lived there for a while, or having a strantgrest in the colony. Also contemporaries hadequi
an inclusive view of the area. Wililam Rathband subhed in 1644 Massachusetts Bay, New
Plymouth, and Connecticut under the tefdew England since there was no “materiall [sic]
difference” between these Churches, “so that whay te truly said of any one of them, may be
beleeved of them all” (1).

> See e.g. Breen 9-10; C. Cohen 701; GodbRexjl's; Gura, Glimpse5-9; Hebel,Construction
Images Winship,Making Heretic64. See Como (esp. 131) regarding English Pusitani
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Not only was Puritanism challenged by other grogpim New England and
the Atlantic World but also within Puritan congrégas there was dissent. The
notion of competing discourses can even be regaaded constitutive element of
Puritanism. It has been discussed whether “a RPuritantity” existed at all (Wood
140-9), with definitions ranging from Puritanism as'style of piety” to a clearly
definable movement with the aim of furthering Refation (Lake 3-9). Some
scholars stopped writing “Puritanism” with a capitp,” arguing that “there were
almost as many puritanisms as there were puritggiship, Making Heretics3; cf.
Como 131). Seen in this context, it is convincihgttC. Cohen chose a definition of
Puritanism that is grounded in dynamic; he seeB#ne colonial community as the
result of “a long-running negotiation” “among méagages, ministers, and laity”
“about how to achieve a reformed church and a n#gr” (701)>°

The notion of competing discourses serves not aslya useful concept to
analyze processes of identity building and defiridormal Puritanism but for
explaining the evolution of modern science. For eatain period of time, the
empiricism of “New Science” and the sign-orientedaywto gain knowledge co-
existed side by side, but over time the first worerothe latter. In the process,
deformed newborn children turned from an “objectsofentific interest” into an
“object of science” (Moscoso 68).How this came about and whether this change
can be regarded as “progress” is still much debdtethe past, many propagated a
teleological narrative of a linear process of ‘watlization” and “naturalization” of
the monstrous: the sign-oriented, emblematic waeldvcame to be replaced by
discourses of fact by the early eighteenth centlihe endpoint of this narrative of
linear progress is the emergence of the sciendigcipline of teratology in the
nineteenth-century? The reality, however, was much more complex. Thastrous

body disturbs any narrative of linear progress (fers and Landes 6-11). As

% The Antinomian Controversy is interpreted nowadaysa similar realm. Field (“Antinomian”)
recommends seeing it “as a literary, rather thatohical, phenomenon, for it is in texts, rathearth
space and time, that the Antinomian Controversyinaoas to take place” (463). Regarding it as one of
many crises in early colonial history, Field undangls the controversy “as an artifact of print undt
rather than as an event” (450).

" In the original version: “Gegenstand des wisseafitithen Interesses” versus “Gegenstand der
Wissenschatt.”

%8 See for example FischeBenésel; Wilson 1. In their earlier work (Daston; PamdaDaston), also
Daston and Park had claimed that there was a Kitldree-step development towards rationalization
and naturalization—from prodigies carrying “ominoredigious resonances” to “natural wonders,”
and, finally, “objects of scientific inquiry” (176)ater they came to reject this teleological model
(Daston and Park 17-18).
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Hagner has noted, those writers who assume protinessgh “rational” science tend
to take on a dichotomic view on history by contragtrrationalism with logic, and
imaginative thinking with empirical science (“Monssitaten” 9-10; cf. Céard,
“Crisis”; Hanafi 34); but, as shown above, we aather dealing with two different
epistemologies that both served the needs and aEn@ntheir period. The wide-
spread interest in monstrous beings functioned esma kind of catalyst for the
development of scientific disciplines (Hagner, “Mtrositaten” 10-11; D. Williams).

Today, the rise of “New Science” is regarded bathaa amalgamation of
competing discourses and a way of seeing the wbdthad to fight for recognition;
or, as Dascal and Boantza put it, “as much as thaxg and still is, controversy
aroundthe scientific revolution, there was controvewathin it” (1). It is now widely
accepted that the changes of paradigms were claselyected to rhetoric, history
writing, and literary production. Both rhetoric asdience are characterized by a
meticulous analyzing of facts, the careful drawiofy conclusions and bringing
forward of evidence (Slawinski 723.Thus while the term®lew Sciencend, in
particular,Scientific Revolutiosuggest a break or watershed in the history ehse,
the changes captured by these terms are best ssea process of conflict, co-
optation and displacement amongst different natphallosophical claims” (Anstey
and Schuster 2. Almost no theory remained unquestioned, and coimpéheories
led to fierce debates among “competing schools sarEschools” (Kuhn 12). As a
consequence, the development of intellectual histgiows a cyclical rather than a
linear pattern: older belief systems are not reglaall of a sudden but co-exist with
new theories until they are discarded. “Progressiietimes simply meant the return
to a belief system that had already been validaniex centuries, and often one and
the same person propagated ancient explanatorylsnpt as vehemently as new
medical findings (see Maclean 1-13).

Last but not least, maybe because of its relatesdteprocesses of identity
building and its manifold interactions with the é&pment of modern science, also

9 0On the close relationship of the terfiast and fiction, see CampbellWonder6; Glasenapp 15;
Shapiro 189-207, esp. 197-207. On the interrela&ssiof science and literature in the context of the
discovery of the “New World,” see Campballjonder5-13, 28-31; Harrison 267; Hartmann; Jowitt
and Watt, eds.

60 Campbell prefers the term “epistemological inn@mt and focuses on the changing attitudes
toward wonder \(Vonder5). On the ternScientific Revolutionespecially on criticism that the term
suggests a watershed, see H. Cohen esp. 14, 2%25K0. See Shapin for the thesis that there was no
such thing as a “Scientific Revolution.”
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scholarship on monstrosity shows a penchant focodise analysis. It has been
pointed out that (half-) fictitious tales of mormis births are worth being studied in
detail, since their narratives can be used to aealjpe mental worlds of early
moderns (Duden 11-12; Fissell 161; Hanafi 6, 14-Ngrratives on half-mythical
prodigies often contain factual elements and reflsocio-political conflicts.
Discourse on monstrosity therefore can be regasdeal kind of medium transporting
meaning through time and across space, dependitigeameeds, desires, and fears of
each age (Locher 253; Romack 228n19; Wilson 8, 8)Wilson formulates it, a
monstrous birth “has no entity as such, and cabeoseen except in relation to the
rest of humanity. Indeed, it would appear that mhenster can only be seen as a
function of the society in which it lives.” (8). €monster exists, if (in some cases)
only in collective imagination and as a literargpge, and the “monstrous” body can
be regarded as a carrier of cultural inscriptioms$ @ cultural site that can be read and
interpreted. For this reason, although Anne Hutadrinsuffered from a precancerous
uterine growth (see chapter 2.2) rather than aamisge, | will refer nevertheless to
her “pregnancy” or “miscarriage,” since this wasawvther contemporaries (and
maybe herself, too) took it to be.

Drawing upon the basic definition of the monstrass disrupting existing
categories (see chapter 1.1), | concentrate instoidy on the monstrous as a floating
variable within history. Analyzing interpretationsf a specific example of a
monstrous birth in the course of several decadestes a dynamic perspective, since
within this time frame categories have been rergyed and adapted according to
need and depending on changing epistemologieseamts|of knowledge. Studies on
the grotesque, with their focus on change, episkegyp and, at times, identity (see
e.g. Astruc; Bynum; Cassuto) have given valuablpuinin this respect. The
theoretical framework of this study is based uplo@ toncept of “hybridity” and
“metamorphosis” as means to understand and desttrébprocesses of change and
evolving identities (Bynum 29; cf. Astruc). | redathe monstrous body as both a
hybrid being and a symbol and carrier of metamosghdAccording to Bynum, who
focuses on the “evolving notions of change andtideimn the high Middle Ages”

(29), the “hybrid and metamorphosis reveal or t®lzategories in different ways”:

“Hybrid reveals a world of difference, a world thatand is multiple; metamorphosis
reveals a world of stories, of things under waytavieorphosis breaks down categories
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by breaching them; hybrid forces contradictoryrarompatible categories to coexist and
serve as commentary each on the other.” (Bynum 31).

The hybrid and metamorophosis stand for two basincepts of change: the
substituting of one element for another, which barsummarized with the concept of
the hybrid, and metamorphosis, a process thatibumed like a story, a narrative. The
hybrid is rather static; it resists change; its meharacteristic is “spatial,” and it is
“an inherently visual form” that serves to pointtdhe existence of two different,
even two competing versions at a time (Bynum 3@ ¢oncept of change related to
it, “replacement-change” as symbolized by “imagéshgbrids and doubles,” is
characterized by “rhetorical strategies that foomnfrontation with paradox or
contradiction, and to see meaning in the simultgredi opposites” (Bynum 31). The
hoped for end point of this process is what Bynufars as an alternative concept of
change, that of metamorphosis. Contrary to the nspatial and visual form of
replacement-change, metamorphosis is charactebyedstrong temporal aspect. In
the process, hitherto accepted categories areogledtrand subsequently redefined
through narrative (Bynum 30-32), so that a new pislereated.

The discourse on Dyer’s “headless child” and Hutsbin’s formless lumps
oscillates between these two poles. The colontdese had to decide again and again
whether the two “monstrous birth” should be accgpés an integral part of the
history of New England or regarded as a monstrbasration—as the “abject” or an
“other,” having nothing to do with those who wrdtacts and pamphlets mentioning
them® The question was which way of dealing with chavgeuld prevail—
combining opposites and contradictory elementsna bybrid body, or redefining
categories through narratives, leading to metanamigh Following this meandering
path illuminates a complex process of identity dind. Also with regard to the
Native Americans (see part 1V) the Christian sedtlgad to decide whether they were
willing to accept Native Americans in their humassieor whether they should
continue with their efforts to keep them on dis&nthe “Indians” confronted the

colonial Puritan settlers with change and instgbitin a daily basis, representing a

61 «Abjection / the abject arises out of the thredoreakdown in meaning caused by the loss of the
distinction between subject and object or betwesthand other.” “Abjection must be relegated to the
margins of the living subject . . . separating $b# from that which threatens the self.” (Edwaats!
Graulund 143; cf. 32-35). For a study on the abjectee in exemplary form Kristeva.
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constant disruption of categorization (Cassuto °48Jhe way the Indians are
described in seventeenth-century colonial Puritatings allows seeing them as just
another variant of monstrosity within the methodidal template described in the
previous chapter, although discourse on Native Agass differed from that on
monstrous birth&® As this study hopefully will show, while the NativAmericans

remained “thorns” in the “sides” of the Christiaettters (Nowell 287; see chapter
3.2) the “monstrous births” of Dyer and Hutchinson cambe treated differently.

Methodological approaches

This study hopes to show how individuals and grospsiggled to shape and
determine the use of the story of the two monstimitths of Mary Dyer and Anne
Hutchinson in differing fields of discourse and hdlifficult it was to create a
singular narrative. As a kind of guiding frame, earfields of discourse will be
explored: religious, political, and early forms s€ientific communication. The
spheres of religion, politics, and science are etad as rhetoric spaces in which
multiple forms of discourse interacted. Inspired dyltural history, the aim is to
understand which function the narratives of MaryePy and Anne Hutchinson’s
monstrous births had in varying public discoursdsch metaphors were used, which
themes recurred, and what differing participantsdiscourse made of these. To
delineate how the monstrous births were recreatedivierse sorts of writing this
study follows an interdisciplinary and a transailaapproach.

Both American (cultural) studies and scholarsmpearly modern monstrosity
tend to draw upon diverse methodologies from varidisciplines, ranging from
(cultural) history, sociology, and psychology ttefary studies. As shown in chapter

1.1, monstrosity is characterized by defying easggorization and breaking up of

%2 A famous example is the captivity narrative of Mi&owlandson. Like many of her contemporaries,
Rowlandson seemed to have great difficulties inintakneaning of the Native Americans’ behavior:
“Sometimes | met with favor, and sometimes withhimag but frowns.” (340). To Rowlandson, the
Native Americans seemed “unstable and like madni@s?2).

% Both Dyer's stillborn child and the Native Amentsaare described as beast-like beings, but
although “the Indians were obviously anomalous fiee Puritans, they weraot prodigies, not
wondrous phenomena reflecting specific divine weetion in the natural world,” claims Cassuto (54).
# As McWiliams comments regarding Wiliam Hubbardisarrative of King Philip's War:
“heathenism and race combine to identify all Indiaas one people separate from New England’s
continuing identity” (115; cf. 115-6).
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compartments, which makes it difficult to master asopic®® For the specific
purposes of this study a combination of discoursayais in historical perspective
and intellectual history is regarded as the mosigsing route. Since monstrosity in
seventeenth-century New England is also the stdra dransatlantic transfer of
knowledge and culturally based motifs (e.g. thathef headless birth or of heretical
opinions spreading like uncontrollable dised@8ee aim will be to show how these
metaphors were changed and adapted in narrativéee@rodigious births and which
cultural motifs and tropes were influential in tl{self-)representation of the
Massachusetts Bay Colony in a transatlantic wathetbric.

Regarding the ideas and motivations of those ppatiing in these discourses,
this study stands in the tradition of the histofg@ence and intellectual history, with
changing concepts of the body considered a patiothh. The history of science
comprises not only the history of scientific diseaes but what Foucault has called
“the unconscious of science’—meaning “the implighilosophies that were
subjacent to it, the unformulated thematics, theseen obstacles”Qrder xi).
Intellectual history is, in the broadest sensege “gtudy of intellectuals, ideas, and
intellectual patterns over time” (Gordon [1]). Irag with Curran that early modern
concepts of monstrosity also need to be understasda discourse or series of
discourses that one must access through instialtiand/or ideological analysis”
(235). Institutions as the Royal Society of Londae short-lived Boston
Philosophical Society, or the founding history odiridard University therefore will
receive their part of attention, in addition to thetellectual biographies” of
individual persons.

Regarding the objects of discourse, both physicédlrmetaphorical aspects of
the early modern monstrous body will be considersithough bodies that were
described as “monstrous” shared similarities wigxtdal products due to their
emblematic sign character, they also need to blzadhin their material existence
(Healy 11-12): the monstrous body is both “a matesrganism” and “a metaphor”

(B. Turner 8), we are dealing with both “physicatiges and textual productions”

% In his study on the grotesque, Harpham faces dasiproblem; his preface consists more or less
completely of an exploration of the methodologidgficulties the concept of the grotesque poses for
any scholar (xv-xxii), a discussion that is conéidun chapter one (3-22).

® On recurring motifs in seventeenth-century Englamd in the American colonies in stories of
wonders (as well as narratives of witchcraft), iseexemplary form D. HallWorlds76-77; 87-88.
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(Lindman and Tarter 2). Seeing the monstrous as a phenomenon existingasnly
part of various forms of discourse would mean neiglg valuable information on the
social and cultural context, which can also be sdidtudies regarding monstrosity
mainly as a psychological problem (Halberstam ®9Williams 17-18)°® Even if
many of these tales were embedded in propagandistarsive fields, they demand
nevertheless for an analysis of topics relatinght® history of embryology, such as
the organic and physiological constitution of séxdifference, or the representation
of physical bodies in early modern sources.

The way discourses on potentially prodigious beiwngse organized depended
on material aspects and social conventions, wherefois study shares scholarly
interest in forms of “public communication” (Nor@)L Colonial Puritans depended
on the printing culture of the London metropolidahe transatlantic book market
when they wished to publish their works or gainesscto contemporary wisdom.
And the rise of New Scienceras not the least a change of genres and genre
conventions. The emergence of the scientific spaittributed to the development of
new “technologies of speech, writing, and printirfgfall and Walsham 336-7)and
a new culture of fact. There developed new rhesbristrategies, ways of
argumentation, and visual conventions, as the elaofpRueff's midwifery manual
mentioned above illustrates.

To adopt a transatlantic perspective—understood‘tlas history of the
Atlantic world told through comparisons” (Armitage8)—on seventeenth-century
New England is not so much an option as an imper&tiAs for example Udo Hebel

has shown Qonstruction;lmage$, New England had to define itself continually in

®” Lindman and Tarter call for “a redefinition of tp@arameters of early American studies” based on
the concept of the body (6; cf. 2). For generabtles on the body see e.g. Funk and Bruck, eds.;
O’'Neill; Scheper-Hughes and Lock; B. Turner; WeiSeatherstone, Hepworth and Turner, eds. For
studies on the body in early modern European ailtgee e.g. Egmond and Zwijnenberg, eds.;
Kantorowicz; see also n36 in chapter 1.1.

® The ability of the monster to trigger feelings fefar and horror tempted scholars to adopt
methodologies that are inspired by psychoanalg&pth psychology, and Freudian studies on taboos.
See in exemplary form J. Cohe&giantsxvi; Xv-xvi.

% David D. Hall and Alexandra Walsham focus on thkese of religion; it is in this context that they
called for a scholarship on religious communicatigeactices, meaning “historically specific
descriptions of how particular groups or commusitikeployed the technologies of speech, writing,
and printing in the maintaining of religion” (33§-7

" For studies taking on a transatlantic (or “Atlahtperspective), see e.g. Armitage and Braddick,
eds.; Bremer, “Puritan”; Bremer and Botelho, eds. & critical approach, see Gura, “Early” 609-13.
The “Atlantic World” is described by Breslaw as hgi‘those areas that participated, either passively
or actively, in the European westward expansion taedexchange of ideas from the fifteenth to the
eighteenth century that helped to shape Americaied (2-3).
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relation to England and other colonial powers. Tanial Puritans had to fight for
their political survival as a remote outpost thaisvput under constant surveillance as
to how the Congregational church system workeda@ersonal level, men like John
Winthrop Jr. actively participated in the intelleat debates of England, and political
developments, such as the danger to the chartbBedlassachusetts Bay Colony, led
colonials like Increase Mather to participate ipldmatic missions overseas. One—
though not the main—aim of this study thereforeoisexamine with the help of a
clearly defined example what early to mid-colonRdiritans contributed to the
transatlantic discourse on monstrous births and hloie discourse was in turn
affected by intellectual currents within the AtlentWorld and by socio-political
developments in England.

This study can be described even more precisehhdlp of what David
Armitage has termedCis-Atlantic history”: the study of a particular plaegthin the
Atlantic World with the aim to show up the “uniquess” of this place “as the result
of the interaction between local particularity amdvider web of connections (and
comparisons)” (21). Like Elaine Breslaw, who comgd that the Salem witchcraft
episode was both part of the European traditiowitdh hunting and also distinctly
different from it because of the experiences with Native Americans (10), | state
that the colonials’ reaction to human anomalies wwdkienced by the specific
circumstances they were living in (such as the eviléss surrounding them), the
encounter with the Native Americans (who at timesrevdescribed with similar
motifs as monstrous births, as will be shown inptéa4.3), or the debates on the
congregational way of church order.

It is especially promising to explore how New Emglasettlers participated in
a form of discourse that was characterized by @ngtivisual component. Starting
around the late fifteenth century, broadsides (mvatisheets) became the most
popular genre for publicizing on malformed humaxdibse!* Broadsides reporting on
monstrous births usually were printed in blackeetin a single unfolded sheet. In

™ Since they usually reported on recent events afemeral interest, broadsides sometimes are
described as “a literary form of journalism” (Wits61); but broadsides clearly had their own specifi
genre conventions (J. Crawford 2-3; cf. Wilson 38 early modern forms of reporting news on
“marvels” and prodigious events, see Shapiro 86-1€f4 J. Friedman,Miracles esp. xii. On
broadsides, newssheets, and pamphlets see Batddematic43-48; J. Crawford; Cressyravesties

32; J. Friedmaniliracles 7-15; Hall and Walsham 338-42; Razowsky; Wilsor630 For an overview

on publications on monstrous births from the midesnth to the mid-seventeenth century, see Bates,
Emblematic215-67, and Cressyravesties31-32.
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most cases, they carried a title as well as a lavgedcut illustration and an
accompanying verse or prose text, giving a factetount of the event and
explaining its circumstances in a moralizing oreetatining way. Reports on monsters
in sixteenth-century cheap print “were illustratedliantly” and in a “realistic and

evocative” “manner” (Wilson 38).

Visual sources have received heightened scholétdntson in the wake of the
so-called visual, iconic or pictorial turn. In theentext, it has been argued that the
shift towards visualization occurred at the thrédhaf modernity, or, regarding the
colonies on the North American continent, in thgh&enth century at the earliest,
when prints started being published in significanmbers and when text-oriented
Puritanism had lost its cultural dominance—a predhat started as of the 1690s (D.
Hall, Worlds243)? Apart from some exceptions, broadsides and relgeedes were
practically nonexistent in the New England colonies the first half of the
seventeenth century (D. Hall, “Readers” 124-7; [rofthe first printing press would
be established only in 1639 (in Cambridge), and iteprimary output would not be
sensationalist reports on strange occurrences lmukswof spiritual devotion or
official proclamations (C. Evans; Reese).

But much as the pre-modern period had not beeragk “dge” for the visual
(see e.g. Biernoff 133-64), so Puritanism (or Patatietism) cannot be associated with
an imageless culture, especially not as far as diseourse on monstrosity is
concerned. One of the first illustrated broadsheata monstrous birth was produced
in 1552 by the Protestant printer John Day (J. @edv7-9). The Netherlands and
England, from where a great part of those joinimg ‘tGreat Migration” departed for
the New World, belonged to the battlefields ofgelus polemic that unfolded in the
wake of the Reformation. Both Protestants and Qiathoased tales of prodigies to
influence public opinion and to further their causeither and Melanchthon, for
example, had published narratives of monstrougwresifor polemicizing against the
Pope and Catholic rites and institutions, and tipeiblications were answered by
similar pamphlets during the counter-Reformatiosi@iN. Smith 275, 278; Soergel
133-7). Also the Civil War period in England ledadremendous rise in publications

on monstrous births and other prodigies, as wikl@wn in chapters 3.1, 3.2 and 4.2.

"2 For the late colonial and early national pericge Mclinnis; for the American Republican Period,
see Fitz and Gross; for a focus on “late Americapitalism” (4), see Reynolds.
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Although broadsides were rather not printed inNlesv England colonies in
the seventeenth century, it is thus safe to asshatehis and related literary genres
were known to a significant degree and to a subistgrart of the people dwelling in
this area. After all, the settlers had arrived amdgently from their mother countries
or returned there at occasions (Cressgming Over Games). The early American
book trade was closely interrelated with the westéuropean and especially the
London book trade. Many had their private librarsegpped to the New World, and
English booksellers sent small quantities of che@pt to the colonies on individual
orders’” Often enough, New England colonials participatedhie London printing
scene, as also this study will show. Learned traotsnidwifery, human anatomy, or
“secret miracles of naturgl.emnius, title) circulated in the colonies (seg. €hapter
2.2), and many of these contained illustrationsnohstrous births resembling those
used in cheap print, as the example of Rudffie Expert Midwifshows.

Last but not least, colonial Puritans seem to Hasen willing to adapt to
existing conventions in discourses on monstrosibe of those having witnessed the
exhumation of Dyer’s stillborn daughter is saicheve made a sketch of the remains
of the child (see chapter 3.1); and in 1716, Cofttather sent an “lcon” of “A
Monstrous Calf” in one of his “Curiosdétters to England (“Monstrous Calf” 366;
see chapter 4.4). Although there were no sufficigmmting facilities in the first
decades of the New England colonies, Puritansqyaatted—if they liked it or not—
in a world oriented towards the visual sense. Alldoagh (or rather because) the
iconoclasm of the Reformation led to a strong taxntation in Puritanism, the
visual played a non-negligible role in Puritan audt After all, Puritans became
iconoclasts, because they strongly believed inptheer of visual images (Reynolds
4)'74

Following a decidedly transatlantic approach alsdaa as the visual aspect is
concerned, | focus on how the stories of the twastrous births were embedded in
cultural practices and printing conventions in Emgl. Analyzing the woodcut
illustrations of English publications allows for laetter understanding of how
iconographic images were connected with the nagadif the two New England

monstrous births (see chapters 3.1 and 3.2). Ingdep, | regard not only visual

3 On the transatlantic book trade, see Amory, “Reitilng” 31; Amory and Hall, eds., 6-8; D. Hall,
“Introduction” 6-8; Tuttle 10. On publications alable in colonial America, see Clark, “Early
American Journalism” 350; Ford; D. Hall, “Readet®27; D. Hall and Walsham 342-6; Reese 360-3.
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representations as part of visual culture; rathargue that already the purely textual
amassing and repetition of stories of monstrouthdicreated iconic images—in the
mind. This effect has been pointed out similarlyRaul Smith:

the longer and more precise the description, teatgr the description’s representability,
in other words, the greater the stimulus to thedeeao imagine or illustrate the
described object, or to imitate the described adticsome other way. (146)

The exhumation of the stillborn child of Mary Dy&oy example, was witnessed by a
large number of persons (see above). The sighthef corpse must have been
appalling, and the verbal description to those wiibnot want to or could not get a
look for themselves probably left a strong impressiFurthermore, mental images
created in the discourses on the two famous NewaBdgnonstrous births may well
have had influence on the iconographies creatdtieérRevolutionary Period, when
the technical resources for printing illustratioms high numbers finally were

available on the North American continent. Thisezspwill be followed up in the

concluding part of this study. In sum, in “explayinhe interplay of images and
narratives,” this study intends to contribute tcatvReynolds calls “American cultural
iconography” (3, 4)—focusing on an era in which ifisoand metaphors could only
be tested in rhetoric but were influenced by cotiees of broadsides and related

genres printed in England.
A note on sources

Both scholarship on early modern monstrous birttts@lonial American Puritanism
formulate the desideratum to choose a wide rang®uaices to take into account the
heterogeneity of cultural experienCeDespite the dominating role of broadsides in
discourse on monstrosity, there is no “single cerpti‘monster literature™ (Bates,
Emblematicl2) to be considered for the early modern pefidedical works had not
yet been a genre in themselves, because medicméawart rather than a science” in

the early seventeenth century (Green 18; cf. H&alY In addition, the advent of

™ On the visual in Protestant culture, see DillegberFinney, ed.; Spraggon; Watt 131-77.

5 On the broadening of the canon of American litemt see in exemplary form Galinsky. On the
guestion whether an “American literature” existalgtsee D. HallCultures15-35.

5 On embryology in the early modern period, see IBtzn; Bodemer, “Embryological”; Bodemer,
“Natural”; Bowler; Boylan; Chamberlain 289-99; Fajkeller, “Embryonic”; Needham; Preus.
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printing had facilitated the diffusion of knowledge human deformities into much
larger sections of the population than before, wfwee the “monstrous” was no

longer confined to tracts of historiographers, $a$tic theologians, or natural

philosophers. Reports on monstrous births can bedan such diverse sorts of text
as church records, private letters and diariesk®owitten by learned authorities, or
travel reports. Last but not least, antique and ievadl collections of wondrous

peoples in distant regions (the so-called monstraoss) continued to be popular up
to the seventeenth century and influenced early emodriewpoints on corporal

deformity.

Also with regard to colonial Puritanism, choosegvide range of sources is
highly recommendable. As mentioned above, coloRialitanism was much more
heterogeneous than assumed in earlier decadegodumseconsequently shifted to the
voices of common colonials as expressed in epheswia as chapbooks, journals,
letters, travel narratives, and auto-biographiaattd (C. Cohen 697), and the
perspective of females moved to the center of attenAs far as discourse on
monstrous births is concerned, the Bay colonialalccanot rely upon printing
broadsides for passing on information on prodigibuths, wherefore informal and
oral ways of news-spreading played a significarle r@D. Hall, Worlds 82-85;
Mclintryre).

In early colonial New England, the most importaatirces of information on
local, prodigious events were sermons, letters, gmebiping. The regular days of
humiliations were “keyed to current public occuges’ (Nord 29), which is “news”
in its most basic definition (Shapiro 86-87). Symiblic reenactments offered anew
the occasion to meet in groups, exchange informatmd discuss the preceding
events—as has been the case with the public eximnmmet Dyer’s daughter. Also
lectures and preaching, as in fasting day and ¢xgcsermons or the regular weekly
sermons, played an important role in discoursemonstrous births in seventeenth-
century New England; they exceeded other literamyng in terms of impact and
outreach, especially in the early years of themel® (Bush JrWritings 10; Winship,
Making Heretics85-86). Ministers were regarded as particularlyll veeited for
interpreting supernatural events: they often passksnedical knowledge of and
interest in aberrant births (see chapter 2.2),theyg usually had a large network of

correspondents. Last but not least, it is confirrbgdvarious early modern sources
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that up to the early 1680s and beyond women attgndirthing scenes, and in
particular midwifes, played a key role in spreadiregvs on monstrous birt#i§.

To choose a wide range of sources thus is higagrable but brings along
some difficulties. Informal and oral ways of newseading are at least as difficult to
handle as written sources. How the majority of peaealt with information taken
from learned tracts or passed on orally by Puntamisters in their weekly sermons
we may never know for sure, since documentatioscerce. Only rarely are we
offered glimpses of what “common” early modern gdeogfhought and what they
made of the information received, which ideas thayk over, and how they re-
fashioned texts and narratives in their mifftisn early modern discourses on
monstrous births, the reaction of the parents fislyaaddresse® As far as Mary
Dyer’s and Anne Hutchinson’s failed pregnancies @ecerned, we do not know
what common members of the congregation or thenpatbemselves thought about
it.

There was a strong intersection and a recipr@tationship between elite and
lay discourses (Burke, “Popular” 58-63; Ginzbuitppugh, and especially discourse

on monstrous births built a “common ground’ betwgmopular and elite cultures”
(Pender, “No Monsters” 145). Cheap print frequebtiyrowed from learned treatises
and the other way round, especially since the gnsmand collectors of prodigies often
were active in varying genres. Also in the Bay oglthe boundaries between written
and oral forms of communication and between “eldaatl lay discourses were thin,
and both spheres influenced each other (see J.eCd@macious/, 23-45; D. Hall,

Worlds5-20; Hall and Walsham 357-8). Much as the trassion of culture was not
a unilateral, one-dimensional process, so the aotem between the clergy and
secular parts of the population was complex anduatutay people did not passively

take over cultural artifacts and concepts from rfiaisters and elders but selected

"In 1682, for example, Wiliam James offered inettdr to the Reverend Increase Mather that his
wife might give Mather a detailed report on a momss$ calf (“Letter” 614). In 1683, the Reverend
Joshua Moodey of Portsmouth offered Mather to geteninformation on a child with severe birth
defects from the midwife (362). When reporting oseaerely deformed child, Increase Mather pointed
out that several witnesses of high standing hach ske baby—among them the midwife, who
“testified before the Deputy GovernouBifef History 35).

8 For a convincing study of how a sixteenth-centoniffer reinterpreted contemporary writings, see
Ginzburg.

9 Also the perspective of those considered monstremsins mostly in the dark for us today. For one
of the earliest texts written by someone who wasqrally affected, see William Hay3eformity: An
Essay first published in 1754.
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and transformed them (D. Halljorlds 11-20, 241-2; cf. D. HallCultures93-95). It
thus can be assumed that those holding officiaitipas and the lay members of the
Boston congregations shared at least some guidingffsnwhen interpreting
prodigious events (D. HaNVorlds73-77, 87-88; Sievers 230).

However, the different parties involved in the adigsrses on the two
monstrous births dealt with in this study had goedsons to draw quite differing
conclusions, wherefore it is all the more unfortenthat no comment is known from
Mary Dyer or Anne Hutchinson on their miscarriagBsere are some sources that at
least give an impression of how Dyer and Hutchinduught about the religious
controversies they had been embroiled in. We krimmetters that Mary Dyer wrote
while imprisoned as a Quaker in the 1650s (seetehdpl), and some excerpts of a
letter presumably authored by Anne Hutchinson @esl én A Glass for the People of
New-England(1676), probably authored by Samuel Grodfhan important source
for recovering Hutchinson’s perspective on the Amthian Controversy and her
viewpoints on covenant theology is the transcripher trials®* In combination with
her biography, these sources can be used for demgloa hypothesis of how
Hutchinson may have thought about bodily defectsna@wborn children. These
passages are of course more speculative than others

Male authored sources can be used as pathwayaltfbons of discourse and
for reconstructing at least partly how female wsses described Dyer’s stillborn
child. Regarding Dyer's monstrous birth and Hutsbims miscarriage, most of the
information available today is taken from John Wiop’s History of New England
nowadays published under the tiflae Journal of John Winthrod996). Winthrop,
who served as Governor of the colony when the twscanriages became publicly
known, noted the circumstances of these eventsniisight. His report on Dyer’s
headless child was a summary of oral statementdgda® by Anne Hutchinson and
the midwife in charge, Jane Hawkins (see chaptBr ¥Vith regard to Hutchinson’s
“mole,” Winthrop drew upon written reports by onétbhose exiled from the Bay

colony, John Clarke (see chapter 2.2). Winthrop alas responsible for the main

8 The excerpts are dated March 1646; Hutchinsondiediin 1643, so the date given may refer to the
time when the letter (which must have been writiéer Hutchinson’s banishment) reached Groome.
According to the author of th8lass the letter was addressed “to one Mr. Leveretrgfgne] 9-10;
guotation: 9). John Leverett had travelled to thiery in 1633 and attended the court trial at Newito

in 1637. On the contents of the letter, see shartghapter 3.3.
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part of the influential tractA Short Story of the Rise, Reign, and Ruine of the
Antinomians, Familists & Libertines, that Infectédte Churches of New England
(1644), which for the most part is based on Wirptgqournal entries. The preface
(as well as the “To the Reader”) &f Short Storywhich includes information on
Hutchinson’s miscarriagdias been authored by Thomas Weld, who was invalved
one way or other in the publishing of the wéfk.

The two most important sources regarding the fageegnancies of Mary
Dyer and Anne Hutchinson, Winthrop’s and Weldis Short Storyas well as
Winthrop’s journal, thus have to be regarded astifayered sources, combining
texts authored by Winthrop with quotations fromestsources (and, in the casefof
Short Storywith a preface and a “To the Reader” authored hyritas Weld). This is
true of many of the texts considered in this st(gbBe for example the texts used to
delineate the “Tombes-Baxter” debate in chapte). Z3émetimes it is obvious that
passages from other sources are quoted, but at ties it is hardly recognizable
that another author has been involved, and sometthree writer of the text “hides”
himself behind the statements of others, as wasdlypf Cotton Mather (see chapter
4.3). As Sievers puts it, it is rather impossibte dlearly distinguish between

“witnesses’ direct observations,” “the frightenedagination of midwife Hawkins,”
and “the annals of English and continental litertu(216)®® As a consequence,
these sources must be interpreted with care.

It is maybe due to these difficulties that someotats spend not much effort
on considering differing time periods, contextsd arontributors when analyzing
these sources, using for example Winthrop’s jourealries—usually generated
immediately after the occurrences reported upon-alehrto Weld's preface t&
Short Story published years after Winthrop had made his niotéss diary. This not
only leads to at times inaccurate historic conmesti(and also this study may not be

completely free of thenff, but thereby the chance is missed to explore whesmel

8 |t is included in David D. Hall, edThe Antinomian Controversy, 1636-1638: A Documantar
History (1968).

8 Extensive information o Short Storywill be given in Part Ill, in particular in chapt8.1. The
tract is printed in D. Hall, edThe Antinomian Controversy, 1636-1638: A Documentdistory
(1968), and Adams, edAntinomianism in the Colony of the Massachusetis B636-163§1967).

8 Whether the report on Dyer's failed pregnancy wiae product of Hawkins's “frightened
imagination” or rather has to be considered agéstathe art” will be discussed in chapter 2.1.

8 Referring to Winthrop’s description of the monsisobirths, St. George states for example that
“Dyer was a leading Quaker” (171), which creates fddse impression that Dyer had already been a
Quaker at the time of her miscarriage. On Dyer @siaker, see chapter 4.1.
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at which point, Winthrop’s multilayered notes shomfluence of the emerging
scientific thinking. It also has to be kept in mitiéhit Winthrop’sJournalandA Short
Storywere composed for different purposes. Both té&ed differing, though related
functions. While Winthrop’s journal offers a mostiironological account of the first
decades of New England settlement and histArgghort Story and especially the
preface authored by Thomas Weld, was a persuasias propagandistic text that
was directed at a transatlantic audience and casse® controversy within the
contested public sphere of Civil War England. WhWinthrop’s journal is
considered “the primary record of the early histofythe Bay colony” (Moseley 9)
and its “semi-official chronicle” (Winshipylaking Heretics51); A Short Storyis a
text with persuasive intent written and publishe@ ipolemical, transatlantic setting.

Most importantly, it should be avoided to analyzénihrop’s journal entries
andA Short Storyunder the premise that both were authored complbteWinthrop
and therefore reflect mostly his viewpoints. Ttaslfy assumption has sometimes led
to one-sided judgments of both Winthrop’s interatieh of the supposed prodigies
and his deeds. Winthrop’s description of Dyer'sd@atso Hutchinson’s) monstrous
birth has been criticized not only by nineteenthtagy scholars as quoted in the
introduction (chapter 1.1) but by various modermpotentators for providing an
irrational, partial report (see chapter 2.1). Afefiéntiated approach, taking into
account English examples of discourse on monstotiss resembling those of Dyer
and Hutchinson, not only gives also females a vdige protects Winthrop from
being regarded as a singular phenomenon and aftmwas more balanced judgment
of him. Even more important, this approach may lggming at least a rudimentary
understanding of how Hutchinson may have thougbuabyer's monstrous birth.
So while there are certain difficulties and therefdsks in trying to identify distinct
voices in Winthrop’s journal, it is worth the effor

The various text sorts of differing genres taketo iaccount in this study can
be loosely associated with the main parts of thidys Accounts of monstrous races,
broadsides, and midwifery manuals will play a pnoemt role in part Il, when
Winthrop’s journal entries on the monstrous birdre analyzed in the context of
early modern discourse on human oddities. Religmalgical tracts, most notablx
Short Story form the center of part Ill, which focuses on gagandistic aspects of

the transatlantic discourse on monstrosity. Putiina that emerged in the wake of
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the rise of New Science or played an important ilkearly scientific discourse, such
as learned tracts on the concept of providencteréeexchanged between amateur
scientists, or th&hilosophical Transactionsare considereth part IV of this study,
which analyzes changes in the epistemological syste

Quotations from primary sources are reproduceaidisfiilly as possible with
only minor adaptation® Within quotations, words that are underlined ie driginal
texts are highlighted by being set in italics. Quioins from passages that are in the
original version set in italics—usually indicatirigat the author is quoting from
another work—are set in roman type (passages taet highlighted in the original
by being set in roman type are consequently séflits). For dates, the day and
month as given in the original source have beemmetl. WWhere necessary, the year
has been adjusted to New Style so as to avoid mésatanding&® Passages from the
Scriptures are quoted from the 1560 edition ofGleaeva Bibl¢seeThe Biblg.

Project outline

Presenting a chronological overview on the intdgirens of the two monstrous
births in the course of almost a century shows thate was no linear process of
rationalization triggered off by New Science. ThHudo not share the opinion of
scholars arguing that a chronological order autarady implies belief in steady
progress or cultural constants (J. Cohen, “PrefaceJ. FriedmanMonstrous4). On
the contrary, a chronological approach allows ggenore clearly the backward and
forward of progressive ideas and the partial cagty of progress (Wilson 1, 14-15).
Part Il analyzes “Early reactions to the ‘monstrbuths’ (1637-1638)” in the
context of early modern medical theories and dissmwn monstrosity. In chapter
2.1, “a certain strange kinde of thing,” Governahd Winthrop’s—or rather the
midwives'—description of Mary Dyer’s stillborn daligr will be put in relation with
typical early modern reports on “headless birtheipther point of interest is the

% For example, commas placed within instead of dfteckets have been removed. When quoting
from manuscripts, abbreviations and contractiongehleen silently expanded when it facilitated
understanding; the tilde has been replaced by ekpanthe word; “the,” “that,” etc., have been

substituted for “§,” “y',” etc. and, at least within quotatiorisy” has usually been replaced ‘w.”
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guestion whether Winthrop’s order to exhume thedchvas motivated by pre-
scientific considerations. Chapter 2.2, “some rggea things,” focuses on the
metaphorical potential of the medical phenomenarilasd to Anne Hutchinson’s
multiple miscarriage, diagnosed a “mole.” It wik Bhown that religiously motivated
interpretations co-existed with what would be tedmeday a medical approach—
which reflects the differing types of Puritan mieis involved.

In Part Ill, “A Short Storyturns into a long controversy (1637-1651),” itlwil
be analyzed how the story of the two monsters vedmtd and transformed within
the transatlantic public sphere through publicatbrihe tractA Short Story(1644)
How the tales of the two monstrous births foundrtivay into print is delineated in
chapter 3.1, “Publishing New World prodigies.” Tfedlowing three chapters show
up the complexity of the reception history AfShort Story In chapter 3.2, “The
‘hand of Civill Justice’,” the attempts to defendewW England congregationalism
against the critique of Presbyterians are analyfoeaising on metaphors of headless
bodies and failed parenthood. Chapter 3.3, “Earlgdenn public debate and
misogynistic rhetoric,” gives an overview on theks and chances the public sphere
offered in the mid-seventeenth-century Atlanticcgparhomas Weld's preface #
Short Storywill be analyzed as a prime example of misogynigtietoric, while the
writings of John Wheelwright Jr. and Anne Braddtreerve to show that also
alternative narratives were created. In chapter 3lthe ‘hand of God’,” a key
rhetoric device of Weld’'s preface is put into agar context: the claim that the two
monsters were an act of divine providence. The mrgoe-conceptualization of
nature will be shown in exemplary form in what &led in this study the “Tombes-
Baxter debate,” a public dispute in mid-seventeecghtury England about the
guestion whether the New England monstrous biréie\s miracle.

Part IV, “A family endeavor in interpreting prodes (1652-1714),”
concentrates on two prominent members of the seaaddhird generation of New
England Puritans, Increase and Cotton Mather. Ya#d introduced in 4.1 with a
short “Prologue” that marks the period from the +H&50s up to the 1720s as one of

transition—which may help explain why the monstrobisths did not play a

8 Up to 1752, Puritans employed the Julian, or QigeScalendar: the new year began 25 March,
wherefore March counted as the first month; somegtinthe double-year was given for the period 1
January to 24 March. In this study, all dates ased upon a January llew Year's Day; a text dated
27 February 1638, for instance, is given as 27 laalr 1639. For dates as given in Winthrop’s
Journal see Dunn, Savage, and Yearndle, eds. (I-li).
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significant role in mid-seventeenth-century debateuakerism. Chapter 4.2, “The
advancement of New Science in colonial New Englandes Increase Mather’s
approach to the two monstrous births as startingtgor an exploration of how
Mather reacted to increasing attacks on the corufgmtovidence by scholars such as
John Spencer. In chapter 4.3, “The New England lpmdyic endangered by female
agency,” Cotton Mather’s discussion of the two niamss births in one of his main
works, Magnalia Christi Americang1702), is put into relation with the death of his
son due to a severe bodily defect, which Matheibatied to the disastrous effects of
female witchcraft. The overarching topic of chapted, “The rise of ‘patriotic
science’,” is how the scientific inquiry of monsteand prodigies was used by Mather
in his endeavors to position himself and New Englanthe transatlantic scientific
community by means of his series of letters titl&€uriosa Americana.” The
“Epilogue,” chapter 4.5, shows why Mather’s “Cuabgetters mark an endpoint of
the transitional period sketched in the precedimapters.

Part V, the “Conclusion,” summarizes along the ptica history of the
monstrous births how the interplays of religionieace and politics evolved in the
course of the seventeenth and early eighteenthurgesit It will be explored whether
and how narratives of hybrid bodies such as Dyarid Hutchinson’s monstrous
births were incorporated in so-called myths of imsgand whether they can be seen in
relation to the emergence of “American” identities.

In the Appendix, spanning the period from 1638 ¥4, a chronological
overview on primary sources mentioning one or batttDyer's and Hutchinson’s

failed pregnancies is given.
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Il Early reactions to the “monstrous births” (1637-1638)

2.1  “a certain strange kinde of thing”: John Winthrop, Jane Hawkins, Anne
Hutchinson—a colonial governor and two midwives onMary Dyer’s
headless child

“The Church is Catholike, universall, so are all Aetions; All that she does, belongs to all.
When she baptizes a child; that action concerns foeghat child is thereby connected to
that Head, which is my Head too, and engraffed tinéd body, whereof | am a member.”

--John DonneMeditation XVI1(1642)-#

As of the nineteenth century, Governor John Wirglgqgournal entries on the two
monstrous births—and in particular that of Mary Dydave been judged by the
scholarly community in mostly negative terms. Madsecholars criticized Winthrop
for providing “accounts [that] were variously emistled” (Pearl and Pearl 28; cf.
27-31), “notoriously bizarre” (Burnham, “Anne” 3549r full of “macabre detail”
(Reid 530). It has been stated that Winthrop’s rep@s at odds with the spirit of
New Science (Cassuto 45; Sievers 227) and sinuldrd medieval and early modern
rhetoric of monstrous races (Egan 71; Sievers 282&h regard to the exhumation of
Dyer’s child it has been claimed that the officiafshe Bay colony, and in particular
Winthrop, had not been able to distinguish betwieehand fiction (Kibbey 2-4, 112-
3).8 This chapter serves the aim to reach a more bedawmerdict. It will be taken
into account that Winthrop’s journal entries on Dyestillborn daughter have to be
read as a multilayered source, as has been poouedn the previous chapter;
therefore, an additional focus lies on the perspecof the two female direct
witnesses, Jane Hawkins and Anne Hutchinson, aasfarcan be reconstructed from
Winthrop’s journal entries and other sources. Siheesometimes difficult to decide
whether Winthrop’s notes express his own viewpoimtsthose of Hawkins and

Hutchinson (or other early colonials), additionaunal entries relating to similar

87 Qtd. in Wood (15); Donne was a renowned Englishistér with a strong personal interest in the
English colonies. The quotation in the title ofstlihapter stems from John Tombes (qtd. in Baxter,
Plain 189); on Tombes, see chapter 3.4.
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prodigious events will be taken into account, aitgb aVinthrop’s deeds will be

considered: his having ordered the exhumation oérBystillborn child. Both the

midwives’ and Governor Winthrop’s perspective vk analyzed in the context of
medieval and early modern discourse on “headles#dren, in particular as part of
learned tracts, broadside ballads, and the stippufas legendary reports on
‘monstrous races.”

Because of the female-dominated character of @aolyern child-care and the
secret burial of the stillborn child, John Winthrdppended on the midwives, Jane
Hawkins and Anne Hutchinson, for getting to know farticulars of Mary Dyer®s
miscarriage. Hawkins, the midwife in charge, preddVinthrop with a first, detailed
report, which was probably included without muctesation in his journal: it was “a
woman child, stillborn,” arriving “about two monthefore the just time, having life
a few hours before”; the baby “came hiplings tilegHawkins] turned it; it was of
ordinary bigness” (WinthropJournal 253-4). The child, the failed result of Dyer’s
third pregnancy (Winsser 22-23),

had a face, but no head, and the ears stood upahtiulders and were like an ape’s; it
had no forehead, but over the eyes four horns, &waddsharp; two of them were above
one inch long, the other two shorter; the eyesdiétgnout, and the mouth also; the nose
hooked upward; all over the breast and back fulklorp pricks and scales, like a
thornback; the navel and all the belly, with thetidiction of the sex, were where the
back should be, and the back and hips before, vtherbelly should have been; behind,
between the shoulders, it had two mouths, and ah ed them a piece of red flesh

sticking out; it had arms and legs as other chilghait, instead of toes, it had on each
foot three claws, like a young fowl, with sharpotad. (Winthrop,Journal 254)

Also Anne Hutchinson had “told” one “of the elder&iow it was” (Winthrop,
Journal 253), but Winthrop did not write down the exactrding—maybe because
he did not have it available.

Egan argues that Winthrop’s journal entry on Dyeigsighter—with ears that

“were like an ape’s,” “pricks and scales” on thenpu“like a thornback,” and claws
resembling those of “a young fowl” (Winthropgpurnal 254)—could be read as a

warning that English bodies would be permanentigratl in foreign climates (Egan

8 Kibbey mixed up the two monstrous births, howeveris Dyer’s stillborn daughter—and not

“Hutchinson'’s stillborn, malformed child” (113)—wheas exhumed.

8 The Dyers had arrived at the Bay colony in 163&ytjoined the First Church of Boston in late
1635, and as of March 1636 William Dyer belongedtie freeman of Boston. For biographic
information on Mary Dyer (ca. 1611-1660), see My8e8; Pearl and Pearl 24-25; Plimpton; Schutte
86-88.
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71). In the early modern period, the human body wak regarded as a stable,
permanent entity but being subject to change. Tamd&h physician Galen of the
Second Century before Christ had described the bsdy composition of fluids that
were derived of blood and could turn into one aentlood, semen, milk, sweat,
tears. The processes of menstruation, excretiod, aimentation all served the
production and transformation of these fluids.ds was caused by an imbalance of
the four humors within the body: blood, black bil@llow bile, and phlegm. The
combination of fluids and humors was dynamic anddalter even in a short period
of time, for example due to the climate or the famtk took in (Chaplin 238-42;
Eden).

Because of its climate, the eastern shore of therfms seemed like the ideal
habitat for monsters. The medievalappae mundistill circulating in the early
seventeenth century, had blamed extreme climatd, (bot, or very humid) for the
existence of strange beings (Breslaw 10; Hoogw@t Collections of wondrous,
prodigious beings from distant, exotic regions swsh Pliny’s Natural History
suggested that the so-called monstrous races—esptd as giants and dwarfs, men
with only one foot, or beings with dog-like heads-erer living at the margins of the
world, and famous early modern tracts on monsiragiich as Boaistuau'Secrete
Wonders (1569), Lykosthenes'sThe Doome (1581), Aldrovandi’s Monstrorvm
Historia (1642), or Liceti'sDe Monstris (1665) perpetuated such monster lore.
Columbus consequently was expecting to encountgagdc beings on his travels,
for example people “born with tails” or “monstromen” (Columbus Paper67; cf. J.
Friedman,Monstrous 197-207; Vaughan, “Early English” 40-45). In the Agf
Exploration, when European travelers encountereiiv®l@&mericans and a hitherto
unknown flora and fauna, a “new geographical distion of wonders” developed
(Daston and Park 175).

Small wonder, then, that there were widespreads faarong colonial settlers
that the hostile environment of the American witte=S® might corrupt their minds
and bodies. As Captain John Smith summarized thatsin when John Winthrop’s
fleet had arrived in New England after a long adiblesome voyage in 1630: “they
found . . . all things so contrary to their expéota that now every monstrous humor
began to shew it selfeComplete Work4#l: 292). The wilderness was a place where
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the devil was more active and more powerful thaaewhere. Cotton Mather later
would state that the devil easily could tempt al saen he met with “distempered
Bodies” and the New EnglandBfrains or Bowelshave some Juices or Ferments, or
Vapours about them, which are most unhapgpginesfor Devils to work upon their
Souls withal” Magnalialll, 119).**

The influence of the devil threatened to reducecthlenial settlers to a beastly
state of being. Puritans were well aware that thendaries between man and beast
were instable due to the corrupting effects offtash (CanupCry 117), and in the
wilderness the beastly nature of mankind seemegréwail. Even in “civilized”
regions heresies, mental disorders, and disordetavior such as sodomy hinted at
the existence of an inner wilderness that persisteide the outer wilderness was
tamed. Especially bestiality—sexual intercourseos&rspecies boundaries—was
considered the outward sign of a sinful state dhdpeand an abominable crime
against divine law: sodomy was a “monstrous anditblerConfusiori that “turneth a
man into a bruit Beast” (Danfortfiry of Sodon®).%?

In England as in New England, the birth of a chilidh severely distorted
body parts and with “horns” on its head could gasWoke associations with the
devil. The Jacobean pridt Wonder Worth the Readirfgee J. Crawford 118-20), for
example, introduced a “Prodigious and MonstrouddZHhvith devilish attributes (see
fig. 1): “bigg staring” eyes, “firy [sic] red” ear&hich were not “like to Christians
eares” but stood “pricking up,” and a body coveneth “very long heare” (sig. A2,
6). The stillborn “female child with a halfe fored@® had two horns behind the ears,
and “its mouth & eyez [were] miraculously placedtie sayd halfe forhead neere
upon the breast'Wonder worthb-6). Also theStrange Newes out of Kefit609; see
Fissell 67-68)—reporting on an infant who, like Dgedaughter, “had no head” but
“two faces,” one “directly placed in the breastliet second being only partly
discernible, “like unto a face quite disfiguredig(sB verso / B ii)—pointed out the
possibility of demonic influence. The mother hadanéted that the child had moved

in her womb before delivery “not like unto otherturall children, but as shee had

% The motif of the New England wilderness will agaimn up in Part IV of this study (chapters 4.1,
4.3, and 4.4).

%1 See also shortly in chapter 4.3 on Cotton MatHeel&f in a heightened activity of the devil in\We
England.
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beene possessed with an evill spirit, which puttberxtreame torments” (sig. B iii).
Extreme body movements (much as a horrible smethi@atening noise) could be
taken as a sign of satanic forces (Karlsen 11%e8e224-5). Also in Dyer’s case the
presence of evil powers could be read by inclineaders (or listeners) into the
phenomena accompanying Dyer's labor as describechapter 1.1, such as the
shaking of the bed, the “noisome savor,” or thddcan “taken with convulsions”

(Winthrop,Journal 255).
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Fig 1. Title page oA Wonder Worth the
Reading(London, 1617).

(© The British Library Board, C.127.9.17)
Image published with permission of

T byf;v?ﬁggfd kil o ‘ ProQuest. Further reproduction is prohibited
¥ crolle-firecie 16174 /-', without permission. Image produced by
=t LR ‘ ProQuest as part oEarly English Books
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The frequent use of animal imagery—as in the deSori of Dyer’s child—
reinforced the impression that the devil must hbeen involved in one way or
another. The headless child reported upoGads Handy-worke in Wondef$615),
for example,that had a piece “of deformed flesh” sticking owbnfi its breast
covering something like “a mouth with a tongue”lijog to mind the “piece of red
flesh” that stuck out of each of the two mouthstmback of Dyer’s child, Winthrop,
Journal 254), was said to resemble a black swan with wihty, possessing a tail

“like unto an Ore,” “two hornes upon his head,” ataws instead of fingers. Also the

passage on the “strange Monster of Cracovia” inflRRuenidwifery manual The

% 0On the often disturbing relationship between madkand animals, see Fudge, Gilbert and
Wiseman, eds.; Mizelle 145; Thomagan 36-50. According to Aristotle, offspring resembliregher
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Expert Midwife(1637) contains comparisons to animals and presantamalgam of
signs: the creature had a tail, a nose “long & leogka trunk like an elephant, eyes
that “flamed like fire,” dogs’ heads on various podarts, and feet and hands
resembling those of goose (157). In Reginald Scblie Discoverie of Witchcraft
(1584), the devil is himself described as a contimnaof different parts of animals:
he was “hauing hornes on his head, fier in his imoand a taile in his breech, eies
like a bason, fanges like a dog, clawes like adearskin like a Niger, and a voice
roring like a lion” (152-3). The devil is conceived a hybrid figure, with various
elements combined in one entity, as was typicalaofy modern monsters.

The question whether a child could be created bydwvil or witchcraft was
much debated in the early modern period, but thisibility was usually denietf:as
will also be shown in chapter 3.4, God was guidihg entire universe, and in
creating children with birth defects he pursued dws intentions. In most English
cheap print narratives of monstrous births it wasiged out that God’s wrath was
directed at the sins of mankind rather than pateyuidt, creating a common sense of
unworthiness and degeneration (Soergel 132-3, 14QfBson 41-49; Winship,
Making Heretics167). But there were also exceptions to this riilee author of
Strange Newestated that one could not know whether the birdls & sign of God’s
wrath with the whole nation or the parents; thargie comportment of the woman—
who disappeared after having given birth—suggettatithe child was the product of
an illegitimate coupling. IrlGods Handy-worke in Wondeitswas explained that it
were the “blacke and monstrous” sins of the par@rdsinitiated God to create such
“an vgly Monster.”

For many an early modern contemporary, a motherghrg forth such a
creature delivered the evidence that she eithemleadr been in a state of grace or
that she had left the righteous path. As will bevalin chapter 3.1, when the parents
had been propagating heretical viewpoints, theénlofta headless child was usually
interpreted as an example of divine wrath and ablem of the spiritual state of the

parents (J. Crawford 146-70). That it was even npaiaful for the mother to deliver

an animal than a human being “belongs to the daasonstrosities” (IV, IIl, 769b).

% For a visual example see the woodcut adorningitleepage ofA pittilesse Mothe(1616), which
presents the devil with a beard, breasts, wingdescand talons instead of feet.

% See for example FentonGertaine Secrete Wonders of Nat(t&69, [16]-19), Scot'®iscoverie of
Witchcraft (1584, Epistle to the Reader), Cottalse Triall of Witch-crafi{1616, 32-40), Sadlershe
Sicke Womans Private Looking-Glag3636, 180), and Rueff'8he Expert Midwif¢1637, 2-3).
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a deformed child than one with regular limbs, as wainted out in an early modern
midwifery manual (Sharp 168) and as had probabgnlibe case with Dyer’s labor,
could be read as a sign of a marred spiritual $tatle of the parents and mankind in
its entirety: the pains of childbearing were coesadl the divine punishment for the
transgression of Eve, and a mother prone to sinantgydisorderly behavior possibly
would have to suffer more than others.

The interpretation of human prodigies as materaligins had a long tradition
in the Western hemisphere. Already in antiquity éxternal surface and form of the
body were interpreted as being in some way relatdde inner state of mind and the
character of a persdi.The outward peculiarities of monstrous races sermedieval
and early modern Christians as an alter ego onhwimsettling traits of the Christian
self could be transferred. Blemmyae, for exampléegendary, exotic people who
were said to have their face on their chest, werelly described as hairy, mostly
naked, and dark-skinned beings, often with giarg,sk vicious character, and beastly
habits. Having no head and thus no brain, blemmgaeed as a figuration of the lack
of rationality. The blemmyae’s size confronted madkwith an inflated, debased
version of themselves and pointed out the enorofitsinning that threatened to turn
mankind into brute beast8 Also in the Renaissance period it was widely Htat
monstrousness was both an inward condition andredtg visible. John Ponet, for
example, saw it as “requisite” to describe how someeholding erroneous opinions
looked like, so “that our posteritie knowe whatwas, and by his description see,
how nature had shaped the outwarde partes, tordegkat was within” (I iiij).

Puritan covenant theology reinforced the impetudirtk visibly deformed
offspring with previous sinning. The covenant ofagg was understood as an
extension of the covenant of works. Obedience ® l#w was a necessary pre-
condition for the covenant of grace and was onlgenaossible through the latter, as
Peter Bulkeley, the influential Puritan minister @&oncord, Massachusetts,
summarized it iMThe Gospel-Covenafi646):

% On monstrous births as a sign of disorder in tither and analogies between physical deformities
and specific sins, see Brammall 7-15; J. Crawfa2eB8; Neumann 39-44; Pender, “No Monsters”
151, 163.

% On blemmyae, see Austin 29-34; J. Friedmdonstrous25; Husband 22, 39-47; Neumann 43;
Rossi-Reder 66; St. George 166-7; Twomey 153-5;g%an, “Early English” 42; Wittkower 53, 57,
66, 69; Wunderlich, with Mdller, eds. 659, 662.
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The Covenant of grace doth not require works inghme order as the Covenant of
workes doth, for the Covenant of workes requireske® first, and then faith to believe
our selves beloved unto life; but the Covenantratg requireth faith first, and then that
we bring forth good workes (55)

Thus, in theory, sanctification—the ability to lireaccordance with the moral law—
could only follow justification and the experienaefree grace. But it was tempting
to reverse this causality that was difficult to gpan everyday experience. Most of
the ministers—with the notable exception of Johtt@o(see chapter 2.2)—held that
leading a lawful, godly live was a consequence afifg experienced grace and,
therefore, might be a sign of election—or at leastpossible preparation for
experiencing saving grace. The outward appeardraefore was taken as a clear
sign of the inward state: appropriate apparel erdtnict observance of the Sabbath
served as external evidence that someone had wmdergue conversion. As
Bakewell noted in 1643: “he that findeth an inwdeskire and an outward endeavour
to doe these things is certainly the child of G@J). And although the fall had made
it impossible for mankind to fully obey God’s lavad| mankind needed to follow the
law since all participated in the covenant of worledl are shut up under it, al bound
to fulfill it” (Bulkeley 98).°” The aim was to create a community of “visible &gin

of Puritans who had offered visible evidence ofirtfeliness and built a common,
“visible body” by entering the church covenant (Rlather, Apologie 5; cf.
Middlekauff 44-45; MorganVisible). In Congregationalism, the local church was the
visible, miniature version of the invisible ChurehChrist, the true church, consisting
only of the elect.

On both sides of the Atlantic there was wide-sprear of hypocrites secretly
broaching heretical opinions that would corrodegbeial cohesion of the visible city
on earth. The Puritan concept of hypocrites (seeeB@an 247-52) can be traced back
to Augustine’s “two cities,” which denote “those avtvish to live after the flesh” and
“those who wish to live after the spirit”; there svaonstant danger of “false
Christians within the church” (Augustine 14:1, 441:;35, 38) who followed
“carnall,” self-serving ends, even “[tlhough theactions may be spirituall’
(Bulkeley 221). The unredeemed, hypocrites, andioals fortunately could be
detected through their sinning and breaking of |eamsl especially prodigious events

were regarded as helpful for detecting misbehaviSaedomites, for example, were
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uncovered through the unusual resemblance of yaamgals to young males
(Cressy,Travesties George Spencer, for instance, was held respenfsibthe crime
in 1641/1642 because a newborn piglet had varibusnan resemblances” to this
“loose fellow” (Winthrop,Journal 385). And a calf born with almost “an Humane
Visage” was held to have been “impregnated by asBedNegro” (C. Mather,
“Monstrous Calf” 366). Also thieves and murderemild be detected by help of
prodigious signs (see Winthrajgurnal 313).

It is safe to assume that Anne Hutchinson (15913)1%4who had assisted
Mary Dyer in her labors, was not inclined to intetpDyer’s deformed child as a
visible proof of its mother’s spiritual state or aat of divine providence. It was not
an attractive option to interpret this personagédy of one of her followers as an
example of God’s judgment upon offenders; furthaenélutchinson did not accept
the clergy’s interpretation of covenant theology.hler view, leading an orderly life
full of good deeds in accordance with the moral tdvihe Old Testament was neither
a prerequisite for being saved nor a reliable pufoit; this feeling of assuredness
could be provided solely by the Holy Spirit, whittkerefore was the prime route to
salvation.

Hutchinson turned the question of certainty ab@demption into a private
matter that no outsider could detect from outwaetidvior. She valued individual
experience above ministerial and church authotitgreby denying the ministerial
elite their mediating position between God and lhigy. Relying upon outward
appearances and godly behavior sounded to Hutahilike Arminianism, which,
like Catholic faith, promised salvation in excharigegood works. Those clinging to
Antinomian viewpoints therefore were said to despglsose “legall Teachers” who
did “goe by markes and signes” instead of trustexglation from the Spirit of God

(Bakewell, flyleaf). By laying the focus on the @mant of grace, Hutchinson

" On Puritan covenant theology (including secondigeyature), see chapter 1.1.

% Anne Hutchinson and her family had arrived at Bngtarbor in September 1634; they lived nearby
Governor John Winthrop’s house, and her husbare nterchant William Hutchinson, was chosen
deputy to the colony’s governing body, the Gen@alrt in Boston. For biographical overviews on
Anne Hutchinson, see Stoever 23-33; Winshiylaking Heretics 37-43; see also the various
biographies of Hutchinson (e.g. LaPlante; S. Witi&).
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devalued the importance of outward signs of regditer and endangered the very
concept of the “visible church” that was built bétvarious local churchés.

Also as far as Jane Hawkins is concerned it isratbt probable that she was
prone to refer to human sinning with regard to Dyéailed pregnancy. Hawkins is
not known to have had a strong impetus to pronotdimeelogical concepts, and she
probably followed Anne Hutchinson in religious neatt rather than developing own
theories. A later source points out (admittedlaipolemical setting, see chapter 3.3)
that Hawkins had lived in great poverty, and onthréugh Mrs. Hutchinsons
affection to her, [she got] some good victualspmach that some said she followed
Christ forloave$ (Wheelwright Jr. 198).

With Winthrop the situation was different. Even dref the officials learned
about the stillborn child of Mary Dyer, Hutchinsaras regarded by Winthrop and
others as being prone to sinning. The Hutchinsapiaa those of the Boston church
following Antinomian viewpoints were called by someere accused of having
“secretly carried” diverse “foul errors,” as Wintir commented in January 1638
(Journal 245; cf. 205-6). During Hutchinson’s November lfriBeputy Governor
Thomas Dudley had suggested that “Mrs. Hutchinsodeluded by the devil” (D.
Hall, ed. 343), and during the church trial of Mart638, Thomas Shepard had
implied that Hutchinson might be a reprobate, stathat she was not guided by the
Holy Spirit but “a spirit of Delusion and Error” (CHall, ed., 365; cf. Winthrop,
Journal 287).

When one of Hutchinson’s followers gave birth teexerely deformed child it
could be read as confirming the suspicion that kiagon and her followers had not
been in a state of grace—especially when the dectsf providence was taken into
account. In Winthrop’s journal, every event couliké on significance in God’s
providential scheme, for example when people estaath by accidents or other
calamities, such as shipwrecks (see e.g. 87, 100); all these incidents were
examples of “the Lord in his special providencddyrnal 88). Already in late 1635

Winthrop had noted that it “is vsefull to obsern® vae goe alonge, suche especial

% Various scholars point out that Hutchinson chajkghthe notion of visible sainthood and external
signs, see Breen 32-35; J. Crawford 148, 152; L&8g New 99; Valerius 197-8. Similar to
Hutchinson, John Wheelwright demanded that “theasds of God” should not be forced to live after
the “works of sanctification . . . so as if theydha power to do them.” For Wheelwright, the law was
not binding, since after expulsion from Paradisekiad had lost the ability to live in accordancehwi

it (“A Sermon” 166).
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providences of God as were manifested for the gdathese plantations”Journal
159). Winthrop tended to interpret especially thoseurrences as acts of providence
that seemed like a punishment for acts that endadgéhe existence of the
community, for example when someone had confrotttedcolony’s authorities or
had shown serious misconduct (Rumsey 10-11; ScBati86)'>°

As the doctrine of providence demanded, Winthropivaly collected
prodigious happenings, and as soon as he heard @&b@r's monstrous birth,
Winthrop began documenting any possible piece adeexe. On 27 March 1638,
Winthrop noted in his journal the “familist” affdtions and despicable character traits
of those involved, whereby he implicitly presentd@ miscarriage as the logical

outcome of heretical beliefs and wrong behavior:

The wife of one William Dyer . . . , a very propand fair woman, and both of them
notoriously infected with Mrs. Hutchinson's errorgnd very censorious and
troublesome, (she being of a very proud spirit, andth addicted to revelations) had
been delivered of [a] child some few months bef@etober 17, and the child buried
(being stillborn) and viewed of none but Mrs. Hubhdon and the midwife, one
Hawkins’s wife, a rank familist alsdgurnal 253)

Despite being “a very proper and fair woman,” Dyeas addicted to appalling
heretical beliefs and produced a child terribleb&hold. By opposing the positive
image of the mother to the monstrous outcome ofphegnancy, the horribleness of
the event was heightened and the danger of degenuitward appearances and first
impressions was evoked.

Dyer’s offspring—including the circumstances of ibirth—revealed its
mother as a hypocrite. In early April, Winthrop pi@id out that “the discovery” of the
failed pregnancy was a “thing observable,” sinceodturred “just when Mrs.
Hutchinson was cast out of the church”; furthermarawkins, “the midwife,
presently after this discovery, went out of thegdiction” (Journal 255) because the
magistrates had suspected her of being addictedamgic and witchcraft. On 12
March 1638, Hawkins was banished from the colorhye General Court of
Newtowne decided that Hawkins “had liberty till theginning of the third month,
called May, & the magistrates (if shee did not depeefore) to dispose of her”
(Records of the Governdt24). Hawkins moved with her husband to Portsmouth

1% On the doctrine of providence and its influencdaiar interpretations of Dyer’s and Hutchinson’s
“monstrous births,” see also chapters 3.4 and 4.2.
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now part of Rhode Island (Winthrojournal ed. Dunn, Savage, and Yeandle,
253n20; cf. Karlsen 14-19), which was appreciatgtiMinthrop:

and indeed it was time for her to be gone, foraswnown, that she used to give young
women oil of mandrakes and other stuff to causeeption; and she grew into great

suspicion to be a witch, for it was credibly repdrtthat, when she gave any medicines,
.. . she would ask the party, if she did belieskhes could help her, etcdurnal 255)

In the summer of 1640, Winthrop referred again @aKins, noting that “it was
certainly known” that Hawkins “had much familiarityith the devil” Journal 330).
Last but not least, “[a]nother observable passage that the father of the stillborn
child, William Dyer, had been, “by an unexpectedvidence, questioned in the
church for divers monstrous errors” and was adn@uisfor it when Dyer’s failed
pregnancy became public news(rnal 255).

In addition to internal disorders, Winthrop refefreo external threats and
natural catastrophes in the context of his jouemdfies on Dyer’s failed pregnancy,
which created the impression that the birth of saiclabnormal child could only be a
sign of disaster. After having reported on Dyersonsirous birth, Winthrop
commented on the “evil” represented by the possibdf “a general governour”
(255, 256) and that “this was a very hard wint&d8g). A short mentioning of the
neighboring Indians was followed by an entry oneaethquake that had happened at
Naragansett in Connecticut on 1 June 1638: “th#heeas unquiet twenty days after,
by times” (257-8; quotation: 258). The descriptmnHutchinson’s miscarriage was
succeeded by information on the continuing dangetke political autonomy of the
colony (see chapter 3.1), a tempest, and “the bigiae, which had been seen since
our coming into this country” (but, Winthrop addéthrough the providence of God,
it did little harm”; Journal 266-7; quotation: 267). That Winthrop combinedreisort
on the two monstrous births with reports on nataeshstrophes and the Antinomian
Controversy created the impression that all thesmts had to be seen in close
relation—simply because they happened in closeessaan.

Winthrop was not the only one for whom the doctfig@rovidence served as
a guiding principle for making meaning of Dyer’'slisbrn daughter. When Roger
Williams learned about the “monster,” he commenmiedpril 1638 in a letter to John

Winthrop that “[tlhe Lord speakes once and twiaeble pleased to open all our Eares
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to his Discipline” (25)"°* John Cotton regarded it as “a providence of Gbdt the
other women, “which were coming and going in thaetiof her [Dyer’s] travail,
should . . . be absent” when the child actually ias; furthermore, Cotton “thought
God might intend only the instruction of the pasgrand such other to whom it was
known, etc.,” which served him as justification fos assistance in keeping the failed
result of Dyer’s pregnancy a secret (Winthrdpurnal 254)1°? In 1659, John Hull, a
member of John Cotton’s church, a wealthy colomatchant, and, like Winthrop, a
high-ranking colony official (see Hull 117-40¢xplicitly established a connection
between Dyer’s miscarriage and spiritual fertilityhis diary. In the passage in which
he had mentioned Dyer’s failed pregnancy, Hull cantad on the baptism of the
son of Constant Madock, which was a remarkableroenae, since Madock’s wife

had abortives before, but never any living chilakl & is the more remarkable, because,
seven or eight months before, she embraced the ofdlee church, and was accepted a
member, though her father and mother are muchraetin that respect, and have been
for many years. (189)

Both episodes—Dyer’'s monstrous birth and the Madoake—were a “merciful
providence” to Hull (189). While Madock’s case dofor the blessings resulting
from being a profitable member of the church, Dyeriiscarriage demonstrated the
disastrous effects of heterodox viewpoints onhaike involved. Like Winthrop, John
Hull was inclined to interpret special occurrencs judgments on those who
challenged the colony in one way or another. Indbdwer 1680, Hull noted in his
diary that John Russell, a minister of the Bost@ptidt church who was said to
propagate Anabaptism, “died suddenly, after a paewpbf his in excuse of
themselves, and accusing the churches here ofqoeim®’ (248). Although Hull did
not explicitly establish a connection between thie events, he did so implicitly, by

presenting them as a sequence.

191 One is tempted to read this passage as a refetenttee monstrous births of both Dyer and
Hutchinson; however, as shown in chapter 1.1, iatker not probable that Hutchinson had had her
miscarriage already in April, so Williams may haveferred to other occurrences, such as
Hutchinson’s claim of having experienced immediaeelations (see below). On the relationship of
Roger Williams to the Bay colony, see shortly impters 2.2 and 3.2.

192 Cotton also gave a personal reason, stating tagirbbably would have concealed a stillborn,
deformed infant if it had been his own child (Wirgh, Journal 254). Winship points out that Cotton’s
reaction to Dyer’s miscarriage “differed strikingiypm his handling of the monstrous birth” of Anne
Hutchinson Making Heretics167; cf. Schutte 99-100). See chapter 2.2 on @attimterpretation of
Hutchinson’s miscarriage.
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Also Winthrop’s habit of linking natural phenomendth human prodigies
had not been unusual. The author@dds Handy-worke in Wonde(4615), for
example, combined a report on an earthquake wighstiory of two monstrous
births!®®* The most immediate connection between Dyer's misge and a
disruption of the common course of nature was éstaa by the Reverend Thomas
Hooker of Newtowne, who co-founded Hartford, Cortioeit, in 1636 after having
left the Bay colony due to disagreements with tlodormal leaders on suffrage.
Hooker described what happened when Dyer’s illdfafgegnancy was being

discussed at his house:

While | was thus Musing, and thus Writing, my Studiiere | was Writing, and the
Chamber where my Wife was sitting, shook, as weighg with an Earthquake, by the
space of half a quarter of an Hour. We both peezkiy, and presently went down. My
Maid said, it was the Devil that was displeased e confer about this Occasion. (qtd.
in C. MatherMagnaliaVIl, 20)***

The English alchemist and mystic Edward Howes (depter 2.2), referring to the
two monstrous births, the “generall earthquakebdably that of June 1638), and the
religious disputes within the colony (of which hedhearned from John Winthrop Jr.,
see chapter 3.1), raised the rhetorical questioetiven it was “a wonder [that] the
Earth should quake at this? O Earth, Earth, E&ehre the voyce of the Lord, a still
silent voyce, yet where it comes it maketh the nt@ues to quake, and the hills to
tremble.” (“[1639]” 506; cf. Como 422-3). In manyiades of the time, strange
natural phenomena such as earthquakes, eclipske afoon, or the appearance of a
great swarm of flies were dutifully noted in betweebservations of political or
social events of a potentially public interest, giag from the death of eminent
personalities to cases of murder (see e.g. Hull 228, 230, 247).

However, it is important to note that, at leashisJournal Winthrop did not
explicitly term Dyer’'s miscarriage an instance obydence but rather a verbal
statement of Hutchinson. Winthrop was certain thatichinson’s claim of immediate
revelation during her court trial of November 163@e chapters 1.1 and 3.4) was a

sign of God: “now the mercy of God by a provideheth answered our desires and

193 One was the “headless” child mentioned above;séeond was one of the rare cases when a
deformed child was not stillborn but living andl&d after birth, according to the anonymous author.
See J. Crawford (72-78) for additional informat@mthis broadside.
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made her to lay open her self and the ground othase disturbances to be by
revelations” (D. Hall, ed. 341). Winthrop wrote dhe monstrous births in a
providential setting but did not openly regard thamdivine special providences.
Roger Williams and John Cotton had referred mucheneaplicitly to the doctrine of
providence in the context of Dyer’'s failed pregnanéds Rumsey points out,
Winthrop had an “orthodox model of providential ttoee,” making use of it with
caution (4-13); writing on Dyer's miscarriage, heeferred using terms such as
“observable passage” (see above). A few years at&643, Winthrop again avoided
a direct statement and only hinted at a possiblesalarelation between “proud,”
“troublesome” women (as he had described Mary Dgee, above) and fertility: he
described in his journal how Mary Onion of Roxbuwho had been delivered of a
stillborn child, “died in great despair” withoutnfling peace only two months later.
Winthrop characterized Onion as a “stubborn andivedled” personality with a
“worldly” orientation, which made her “aiming ategt matters” Journal 425; cf.
425-6).

The search for “natural” causes — alternative wayfsinding the truth

Belief in providence cannot be equaled with a estititude towards knowledge. As
Thomas points out, the belief in omens and portesats part of a coherent system of
thinking that involved the purposeful search foralagies and correlations between
strange occurrenceR¢ligion91), and, as the example of Winthrop aptly shdtis,

is also true regarding the doctrine of providentalso has to be kept in mind that it
was not unusual that early moderns pondered bothainral” causes of monstrosity,
such as the effects of the stars and planets oarthern child (CulpepeDirectory
139; Rueff 65-66), and “supernatural” causes. Ruédt example, attributed
monstrous and deformed children “to the ludgemehitSod, yet afterward also the
corruption and fault of the seed is to bee ackndudel” (151). Paré first elaborated
upon God wanting to demonstrate his power and pusisning and then listed
defects of the womb or seed as possible causesoonktrosity (585-6). God was

regarded as the “first cause” of everything thgipgsmed on earth, while the laws of

1% The date of the letter is unknown (there are gallyevery few of Hooker's letters extant today, see
Bush Jr., ed.Correspondence’9; Bush Jr.Writings), but the earthquake may have been the one that
Winthrop had mentioned in his journal; see above.
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nature constituted “second causes” (see also aisap# and 4.2). Monsters could be
interpreted as a sign without denying their physiatal, natural causes, since they
possessed a physical and a symbolic (or divineheh: they were “simultaneously
participating in the material and spiritual world®. Williams 13; cf. J. Crawford
15-16). As Céard points out, this is by no measga of conceptual weakness on the
part of Renaissance thinkers (“Crisis” 186-8). Rym$ were just as likely to be the
product of nature as the representation of diviig since God guided the entire
universe, including the laws that ruled the mateviarld.

In Puritan thinking, providence denoted everythihgt was unusual and
therefore suited to shed light on God’s hand inattoe (I. Mather,Essay The
Preface). Extraordinary events that seemed to mlighe orderly course of nature
constituted important though limited hints at howd® creation worked and, in a
second step, at divine will. God’s intentions masiéd themselves in the world, in
unusual events. Since the material world was cdelayeGod it also offered the route
via which the Puritan divine could partake in di&imvisdon® Central to this
epistemological concept was the doctrine of thekBobNaturethat complemented
the Book of Scripture. Nature was “that universadl gpublick Manuscript, that lies
expans’'d [exposed?] unto the eyes of all” (BrowReligio 31). The belief that God
the creator revealed himself in the Book of Natae be traced to St. Paul's famous
Letter to the Romans: “For the inuisible thingshah, that is, his eternal power and
Godhead, are seene by the creation of the worlgiaglconsidered iis workes”
(2.20). In themselves, comets carried no clear agesshey “are illegible; yet when
they are placed in Conjunction with Scripture-pcéidns . . . , being interpreted
according to the word of their Creator, they aré wibhout instruction.” (J. Norton,
Abel 47-8). The Scriptures allowed revealing more tyedthe Mystery of such
(otherwise inscrutable) Secrets of his profoundvidlence.’® The concept of the
two books allowed Christians to study nature witheeglecting the duty to praise the
glory of God, since the Book of Nature was concgigéas a kind of complement to
Scriptures (see Howell esp. 16).

The wish for a closer examination that expressselfiin the disinterring of

Dyer’s daughter can be taken as an indicator acédragm with a curious mind and an

195 On Puritan viewpoints on cognition, see Breitwie$&-47; P. Miller 111-53; Roberts-Miller 53-55;
Stoever 8-9.
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early form of scientific interest who studied intaié the Book of Nature. About
twenty years earlier, in 1620, the Lord Chancelar Francis Bacon, an English
natural philosopher and statesman, had calledfognapirical study of monstrosity
based upon a collection of marvels and phenomegeesting from the ordinary
course of nature; the aim was to clarify what wapesstition and what was

explicable by nature. In this context, Bacon pagtd that those

who aspire not to guess and divine, but to discanerknow, who propose not to devise
mimic and fabulous worlds of their own, but to exaenand dissect the nature of this
very world itself, must go to facts themselvesdwerything. (Bacon 23)

Bacon hoped to “drag into light” (25) hidden sesrébut of the very bowels of
nature” (Bacon 21). Prior to the emergence of Bagoscience, natural philosophy
had contented itself with studying phenomena thesgnted themselves unmediated
to the senses, but in the sixteenth and seventemamturies phenomena that lay
hidden began arousing the interest of natural popbers. With the help of more and
more intricate technical devices such as the miops the invisible was made
visible. The focus shifted toward empirical findigdirst-hand experiences, and fact-
gathering; Aristotelian scholasticism, which tendeml draw conclusions from
universals instead of particulars, came to bectzd.

The Baconian method of induction, which used indlial examples—

particulars—to reach general conclusions, is sympt@ of the “culture of
dissection,” which lay the focus on ocular obsé¢iwa (Calbi 64). For Thomas
Browne, whose often reprintedseudodoxia Epidemic#irst published in 1646)
clearly was influenced by Francis Bacon’s work (seempbell, Wonder 85-96;
Robbins xxxi-xxxiv), vision was the decisive instrant for finding truth: “We are
not Magisteriall in opinions . . . [but] have ontyoposed them unto more ocular
discerners” Pseudodoxiad). Already antigue and medieval philosophers sash
Aristotle or Roger Bacon had given sight priorityeo the other senses, and the
tendency to emphasize the visual sense even imctedsiring the Age of
Exploration'®” Columbus and the early explorers stressed that hiael seen the

novelties of the New World with their own eyes. Athé soldier and adventurer John

1% john Sherman, Urian Oakes, Thomas Shepard, Efustiee Reader, in Danforth@ry of Sodom
sig. A2.

197 0On the visual in the early modern period, see riifif Bucher; CampbellWonder 51-67;
Kleinspehn.
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Smith, who had given New England its name, knew feason but to beleeve my
own eies, before any mans imaginatio@b(mplete Works: 352). As the method of
induction (which had the aim to “dissect the ndtuwé “this world,” see above),
dissections promised to open up the secrets of difethe iconic frontispiece of
Vesalius’ path-breaking work on anatonBe Humani Corporis Fabrica1543)
demonstrates in an eye-catching way: it depictsnaafe corpse being dissected, the
womb already opened, and a large crowd of onlookershing the sceng8® The
practice of dissection combined the advantagesisafal examination with a new,
promising epistemological concept. The objectsis$ettion were disintegrated into
singular constituents: dissection meant a “violeatuction’ into parts,” a “brutal
dismemberment of people, things, or ideas” (Sawlday

The culture of dissection covered not only thetufak dismemberment of
human bodies but a critical analysis of religionaaepts and viewpoints. In the early
1640s, countless tracts and treatises promisedu® tanatomized,” “dismantled,” or
“unmask’d” Antinomianism or other heterodox beli&f8A good example is Thomas
Gataker's Antinomianism Discovered and Confutgd652), a refutation of
accusations that Gataker held Antinomian viewpoi@&taker, a pastor at Rotherhith
in England, stated that he had on the contrary igyblpreached against
Antinomianism. His aim was “to unbowel and lay omame part of that unsound
stuff that lies closely couched in this covert ¥a(ilo the Christian Readet}®

Especially when authorized faith and deviating dfeliwere so closely
connected as in Puritanism and its variant Antiraomsim, it was essential to have a
closer look. Antinomians and mainstream Puritandoth Old and New England
often enough justified their viewpoints referring the very same principles, which
made it sometimes difficult to clearly identify @érging opinions. There was no clear
demarcation line between “Antinomians” and theipopents but rather a rhetoric
deadlock. This could lead to the paradox situati@ someone was “an Antinomian
though he do not know it"—for example, when he loe snclined towards the belief

198 \/esalius was one of a new type of anatomists, prieferred seeing with their own eyes to studying
books. For a discussion of the title pagd-abrica, see Sawday 66-72. Nunn (12-19) expresses doubt
as to whether the female womb forms the centenefrontispiece of Vesalius’'s work.

199 See e.g. John Sedgwickntinomianisme Anatomizetl643), Edward Winslow'sHypocrisie
Unmasked1647), or Samuel Mather& Dead Faith Anatomize 697). For further examples, see T.
Cooper 208-16 and passim.

10 Gataker's work, probably published in a first @ditin 1644, was part of the Mather library; see th
filing box “Mather Family Library” in the AmericaAntiquarian Society; cf. Tuttle 35-39.
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that one could be justified even before being basthe English Anti-Antinomian
Richard Baxter explained in the late 1640s (“Undafeeatise” 205}* As described
above, hypocrisy posed a great danger, and sedssapposed heretics like
Hutchinson were accused of acting under the cloticsexrecy: According to
Winthrop, Hutchinson managed to be admitted toGharch of Boston only because
“shee cunningly dissembled and coloured her ops)icend as soon as she “got over
that block . . . shee began to goe to wohdrt Story 1644, 31). Hull suggested that
those “who before had been fellow-laborers to Helpvard the work of God in
private, as others the faithful ministers did inbjci” then “began secretly to
undermine the pure doctrine of the gospel deliveregublic” (170; cf. Hubbard,
General History282).

The efforts to find out about one’s own or othesgiritual state, described as
“anatomization,” shared similarities with the medsoof “New Science.” Calvinist
ideology called for continual inward scrutiny, whiamounted to a painful process of
dissecting and anatomizing the own self—an apprt@@hRivett termed the “science
of the soul” (5; cf. Sawday 110-29). Reformed ntgnis and radical Protestants
proceeded almost like those who followed Baconiath@dology to reveal nature’s
secrets: they “applied the experimental method itness, observe, and record the
manifestations of grace on the souls of othersVé€Ri6). The aim was in both cases
to gain knowledge—of how God’s creation worked, avfd God’s working in
individuals. Due to the interrelated covenantsraicg and of works (see above), also
Puritans relied much upon visible signs, and stheege was a great deal of mistrust
regarding external appearances, there was a strgpejus to probe deeper.

Much as natural philosophers catalogued naturainginena and bodily
deformities, religiously minded persons put togettegalogues of errors and heretical
opinions. The more abnormal and unknown the bodg acfeature was, the more
could be learned from it, and the more satisfacéind entertainment it brought. As
has been formulated in a work @ertaine Secrete Wonders of NatutAmongst
most of those things which merit Philosophicall teonplation . . . , | thinke such are
moste wonderful, whose nature is furthest from onderstanding and iudgment”
(Boaistuau 47). And this applied also to abnornmalls—the greater the abnormity,
the more was to be learned, as the authd?ssludochristu¢1650) held: “great use

1 0n Richard Baxter, see chapter 3.4 and shortthapter 4.2.
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may be made” of relations on “strange and blasphsn®@pinions” that “came to
such an high degree of blasphemy”. “there surelynich to be learned by us,”
wherefore “such remarkable passages” should nogs‘ps without some serious
consideration of them” (H. Ellis 54).

Both prodigious heresies and prodigious bodies wéen described by help
of metaphor and related stylistic devices, and #igopractice can be seen in relation
to the culture of dissection. Since the human miwad difficulties in grasping
monstrous forms in their wholeness, it analyzeat ity disassembles them into their
singular constituents, until each part can be gt éxisting categories, such as claws
or tails. Strange, composite beings are first reduato single elements, which are
then interpreted each in themselves. At the same, @ vice versa process is at work:
known categories are enlarged or adapted. A foousetail is combined with a quest
for generalization (Harpham 4-6, 15-16, 122-4; RitB 136-7). Summarizing this
process of differentiation, Paul Smith identifies‘aetonymic” and an “analogic
perspective” (137) in descriptions of monsters, ahhboth serve the aim to provide
an adequate picture of the object in question. Oieaking down of the monstrous
being “into recognizable parts” is “the metonymispact,” and the subsequent
comparison of these parts to things the reademisliar with, such as animals, is “the
metaphoric or analogic aspect of the descriptiéh”§mith 136). As the seventeenth-
century scholar John Smith remarked regarding nyetees in The Mystery of
Rhetorick Unveil'd(1683): they are “enforcing the understandinghaf hearers to a
deeper consideration of the sense and meaning'Sitiith, Mystery 30; cf. D.
Williams 41, 77)}*?

Thus what Sievers (222) describes as being typifathe rhetoric of
monstrous races—misplaced body parts, such aseaufaan the breast, or parts of
one species transposed upon the body of anothar, asihorns on a human head—
should not be seen as an impediment to gaining lauge—at least not if one takes
into consideration what early moderns understood vatuable knowledge.
Furthermore, resorting to stylistic devices suchmetaphor did not rule out exact
descriptions or the search for a natural cause. duthor of Gods Handy-worke

(1615), for example, provided detailed informatmm the deformed infant: the legs

12 john Smith defined metaphor as the “translatioraofiord, from the proper signification, to
another,” or “from one species to another” (8). &tanymy “puts one thing for another, which by
nature are nigh knit together” (11).
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were not of the same size, each foot had only foes, and the right arm was
“altogether formlesse and without bones, or the tshape of a hand, hauing two
fingers onely, towards either side one.” “The léngt this disproportioned creature
was 13 inches, and in compasse 15 inches and a.”h&limilarly, although the
deformed child described Btrange Newewas “a caios [sic] of confusion, a mixture
of things without any description,” the reader wafsrmed that it had fifteen fingers
in all and on each foot seven toes (sig. B ii).

The language used in Winthrop’s journal thus shemsilarities with the
medieval and early modern rhetoric of monstrougsaas Sievers (222) and Egan
(71) suggested, but this finding needs to be inéded with caution. For one, it had
been Hawkins who had provided Winthrop with a fregport on Dyer’s child, and
Winthrop seems to have taken it over unalteredisnjdurnal. Second, the use of
metaphor and analogies was common practice aintigefor someone trying to make
meaning of a prodigious event. St. George, whoyaedl Winthrop’s notes in the
context of early modern reports on blemmyae, suggést “Winthrop was merely
following accepted wisdom in the Dyer and Hutchimsmases” (172; cf. 164-73).
Third, the rhetoric of monstrous races did not rwlet the possibility of a
physiological cause for a birth defect.

The authors of medieval and early modern accountsoalern races at times
tried to find natural causes for bodily deformities ascribed their existence to
illusions™® In the report on the monstrous birth of Kent meméid above the
appalling “earthly” smell of the birthing scene (wtn had the effect that sickness fell
upon the attendants, as at Dyer’s laboring scexeeclkapter 1.1) was explained with
the fact that the child had been “dead borigitgnge Newesig. B ii verso, [B iiii]).
Similarly, Winthrop and later commentators couldvdn@onsidered a natural reason
for Dyer’s shaking bed during labor, since a pdibitth meant extreme strain to the
body causing uncontrollable movements in the metiarch in turn could make the
bed tremble!*

113 See Burns, “King's” 196; J. FriedmaRlonstrous22-25; D. Williams 11-14; 76-77; Wunderlich
16-17. There was wide-spread awareness that noe@dirts on monsters referred to existing cases.
Already one of the church fathers had admonishat ‘the are not bound to believe all we hear of
these monstrosities” (Augustine 16:8, 531). Refigrio the “Blemmyes,” the English cleric Samuel
Purchas doubted in 1626 that they wanted a hehd: Authors” of such reports, he claimed, “had
either no eyes to see the truth, or more headttienshould to deuise lyes” (727).

14 For an example of a report blaming fits causedibipns and revelations for the shaking of a bed,
see H. Ellis’sPseudochristu$1650); see chapter 3.1 on this publication.
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That the oral statements of Hawkins and Hutchinsad been quite reliable
(or possessed strong suggestive force) was corditmgeVVinthrop himself after the
exhumation of Dyer’s stillborn child: “though it wee much corrupted, yet most of
those things [reported by Hutchinson and Hawkinsjeato be seen, as the horns and
claws, the scales, etc.Jdurnal 255). InA Short Storypublished in London in 1644
(see chapter 3.1.he noted similarly that “the horns, and claws, halks in the back,
and some scales, &c.” that the midwife had desdrimeere found and seen of above
a hundred persons” (Winthrofghort Story 1644, 45} That Hutchinson and
Hawkins provided a reliable report is also confichiy the fact that their description
allows for a retrospective diagnosis. The birthedefof Dyer’'s daughter has been
identified with high probability as an “anencephbaivith spina bifida and other
abnormalities” (Schutte 90). Anencephalus is charaed by “virtual absence of the
forebrain and the skull vault”; the bones of theulsland the facial bones are
deformed, and often other body parts show “pattefrdisordered growth” (Elwood
and Elwood 15-16). The defect can take on diffevantations with all or part of the
brain missing. The infants are in most cases stititor die soon after being boftf.

A text stored in the Public Record Office in Lomdgives one additional piece
of information not to be found in any other pubéidisource (although the remaining
part of the text probably was taken from the ihiteport as quoted in Winthrop’s
journal) that supports this retrospective diagnodte face had noe parte of heade
behinde, but a hollowe place, yet unbroken” ([Winof#], “A monstrous berth” 37). It
is plausible that this description stems from ofiéhe two midwives rather than
Winthrop himself, or it may have been provided Impther person who had been
consulted on the matter, maybe because he or skeegmed some medical
knowledge. As shown in the first part of this cleapfand as also his dealing with
Hutchinson’s miscarriage shows, see the followihgpter), Winthrop was intent on
gathering reliable information from direct withessend from what would be termed
today experts.

15 These testimonies call to mind a statement of Rugiéliams (although its meaning is not easy to
decipher): reporting on Hutchinson’s explanatioat tthe concealed the monstrous birth of Mary Dyer
upon advice of John Cotton, Williams commented thatan not belieue that he subscribes to her
Applications of the Parts of it” (“Letter” 25).

116 Schutte (90n14) gives an overview on medicaldiiae on this birth defect. Elwood and Elwood
(5-12) describe it in historical perspective. Or tfangers of retrospective diagnosis, especially in
view of the socially constructed concept of disease BatedEsmblematicl75-8.
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How would early moderns have interpreted suchrth lhiefect, that is, what
would they have read in the Book of Nature? It ferdunate coincidence that there
exists a text authored by an experienced medi¢hbaty (measured by the standards
of his time) describing a human deformity thatasdsto represent the same medical
defect as Dyer’s miscarriage. Ambroise Paré, ortbeturgeons of the French king,
reported in his treatis©f Monsters and Prodigiedirst published in French in
1573 on a “Monster, a headless,” born in the regioascony in France in 1562
(Paré, The Works of Ambrose Paréy94). Paré claimed to have received the
description from another physician, who had seen“thonster” with his own eyes.
Paré’s monster has been identified as hemiceplfilaking brain and calvaria), or
anencephalus with partial spina bifida (Pallisté@ri24; cf. 36). The child depicted in
Paré’s text differs from Dyer’s “monster” in somgpacts, however; for example, it
shows no “pricks” and “scales”; but, like Dyer’silch it was said to have a face on

its back and ear-like pieces of flesh on its shexrddsee fig. 2).

Boox XXV. OF Monflers and Prodigies.

The Figuer of amonftrons sesman switlhont & head, bofire and bebind,

e
[ il

A

Fig 2. lllustration in Ambroise Paré®f Monsters and Prodigieas part ofThe Works of
Ambrose Pareyiondon, [1691]; 595).

(Courtesy the Harvard Medical Library in the Franéi. Countway Library of Medicine. Image
published with permission of ProQuest. Further odpction is prohibited without permission.
Image produced by ProQuest as paiEafly English Books Onlinevww.proquest.com)

17 Although he was not trained at university, Paré weary experienced in medical matters: he had
taken care of severe injuries on countless badttifj furthermore, Paré had a general distrushef t
authenticity of seemingly monstrous body parts ldigpd in the streets of Paris for profit (Pender,
“Bodyshop” 107-9; cf. Pallister).
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As also the example of Paré shows, a common ane&-sypcead physiological
explanation for children lacking body parts wase“ttefect of Seed,” as the relevant
section inOf Monsters and Prodigig®aré 594)s entitled. The seed of both man and
women conjoined in the female womb and thereby &mlfra new being—a process
that could easily be disturbed in its proper colrgediverse internal and external
influences. A child missing some limbs or body pdherefore often was attributed to
“a want or default in the seede, as well in thelijgaas in the quantitie of the same”
(Boaistuau 141). Monsters resulted from “filthy regot seed,” or from “too much or
too little seed” (Lemnius 22, 57; cf. Rueff 151).

We cannot tell for sure whether Hutchinson and Kasvwere familiar with
these theories, but it seems probable. In Englanoh &ew England, women, and
especially those acting as midwives, possesseteémhing knowledge about birth
and medical cures, all the more in areas whereddamedicines were rarely or not at
all available (Wertz and Wertz 8% In addition, as of the sixteenth century, the
number of learned tracts on birth and generatiod hecreased substantially.
Knowledge gained from dissections came to be irmatpd in learned treatises and
midwifery manuals such as Thomas Raynaldéie Byrth of Mankynd€l545 first
ed.)*?In England, many began criticizing that medicatseprinted in the vernacular
were dealing too openly with this delicate topid avere circulating too freely among
the population (HillIntellectual27-30; Porter 272-3). The Puritan English physicia
James Hart of Northampton, for example (see alspten 3.3), defended Latin as
language of the learned in the early 1620s (371thérs and printers of early
modern midwifery manuals often felt compelled tarstwith an excuse or
explanation that there were good reasons to pablici the vernacular on this touchy
subject (see e.g. Culpep@irectory 3; Rueff sig. A 4). Giving birth turned into a
public affair in the course of the seventeenth eigthteenth centuries (Blackman 71;

Trubowitz, “Crossed-Dressed” 200-1)—also in thereeas colonie&

118 See chapter 2.2 regarding the lack of trained aieet in early colonial New England.

119 On early modern tracts on birth and generatioe, Blackman 71-72; Daston and Park 191-2;
Needham 109, 111. As far as is known today, thé Esftion of Raynalde’§he Byrth of Mankynde
was the first book in the English language with g@pengravings; it is also the first known birth
manual published in English. It has been repriritedeveral editions up to 1654 (see Fissell 14, 31,
33; Hobby 146; Needham 112).

120 That also in New England knowledge on sexual asgamd the genitals became available to ever
larger parts of the population is illustrated bg go-called bad book episode of 1744: several young
males of the church of Northampton were suspedtedasing fun of the genitals of girls, probably by
guoting fromAristoteles Master-Piecgsee Chamberlain 313-22).
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The available sources confirm that Jane Hawkins Ande Hutchinson
possessed a reasonable amount of medical knowleglgkeast as far as the state of
pregnancy, the birthing process, and related fial@gsconcerned. Anne Hutchinson
was “skilfull” at “Childbirth-Travells” (Cotton,Congregational Churche$1) and
“helpfull” in “occasions of bodily infirmities” (Withrop,Short Story 1644, 31). She
probably even took care of John Winthrop’s wife,riyaet, when she suffered from
menopausal symptoms or maybe a miscarriage (LaPB&it S. Williams 138-9).
Hutchinson’s midwife colleague, Jane Hawkins, “piss physic” and distributed
“medicines” (see Green 131); for example, she ggweng women oil of mandrakes
and other stuff to cause conception,” as Winthrogd in his journal (255). Hawkins
had been so active in this field that she came msdspicion of being a witch and
was banished from the colony (see above), and teef@l Court of Newtowne
prohibited her “to meddle in surgery, or phisickinéds, plaisters, or oyles, not to
guestion matters of religion, except with the eddéor satisfaction” before her
departure from the colonyRécords of the GovernoR24). Winthrop’s journal
contains no hint, however, that Jane Hawkins oreAHmitchinson though about the
quality or amount of seed as having caused thé liefect of Dyer’s child, and
whether they discussed this question in privatevemsations or as part of official
guestionings is not known.

As far as Winthrop is concerned, we know that hefuly noted both the
outward appearance and the setting of Dyer’'s mouastbirth, but in the documents
that have come down to us Winthrop did not pondewiitten form on a “natural,”
that is, physiological, cause of Dyer’s or Hutclon's deformed offspring. Scholarly
literature does not give a clear picture on Winglsdevel of knowledge on medical
matters; early commentators are more convinced iothop’s abilities in this field
than modern scholars. The historian George E. Biléntained in 1847 that one
could have expected from such an outstanding pagsoras Winthrop to have
considered a natural cause for Hutchinson’s fapedgnancy, for example the
emotional stress Hutchinson had had to endure 832Green claimed in 1881 that
Winthrop “was well versed in medicine” (25), whiRearl and Pearl suggested in
1990 that Winthrop probably “had only the vaguesiai of the state of malformation
of the body at birth” (28).
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Winthrop’s early life fosters the assumption thatdid not possess more than
average knowledge of and interest in medical mattédfinthrop had grown up in
rural Suffolk, England. In 1602, at the age of feen, he thought about becoming a
minister and entered Trinity College at Cambridgevdrsity. After having received
some training in the law, he became Lord of the dfaat Groton in his mid or late
twenties, and as of 1627 he served as one of timenom attorneys at the Court of
Wards in London (BremekVinthrop7-13; MorganPuritan Dilemmal2, 18-22). In
London, Winthrop may have come into contact witkeagh print reporting on human
oddities that were sold in great numbers in Londattreets, and he may well have
heard some of the theories on monstrous birthsilatiaog in cheap print and learned
tracts. In 1630, Winthrop left for New England, wiéne served several terms as
governor up to his death in 16439.

Considering Winthrop’s biography and his role ine thPAntinomian
Controversy reveals an ambiguous picture. On thee lmand, one could argue that
Winthrop shared an important characteristic with thlew Scientists”: by having
Dyer’'s child disinterred (and by requesting moretaded information on
Hutchinson’s miscarriage from John Clarke, who Hasected Hutchinson’s mole,
see the following chapter), Winthrop actively cotkd facts. Cheryl C. Smith
therefore postulates that Winthrop’s report as ehatehis journal was “Baconian in
its comprehensiveness and its drive to study thgu&rly curious and, through
extensive and honest observations, assert a plawsiplanation.” (447). But on the
other hand, Winthrop’s doing seems to have beemfigrounded in the doctrine of
providence, and his methods and motivations ovpddpnly partly with the ones of
those early moderns who followed the example ofdBacSievers consequently
denies that Winthrop followed a Baconian appro@avy.

Especially Winthrop’s order of disinterring Dyerchild should not be given
too much weight. The order was based upon a comindewsion, reached after
consultation with the elders of the congregatios,waas typical of communities
organized along the congregational church order ¢eapter 3.2). In the letter quoted
in chapter 1.1, John Eliot wrote that Winthrop, tGnt the Reverends Thomas Weld
and John Wilson had “commanded” the disinterringDger’'s daughter (31), and

12 For biographic details on John Winthrop, see Brerféinthrop Morgan, Puritan Dilemma
Moseley; Schweninger.

79



Winthrop had noted that it had been “the goverimeaning himselff?* with advice
of some other of the magistrates and of the eldéBoston” Journal 255). The
disinterring of a child with severe birth defectasanot unusual at the time and could
serve various purposes: to claim authority ovethbito learn more about the
circumstances of a child’s death, or to put theybod public display for the
curious—which offered distraction, an opportunity fnoralizing lessons, or simply
a welcome occasion for making a prdfit. In 1609, for example, the curious
multitude came to marvel at the headless child barrKent mentioned above
(Strange Newesig. B iii). At another occasion a few years latdhousands of
people came from all places” and relieved “the myisdé the sad mother . . . by much
money, which out of Christian compassion, manydsestl upon her’Gods Handy-
worke.

In the case of Dyer’s child, the officials’ main tivation probably had been
to correct a mistake of those involved in the dedrerial. Not notifying the
authorities of a stillborn child could be intergétas a form of disrespect towards the
authorities and meant a form of severe misbehavVioe. secret burial of a child was
regarded almost as self-sustaining proof of crirmesh as adultery or infanticide.
Early moderns easily presumed a connection betweroncealment of birth and
immoral conduct (Hoffer and Hull 49-51; cf. Cres3yavesties51-72). Although
such anti-secrecy rulings were applied more syristhen unmarried women were
involved and although stillborn or short-lived infa of married couples were quite
often not recorded officially in colonial Ameritd the secret burial of a dead child
clearly contradicted the duties Hutchinson and Hawkhad in their roles as
midwives. In general, it was required that eaclhbivas reported to the magistracy
and registered in the church records and, if ptssilsesented to be baptizEd.The

officials depended on the midwives’ reliability senthe birth chamber was strictly

122 \winthrop usually referred to himself in the thipdrson, for example when he reported that “there
came a letter . . . directed to Mr. Winthrop (tlegent governour)” (Winthrog@ournal 266).

123 On the public display of monstrous births in tlaelye modern period, see Baté&nblematicl45-
53; Pender, “Bodyshop,” esp. 95-6, 98-104; SemdMonsters.”

124 1n such cases, the midwives had to take caretiieainfant's body was disposed of in a suitable
place; this often was a yard or nearby field, sewiBg 87-88, 108-11; Wertz and Wertz 19-20. As an
English regulation made explicit: “If any child ldead-born, you yourselfe shall see it buried irhsuc
secret place as neither hogg nor dogg, nor any bteest may come unto it, and in such sort don#, as
may not be found or perceived” (qtd. in Batémblematicl42).

125 0On the duties and the role of early modern midej\eee Cressylravestiesl3; 54-55, 88; M.
Norton, Founding225-31; Tannenbaum xii, xiii, 93-4; 110-1.
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female: men were excluded from it until about mighéeenth century (M. Norton,
Founding222; Ulrich 131-5). Anne Hutchinson evidently Haeen well aware of her
wrongdoing: she “excused” herself for not reporting Dyer’s stillborn child

(Winthrop,Journal 253).

By ordering the exhumation, John Winthrop (as pbbpthe others who had
been involved) intended to “prove” that the defdres of Dyer’s child were a sign of
divine wrath in view of Dyer’'s and Hutchinson’s pi@us misconduct (Lutes 335).
Cheryl C. Smith similarly points out that Winthrgpguiding motivation was to
“provide proof of Hutchinson’s sin” and to make tlease against her scientifically
sound” by delivering “irrefutable evidence” (44, d46-8). Also when describing
Hutchinson’s mole (see chapter 2.2) “Winthrop citesicrete details [from Clarke]
not as clinical point of interest but as markersttlpoint toward a broader
significance, a deeper truth” (Lutes 335). In takimp the stillborn child of Mary
Dyer, the ruling elite and those assisting thendistliin detail the Book of Nature,
but their main intention was to compare it to the®B of Scriptures.

The proceedings of early modern anatomists diffemet that much from
Winthrop’s approach—the *“opening” of a body in @isSons paralleled the
“opening” of a text by interpreting it (P. Smith @-30; quotation: 130)—but their
priorities lay more and more on the Book of Natud¢hers took much bigger risks
and made bigger efforts than Winthrop to learn altbe secrets of the human
body—and their motivation differed. The practice di$secting human bodies had
been only at its beginning, and there were mordl r@figious restraints, wherefore
some anatomists resorted to the bodies of conviatietinals or even stole corpses
from the cemeteries. Especially female bodies wearely available, which prompted
the English physician and astrologer Nicholas Qudpeto assert in 1651 that the
“Formation of the Child in the Womb” (71) was “tdéficultest piece of work . . . in

126

the whol study of Anatomy”firectory 55).“> Winthrop, by contrast, was satisfied

with viewing the corpse in order to compare ittie teports of witnesses.

126 For an example of the body of a convicted crimimging handed over to anatomists for dissection,
see Watkins’'sNewes from the Dead 652 (see chapter 2.2 of this dissertation). @ history of
dissections, see Sawday; for a special focus onstraurs births, see BateEmblematic153-8, and
“Good” 152-4; for examples of dissections in seeenth-century New England, see Green 56-58.
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Francis Bacon’s approach was much more active irths been claimed,
aggressivE’ than Winthrop’s. Bacon had argued that nature egéd be forced to
reveal her secrets: the object of natural histbiguid not only be “nature free and at
large (when she is left to her own course and dw¥swork her own way)” but
“nature under constraint and vexed; that is to sdyen by art and the hand of man
she is forced out of her natural state, and squearnd moulded” (25). The doctrine
of providence had an active component since it kegsiired to be attentive and to
actively collect stories of strange phenomena, dmiRumsey pointed out, one needed
to wait more or less passively until God revealbdirt hidden meaning (4-13).
Interest in providence stories inspired large abibms of specimens and countless
reports on ruptures of the normal course of natame, it was felt as a duty to record
such happenings so that posterity might eventdigty out about God’s message that
lay hidden in the Book of Nature; however, in mosses, these singular events were
not systematically analyzed but simply mentionedairrow, as the writings of
Winthrop and Hull show. Science in the Baconiarssemeant exploring phenomena
in a much more proactive and structured way. In,stins unlikely that Winthrop
consciously followed Baconian methods, and his mmdethe disinterring of the
corpse of Dyer’s child was not the act of a disieséed researcher.

Winthrop’s role as a leading political figure seetmdave eclipsed any other
interests and abilities. For Winthrop, the privatauld not be separated from the
public. Winthrop regarded the topics he wrote atamipublic matters, even if they
concerned birth and private tragedies or affectesd dwn life. Winthrop clearly
conceived of himself as “a public man” in his joakMoseley 45). Already in his “A
Modell of Christian Charity,” delivered in 1630 duy the sea passage to New
England, Winthrop had propounded that, if theirj@gcbwas to succeed, “the care of
the public must oversway all private respects” ladell” 89).

In having Dyer’s child exhumed, Winthrop assumetbnoretative authority
and claimed for him and the magistrates the righéxplore and decide about the
meaning of Dyer’'s monstrous birth. Cotton’s assuompthat God had addressed only
the Dyer family and the other witnesses went contta the practice of interpreting

such prodigies as a sign for the community at laagel Winthrop (and other Puritan

127 Merchant (esp. 149-90) argues that the Baconigroaph reduced nature—conceived of as
female—into a passive object. For a critique of dhant’s thesis of the “death of nature,” see for
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colonials) clearly shared this latter viewpoint.il@bearing was a public matter in
Puritan New England and elsewhere in the Christiarid (Pender “Bodyshop” 99):
“The sexual intercourse of man and woman, theim the case of mortals a kind of
seed-bed of the city” (Augustine 15:16, 502). AsrdNaightly pointed out, for
Winthrop, as an adherent of the doctrine of provade the “interpretation of such an
occurrence [as Dyer’'s monster] must be a publitarqrivate, matter” (29).

One could argue that by not considering a medialamation Winthrop acted
like a professional: being neither a physician aopreacher, he abstained from
offering an explanation based upon physiologicaicepts, and he used the doctrine
of providence with care. This restraint calls tonchthe demonstrative humbleness of
Thomas Gataker (see above), who left the detaifedysis of Antinomianism “to
some other skilfulAnatomists of more strength, and of better abilities for s
businesse then my self” (To the Christian Read@finthrop stuck to what he
considered his main duty—recording the fate of Blag¢' colony year after year and
governing its body politic. And this included thght and even the duty to exert
control over the bodies forming and reproducing tiody politic, as the theory of the
sociologist Turner on the problem of order implidsawing mainly upon the writings
of Thomas Hobbes and Michel Foucault, Turner arghes “the reproduction of
populations through time” was one of “four relawdidhensions” with regard to the
“problem of order” within communities (B. Turner 9t Winthrop could not accept
that Dyer’s monstrous birth had been “viewed of endut Mrs. Hutchinson and the
midwife, one Hawkins’s wife” (WinthropJournal 253). Especially in view of the
dangers of hypocrisy, the authorities needed towkabout the loyalty of their
subjects*® Governor Winthrop’s main motivation was not sciemait the well-being

of the body politic.

example H. Cohen 183-4, 195-8. On parallels draemvéen nature and the female sex, see chapter
3.3 of this dissertation.

128 The other three dimensions are the “regulationp@pulations “in space, the restraint of desire as
an interior body problem and the representatiobatfies in social space as an issue concerning the
surface of the body” (B. Turner 91).

1291t has been argued that the wish for knowing wiegipened inside bodies and minds (especially
regarding those perceived as “others,” who werd gaendanger communal loyalties in processes of
national consolidation) had to do with the risedefnocracy (and racism), see Campbalgnder12;
Trubowitz, “Crossed-Dressed” 195-6.
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2.2 “some strange things™*° John Clarke, John Cotton, Thomas Shepard—a
priest-physician and two colonial Puritan ministers on Anne
Hutchinson’s “mole”

“It cannot be denyed but we haue conceiued manystrmus imaginations of Christ Jesus,
the one imagination sayes loe, here he is; ther gthiges loe, there he is; multiplicitie of
conceptions, but is there any one true shape of?Hind if one of many produce a shape, tis
not the shape of the sonne of God man, but an fagligdd [sic] Metamorphosis, neither is it
a liuinge shape, but a dead one”

--Edward Howes, “Letter to John Winthrop Jr.” ([B48 506--

Winthrop’s journal entries on Dyer’s stillborn athiare based upon the reports of two
colonial midwives, and those on Hutchinson’s misege on information provided
by two colonial Puritan ministers; therefore, tlbeus of this chapter lies on the way
prominent ministers of the Bay colony such as JGmtton and Thomas Shepard
reacted to this episode and which role a “preaphgsician” such as John Clarke
played in processes of news-spreading and in irg@ng prodigious occurrences.
That Puritan ministers were interested in humanoection was not uncommon, but
the stories of Dyer's and Hutchinson'’s failed praggies offer “[tlhe most dramatic
example of ministerial interest in childbirth” imry colonial history (Ulrich 132). By
analyzing the specific type of Hutchinson’s “monoss birth” in all its facets and by
choosing a transatlantic perspective it will bevehdhat Thomas Shepard and John
Clarke belong to two contrary types of ministersfaisas their relationship with
medical topics is concerned, with John Cotton ogimygpa kind of middle position.
The entry on Hutchinson’s failed pregnancy in Winofiis journal is based
upon a report provided by the Reverend John Clgit89-1676). Clarke was one of
those who had been disarmed at the height of then@mian Controversy and left
the jurisdiction afterwards. He moved on to Portsthpand in 1639 he co-founded
the town of Newport, now Rhode Island; Anne Hutsbm lived in the same area.
Upon a request by Winthrop, Clarke sent a firsbrepn Hutchinson’s miscarriage to
Winthrop some time before 21 September 1638: skiephaduced “several lumps,

every one of them greatly confused,” and “altogethiéhout form”:

130 The quotation is from John Tombes (qtd. in Bax@ajn 189); on Tombes, see chapter 3.4.
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but if they were considered in respect of the pafresach lump of flesh, then there was a
representation of innumerable distinct bodies enftrm of a globe, not much unlike the
swims of some fish, so confusedly knit togethersbymany several strings, (which |
conceive were the beginning of veins and nervesthabis was impossible either to
number the small round pieces in every lump, meass to discern from whence every
string did fetch its original, they were so snantew within another. (Winthrogournal
265)

According to Clarke, there were “about twenty-sikimps” in all, and of these “six
or seven of some bigness; the rest were small”)(265

Winthrop was “not satisfied with this relation” dinrequested more
information. Whether he “spake after with the skld Clarke” (266) rather than
corresponding in written form is difficult to telit is known, however, that Clarke
reacted quickly by describing in greater detail ahightly different wording the
number of lumps as well as their size, adding tiwagfterbirth (“secundine”) came
after:

The lumps were twenty-six or twenty-seven, distiamtl not joined together; . . . six of
them were as great as his fist, and one as greafoafsts; the rest each less than other,
and the smallest about the bigness of the top ®fthimb. The globes were round
things, included in the lumps, about the bigness aimall Indian bean, and like the
pearl in a man’s eye. The two lumps, which diffefexin the rest, were like liver or
congealed blood, and had no small globes in thenthe rest had. (Winthrogpurnal
266)

It may seem surprising that Clarke so willingly yicted the Governor of the colony
of which he had to depart shortly before with dethiinformation. But it was not
unusual that those who had left due to earlier laxig@foccasionally inter-acted on
friendly terms with the colony’s authorities. Rogafilliams, for example, who had
been banished in October 1635 due to a convictiosedition and heresy, was
informed by Winthrop about the monstrous birth chryl Dyer (see chapter 1.1)—
maybe because Hutchinson and her party continusgread their own versions of
the Antinomian Controversy on Aquidneck Island le tNarragansett Bay, where
Williams was living. While his correspondence witbthn Cotton was marked by their
strong differences in opinion (Cotton regarded Mfiis as overtly stubborn and

disliked his extreme viewpoints in religio}; Williams’s relationship with Winthrop

131 Roger Williams had provoked the establishment wits unorthodox views on political and
religious issues, questioning for example the iewgity of the charter and the colonials’ dealinghwit
the Native Americans; in addition, he was advocptiadical separatism—both from the Church of
England and of church and state. See chapter 8. Ganostad; Jordan IlI: 472-506.
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rested upon more friendly terms (see Gaustad 1&233? As Timothy Hall put it;
contrary to the wide-spread view of New EnglanditBos as narrow-minded fanatics
they tended to “pragmatic compromise” (27). Oftenowgh, colonial settlers
depended on each other for getting and passingformation or profited from each
other’'s experiences. So even though Clarke latanldvariticize the Bay colonial
authorities for their hostility to religious libgrin his Ill Newes from New-England
(see Field, “Antinomians” 459-61), he was willing satisfy Winthrop’s demand for
news on Hutchinson’s fate.

Clarke was a valuable provider of information on nAnHutchinson’s
miscarriage because he possessed medical knowhkatlfjehad been a first-hand
witness. When Hutchinson “perceived her body togheatly distempered, and her
spirits failing,” her husband, William, “sent” f&larke (if we can trust his report as
qguoted in Winthrop’slournal see 265). We do not know whether Clarke was aalle
to this complicated birth in his capacity as presabr physician, but those who had
sent for him were unlikely to have distinguishedthebetween the two professions.
Winthrop had described Clarkes“a physician and a preacher” in his journal (264),
and Clarke is indeed a good example of a so-caliedcher-physiciaft>

The concept of preacher-physicians rested on thengstion that God had
endowed ministers with the divine gift of healingwer (Elmer 13-19). In the first
half of the sixteenth century, the Swiss physicaard alchemist Paracelsus, also
known as Theophrastus Bombastus von Hohenheim,challenged the Galenic
viewpoint that medical practice and religion shob&lkept in separate spheres. The
medical reformers in the Paracelsian and Helmorttiadition argued that medical
practice and theory needed a grounding in religiélmer 13, 16-19; French and
Wear, eds.). Spiritual and physical health wereamdgd as being mutually
interdependent, wherefore ministers felt respohsidior both—they felt a “mixed
calling.” The Puritan missionary to the Native Amans, John Eliot, for example,
was also “skilled in medicine” (Green 32). The matars’ interest in medicine was

132|n the same letter in which he wrote to Winthrdgpat Dyer’s monstrous birth, Williams remarked
that “it is no small griefe that | am otherwise pgaded, and that some times you say (and | cansay
lesse) that we differ” (25); Williams clearly distzed himself from Anne Hutchinson and the
Antinomians: “The Lord mercifully redeeme them, aldof vs from all our delusions” (“Letter” 25).

133 On preacher-physicians, see Elmer; Green 58-68nHéDoctors” 199; Watson 2-4. Estimations
range from ten percent of Puritan ministers hawdrgjrong interest in medical matters to suggestions
that more or less all divines in colonial New Emglgracticed the art of healing on singular ocaasio
or on a regular basis (Watson 3-4).
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additionally spurred by millennial thinking, whidbstered expectations that the time
was near when mankind would be restored to a statemplete harmony with God
and nature such as it had existed before theEglgetting to know the hidden secrets
of the body, the possibility seemed near at harddain dominion over nature.

There also was a practical reason for ministersvighog medical care.
Learned physicians with a university degree werease in the early years of the
British overseas colonies that they were practcatin-existent. Although the basis
for the foundation of Harvard College had alreaégrb laid in late 1636, medicine
would for a long time not be officially taught dmet North American continent. In the
first decades after its founding, Harvard’'s maimgmse had been the education of the
future ministerial elite. Before the founding oetMedical School in the early 1780s,
subjects like chemistry and biology were only taugh part of natural philosophy
(Christianson 120-2; I. CoheBomel2-13, 100-3, 124; Reiss 19-28f.Due to this
lack of institutions for medical training there wefewer restraints in the colonies
than in England (see chapter 3.3) regarding mirsigteacticing medicine. Colonial
clergymen often were the best-educated personardt, lwherefore they sometimes
gave medical advice or practiced on a limited scale

It is hard to tell which level of medical knowled@¢arke had attained. Since
the professionalization of medicine had not beechmadvanced yet, those medical
practitioners who called themselves “doctor” or ypitian,” like Clarke, did not
necessarily hold a university degree, even lessctothte of medicine. Only in the
course of the eighteenth century the academic ddgrB®. became a prerequisite for
being recognized as medical practitioner (Green. Egrly modern doctors of
“physicke” usually possessed at least a B.A. degreEknew the writings of Galen,
Hippocrates, and Aristotle (J. SmitBpmpleteWorks224n8)*** S. Williams doubts
that Clarke had received medical training at aB7(hote*); but Clarke’s report on
Hutchinson’s miscarriage includes vocabulary of lgmrned, for example when he
described that Hutchinson delivered “in immoderéitmre uterino” (Winthrop,

134 Early colonials were well aware that they lackkeoretical and practical medical knowledge. In
October 1647, the General Court pointed out theessty that students of physics should be trained
both theoretically and practically in anatomy (Gre81-32; cf. 38-40). One month earlier, in
September 1647, John Eliot had written to Thomasp8id that he hoped that “Our young Students in
Physick may be trained up better than yet they e, have onely theoreticall knowledge, and are
forced to fall to practice before ever they sanAmatomy made” (qtd. in Green 31).
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Journal 265), that is, in “a heavy discharge from the wbdbn@®65n65, editors);
furthermore, Clarke performed a dissection and fepé the “small globes” of which
the lumps consisted in order to get informationttwgir build-up (WinthropJournal
265).

As the example of John Clarke confirms, ministerh\a strong interest in
medicine tried to examine prodigious births witkitrown eyes or, at occasions, even
assisted in difficult child births. In 1647, forstance, the Reverend John Fiske of
Wenham, MA., heard about an “unnatural birth” is Brea and performed a partial
autopsy on the body of the stillborn infant, of ahihe gave a detailed report in his
journal (49-50). Fiske had been trained in divirstyCambridge University before
migrating to Massachusetts in 1637. Still in 17#% Reverend Hugh Adams of
Durham claimed with a sense of pride to have ssfolg ended more than three
days of painful labor in December of the precediagr by moving the unborn child
into another posture (“Narrative” 35-36%.

All three examples of the involvement of preacheygicians in difficult
births—Clarke, Fiske, and Adams—confirm that in 8eventeenth and up to the
early eighteenth century “learned (usually maledl day (often female) medical
practices” were closely inter-tied in New Englaféiinenbaum 7). Thereigned a
spirit of communal endeavor and cooperation. Clarfee example, probably
interacted closely with the women attending Hutsbiris birthing scene. Although
he was only “called to see” the “lumps” after thed been “brought to light,” Clarke
came early enough to see them with his own eyest tinwashed, (and afterwards in
warm water).” Clarke got to know the number of lwgrfpccording to the relation of
those, who more narrowly searched into the numibghem” (Winthrop, Journal
265)—probably the midwife and female neighbors. cAlkiske seems to have
cooperated with the women who were attending theriag scene when examining
the skull of the stillborn child. When he discerngw loose parts, he “caused the
women . . . to feel likewise and they concludechwmite that the skull was broken and
turned one part into the other.” Fiske then “opetieel head” and “smelled,” “as

likewise after me the rest of the women,” he noteldviously Fiske and the women

135 On medicine and the education of medical practis in England and New England in the
seventeenth century, see Christianson 117-26; G26e34; Reiss 14-20; Tannenbaum 6-12; Wertz
and Wertz (esp. 2-18); on Clarke, see Green 8.

136 On John Fiske’s and Hugh Adams’s interest in fiith, see Ulrich 132-3. On Fiske, see also the
editor’s introduction to his diary (Fiske, ed. Ppp@.

88



involved wanted to share their knowledge, wherefitrey “left it to be seen of
others” (50).

Based upon the report provided by Clarke, modeholacs have diagnosed
Hutchinson’s delivery a “hydatidiform mole,” an aymal, precancerous uterine
growth that easily could be mistaken for pregnarnityAlready in writings of the
classical antiquity and the early modern period,‘thola” was related to uncertainty
regarding the state of pregnancy and abnormal ¢roavimole was the product of a
womb that became swollen without true conceptibmas a “false Conception” that
resulted in “a fleshy mass” (Aristotle 1V, VII, 7B} in “a certaine hardned swelling
or tumour” (Rueff 137, 138; cf. Guillemea@hild-Birth 13)*® As quoted in chapter
1.1, also Hutchinson’s “monstrous shape” was “reggbto be many false conceptions
in a lump” (Browne, “Letter” 230).

That moles were easily mistaken for pregnancy bagotwith the theory of
suppressed menses. In the Galenic body (see chapdeit was essential that the
bodily fluids, for example menstrual and venal lpflowed unobstructed to ensure
good health. The balance of the bodily fluids iaflaed not only the well-being and
character of each individual but also conceptiod #re development of the fetus in
the womb. A mole could be read as a sign that lindsf had been out of balance
since this “ill shaped lump of flesh” was “fed byetTerms that flow to it,” so that it
was growing “greater every day in the womb” (Shk0g).

A good example of the influence of bodily fluidstie story of Anne Greene

as narrated in Richard Watkind$ewes from the Deafll651), printed in London

137 0On this retrospective diagnosis, see Reid 531R&Mhardson and Hertig 545; Schutte 90, esp. n14.
Battis (247-8) claims that Hutchinson suffered frarkind of menopausal hysteria, which, in his view,
could also explain her deviant talk. Field strongtiticizes Richardson’s and Hertig's essay of 1,959
claiming that its authors “perpetuate the grotedquak of regard for Hutchinson'’s privacy” and fel

ask the “larger question of why Hutchinson’s politiopponents were allowed to examine the contents
of her womb, and why they wanted to” (“Ourselvedjeld recommends reading this study “as a
historical document in itself, as a marker of taekl of progress in Boston between 1643 and 1959.”
On Field’s critique of the essay of Richardson Hledtig, see also part V of this dissertation.

138 See also chapter XVII of the often reprintgdstoteles Master-pieg¢Of false Conceptions, and
how to know them” (124-30), and chapter 12, “Of Mele or false conception” (122-79), in Sadler’s
The Sicke Womans Private Looking-Glag4636). For additional primary sources, see Cressy
Travestie287n11. On the mola in the early modern period,Galbi 56-71.
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thirteen years after Hutchinson had suffered hescarriage®® Greene had given
birth to a child that was said to have been “vanparfect, being not above a span in
length, and the sexe hardly to be distinguishedhab [it] rather seemed lamp of
flesh, then a well and duly formed Infant” (Watki@s7). Not only does the wording
“lump of flesh” call to mind early modern descrigots of moles (including that of
Anne Hutchinson) but Anne Greene’s testimony easilyld be interpreted by early
moderns as proof that there was suppressed mdrtdanvolved. Greene claimed
that she had been unaware of having been pregaldtmugh she had been “without
the usual Courses of women” for almost ten wedieretfollowed “continual Issues”

for the duration of one month; these led her tocthmclusion

that it was nothing else but a flux of those hunijthat is, menstrual blood] which for
ten weeks before had been suppressed; and thathilde which then fell from her
unawares, was nothing but a lump of the same madtegulated (Watkins 7)

The wording “matter coagulated” is almost synonymuaiith the “blood congealed”
of which Hutchinson’s fleshy “lumps” consisted amtiog to Clarke (Winthrop,
Journal 266).

In the early modern period, the type of a mole determined by taking into
consideration the number of lumps and the mattewluth the lumps were built.
Usually, a mole was said to consist of a singlee¢pi or lump of mishapen flesh”
(Rueff 137), but there were also cases with sewdistinguishable lumps, and there
circulated stories of multiple pregnancies att@olhowadays to the same medical
phenomenon in which it was claimed that a woman lvadight forth dozens and
hundreds of babies at one bitf. Thus the statement that Anne Hutchinson had

produced “about twenty-six” “lumps” (Winthrogpurnal 265) is not that uncommon
when compared to such reports. Regarding the mattethich the mole consisted,

contemporary tracts usually distinguished betwetne" and “false” moles, with

139 On this newssheet see Dolan 133-5; J. Friedriwhracles 26-29. Although moles form part of
almost any early modern tract on birth and midwiféehere have come down to us significantly fewer
broadsheets dealing with moles than with headl@#issb One reason may have been that formless
lumps of flesh were not well suited for being dégitin woodcuts—alsblewes from the Deazhrries

no illustration on the title page. Evidently therstof Anne Greene nonetheless had a great appeal t
the masses: in the first year of publication thees done a second impression, with several ballads
composed on the occasion added to the main part.

10 For examples, see Bondeson 64-94; Richardson amtighHb45; Strachan 273-6; for an early
modern source, see Clarké&aMirrour or Looking-Glass Both for Saints, and i$éns(496).

90



various sub-categories. As one of the earliestnsite discussions of moles statét,
a “true Mola” was “fleshy, being nothing else but anprofitable masse, without
shape or forme, hard and firme,” while a “false Bfolas “of three sorts, the one
windy, being a collection of grosse winds: the secwatrish, or a heaping together
of waters: the third humorall, or a meeting of maynors” (GuillemeaucChild-birth
12-13). Sometimes, however, the mole was “nothiamgebbag full of blood” (Sharp
108).

Thus there was one sort of “true” moles—commonljleda“fleshy” or
“membranous”™—and there were three types of “fateeles: “windy,” “humourous,”
and “watery.” A “true” mole (that is, a “fleshy” ofmembranous” one) was “a
mishapen [sic] piece of flesh without figure or erdit is full of Veins and Vessels
with discoloured veins or membranes of almost albars, without any entrails or
bones, or motion”; its form was either long or rdumand there were cases when
women “have cast forth three at a time” (Sharp 1%). Both the father and the
mother were responsible for creating a “true” mas, Guillemeau pointed out in
1612: “the man must adde somewhat thereun@fiild-birth 14). The origin of
“false” moles was to be found within the maternatly, in particular in the matrix:
the “windie Mole” was “ingendred through want ofdbte in the Matrice,” the “watry
Mole proceeds from the abundance of watrie thowhest the liver or “the weaknes
of the Matrice,” and the “humorall Mole” was credtehen there came down “too
much moisture . . . through the vessels of therigkt (Guillemeau,Child-birth 15;
cf. Sharp 108).

It is hard to tell which type of mole early modgohysicians would have
ascribed to Hutchinson’s miscarriage. Clarke’sestant that “the matter” of the
lumps “seemed to be blood congealed” (Winthdiurnal 266) calls to mind Sharp’s
“bag full of blood” (see above), which did not begpto one of the frequent types of
moles. Clarke’s comment that the lumps were “broughight” (265) “in a heavy
discharge from the womb'J¢urnal editors, 265n65) suggests that it was a watery
mole belonging to the class of “false” moles, ardrke himself had stated that the
matter of the “small globes” he had opened weretlypavind and partly water”

(265). But Hutchinson’s multiple births also dismd characteristics of

141 The midwifery treatiseChild-Birth, or The Happy Deliverie of Wom¢h612) was authored by
Jacques Guillemeau (or “James Guillimeau”), a fordisciple of Ambroise Paré (see chapter 2.1) and
one of the surgeons of the French king. The work thenslated into English in 1612 (Calbi 57).
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“membranous,” or “fleshy,” that is, “true” moleshe lumps were “confusedly knit
together” by “several strings” and “veins,” andraémbrane” was found (Winthrop,
Journal 265), which was considered by early moderns asign“true” mole.

A mole carried enormous potential for metaphorterpretation and polemic.
In many publications the sections dealing with racéso dealt with monsters, and
“these monstrous creatures” (Boaistuau 12 versog weost often presented as the
result of God’s wrath and as judgment on the hiariins of the parent§? A
frequent explanation for moles were parents gitiregnselves over to unconstrained
lust, “sufferyng themselues to run headlong, adme beastes without guide to the
puddle or sinke of their filthie appetites, hauimg respecte or regarde to the age,
place, tyme or other lawes ordeined of nature” {&oau 12 verso)*® Moles
happened more than usual, Sharp noted, when “MdrWomen ly together when
they have their courses,” wherefore the blood wen fit” to be formed into a child
“by reason of impurity” and “the uncleanness of thatter” (107). Although the
“‘monthly terms” (that is, menstruation) were comsetl a necessary and health-
pertaining process (Rueff 10-11), many tracts omstrosity listed sexual intercourse
at the time of menstruation as one possible catisteformed newborn children.
Menstruation was intimately linked to the punishinehEve for seducing Adam to
taste of the forbidden fruit of the tree of knowged and menstruating women were
described as being polluted in the Old Testameomes even took recourse to
etymology to establish a link between the temenstruatiorandmonstrous** Due
to these negative connotations, the temola or “Moon-Calf” (Sharp 106), as a mole
also was called’™ was sometimes used as a pejorative term aimedseatediting
others. Cotton Mather (see chapters 4.3 and hdgpXample, criticized the Quakers

in a 1702 publication for railing against “the b&&en in theEnglish Nation” with

142 See the Fifth Book in RueffExpertMidwife, “of the false conception namédola . . . : Also of
aborcements and certaine Monsters” (1637), andtehapin Sharp’sThe Midwives Book1671). On
monstrous births as divine judgment on sinning,ctepters 1.1 and 2.1.

143 Lemnius wrote in the context of moles of sexualtyive women who “snatch the seed” from their
husbands “as hungry dogs do a bone” (First Boo&ptr 8, 23). For a discussion of how moles were
seen in relation to female sexual pleasure in eadgiern tracts, see Calbi 64-70.

144 See Lev. 15.19-33, Isa. 30.22, Lam. 1.17, Ezel6,1dnhd esp. 2 Esd. v, 4-9. It has been claimed
that Sharp’sThe Midwives Bookl671) is an example of the frequent associatfidhewordmenstrua
with monstrous(P. Crawford 70), but Sharp described the “Montbbyrses of women” (“in Latin
Menstrud) as “quasi Monstruafor it is a Monstrous thing, that no creature Buvomen [sic] hath
them” (288). On seventeenth-century attitudes tdwaenstruation, see P. Crawford, esp. 59-63, 70.
145 For other examples for the use of the tenoon-calf see GuillemeawGhild-birth 13; Rueff 137-8;
see also the title of Michael DraytorTie Moone-Calf§1627].
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expressions such ashbu Mole; . . . thou Cow-Dung; thou Moon-CafMagnalia
VI, 26).

That a mole was associated with unruly sexual behawade it a very
suitable potential rhetoric weapon against Annechinson and those supporting her.
During her church trial of March 1638, the minisiehn Davenport presented it as a
logical consequence of Hutchinson’s belief in miggta of the soul (see chapter 1.1)
that Hutchinson would become unfaithful to her lamgb a denial of the immortality
of the soul surely would lead to “Libertanismé&®“Licentiousnesse,” and “sinfull
Liberty” (D. Hall, ed. 358). It was common belidfat awareness of a sure death
without the possibility of resurrection would leadwards unrestrained sexual
conduct. Also John Cotton warned of the consequeeticd a denial of resurrection

could have:

. . if the Resurrection be past than you cannot EvédeArgument . . that filthie
Sinne of the Communitie of Woemen without Distinatior Relation of Marriage, will
necessarily follow. And though | have not herd, thay do | think, you have bine
unfaythfull to your Husband in his Marriage Covenaea that will follow upon it(D.
Hall, ed. 372)

At about the time when news of Hutchinson’s misege spread across the Bay
colony and beyond, the members of the Boston chieanimed about another episode
that offered itself for moralizing gossiping. Onfetle followers of Anne Hutchinson,
Captain John Underhill, who had been prominentiyoived in the war against the
Pequot tribe, was accused of having had an unlasefationship with the “young,
and beautiful” wife of his neighbor (Winthroplournal 264). That Underhill’s
adultery coincided with news on Hutchinson’s momssr birth (both were reported
upon in Winthrop’sJournal in September 1638) reinforced the inherent conmect
between unconstrained sexual desires, disregardligfous authorities, and failed
pregnancies.

The sexual connotations of moles come up once whig in the reception
history of Anne Hutchinson’s mofé! but another connotation proved even more

influential. In addition to sexual misbehavior, alm was closely associated with

16 The termlibertine covered a whole range of possible meanings iry eaddern Europe—from “a
challenge to orthodox religion” to “a loosening faimily bonds” (J. Turner x). Also the reputed
nearness of the “Hutchinsonians” to the Family o& (see chapter 2.2) played in the hands of the
opponents of Antinomianism due to the associatidfamilism with sexual license.
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intellectual misconceptions, not the least becaigbe double meaning of the term
conception referring to both biological and mental offsprinthomas Browne, for
example, confessed in his treatise on erroneouef®ePseudodoxia Epidemica
(1672), that the frequent occurrence of “Mola’s afadse conceptions” was a
“monstrosity” to him (141, 112). Both in the biologl and metaphorical sense
monstrous false conceptions were characterizedlagkaof order and direction. The
mental conceiving of ideas was an active procéssas necessary to give form and
structure to unformed material, and this resemtiledprocess of generation: one was
“laboring” an idea, giving form to it, and birthing (see Todd 197-203). Monsters
were created when one avoided this labor of thoplsimce then imagination was not
formed into an idea but retained its raw, shap€i@sa, as the famous Renaissance
thinker Montaigne explained with regard to poetwhen people were unable to
clearly express their thoughts, these remained hingt but shadows of some
imperfect Images and Conceptions” difficult to ppance; and when these people
tried as much with much stammering “you will soa@nclude, that their Labour is
not to Delivery, but about Conception, and thatythee but licking their formless
Embrio” (Book |, 288):48

That birth defects and defective opinions wereroffescribed with a similar
wording is illustrated by a passage in Winthromsrpal. During the court trial of
November 1637 (when Hutchinson showed signs of namegy, see chapter 1.1),
Winthrop presented Hutchinson as having become ilged fup with heretical
thinking—as if she had been pregnant with it—thtst eruptive outflow was
unavoidable: “And, after many speeches to andafrtgst she was so full as she could
not contain, but vented her revelationgog@rnal 241). The wording reminds of
Clarke’s report on Hutchinson’s mole that entereel world in “a heavy discharge
from the womb” (see above). Lemnius had explaineilaly in The Secret Miracles
of Nature (1658) that moles were produced when “sometimesr dffiree Moneths
space, that filthy matter runs forth, and an unsligg heap comes out by pieces, as
filthy water out of a Ship by the Pump” (First Boakapter 8, 23).

147 See for example the second part of this chapteenvirhomas Shepard’s writings are analyzed; see
also chapter 3.3.
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Bodily fluids that were out of balance served nolyao explain how moles
came into being but also how mental and biologrm&conceptions were related.
René Descartes and the Cambridge Platonists hadedethe ancient mind-body
division as two independent entities, and the cemplystem of humoral fluids, spirit,
and solids within the human body helped explain leternal impressions, which
were gathered with the corporeal senses, wereftwramsd into immaterial ideas.
Imagination was an intermediary agent between timel rand the body, so that both
could exert influence upon each other. In pregnamnen, for example, the mental
condition of the mother-to-be was transformed imtatter and made visible at the
moment of birth—a process that has been summaazethe theory of maternal
imagination (see Todd 108-9, 118-26). Accordingthis theory, there was a
connection between inner longings and the outwhape of a newborn child; the
passions of the mother were replicated in matéoiah. As Lemnius formulated it in
the Fourth Book of hisThe Secret Miracles of Natur@658): “For the force of
imagination is so strong, that if a woman oncediaster eyes and thoughts upon any
object, all the faculties of nature, and that fotbat serves to form the Child, the
humours running from all parts, which are at hemownd, fall down thither, and
imagination is wholly intent to do the business233).

The concept of the potentially disastrous effedtsnaternal imagination on
the unborn child was one of the most influentiadhes for explaining monstrous
births in the early modern perid®. The supposed connection between the womb and
the brain may have tempted William Harvey to wonutethe final chapter of his
Anatomical Exercitation§1653) “whether, as we see with aeyes and think with
our braines so afemaledoth conceive with hevteru®” (540). Similarly, the authors

of treatises on birth pondered on the origin ofdseboth male and female—in the

18 The passage is part of the section “Of the Edanaif Children” in Montaigne’&ssaysIn another
translation of th&essaydhere is even stronger resonance of formless “ltinigeey doe but licke that
imperfect and shapeless lump of matter” (qtd. ild®02). In 1713, Baxter (or Calamy) similarly
described the doctrines of Vane and HutchinsorNadions” that were “raw and undigested” (98); on
Calamy, see shortly in chapter 3.4. The trope @fingrconceptions will be taken up in chapter 3.3.

149 0n the concept of maternal imagination, see cha@8 and 4.3; cf. Huet; Shildrick; Todd 108-9,
118-26. The theory was listed in countless pubibcetas a possible cause of monstrous births;mee f
example Lemnius’sThe Secret Miracles of Naturd658), First Book, ch. 1V, 14-15 and passim;
Sharp’sThe Midwives Bookl671, 111). Although in mid-seventeenth centwylits about the theory
of maternal imagination increased, belief in thie&f of the mother’s thoughts on the unborn child
has lingered on until our own days (Halpert 233-7).
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body, and some claimed that it was partly “ingeddo¢ the braine” (Rueff 7; cf.
Crooke 279-86§°

Theological versus medical interpretations of monst births

As far as is known today, John Cotton (c. 1584—)658vas one of the first (if not
the first) to explicitly parallel Anne Hutchinsont®odily outflow with the abilities of

her mind and her religious thinking. In Septemb@88, John Winthrop noted in his
Journala comment made by Cotton “in the open assembBoaton, upon a lecture
day” (264). Cotton “declared” that, according tomar, Hutchinson’'s delivery

consisted of

twenty-seven several lumps of man’s seed, withoyt a@teration, or mixture of any
thing from the woman, and [Cotton] thereupon gagtiethat it might signify her error
in denying inherent righteousness, but that all @hsst in us, and nothing of ours in
our faith, love, etc. (Winthroglournal 264-5)

It was this comment that initiated Winthrop to wrib John Clarke and ask for the
report quoted above “to know the certainty therédfurnal 265).

Referring to Cotton’s comment on Hutchinson’s rais@ge as given in
Winthrop’s journal, Traister claims that Cotton ribley implicitly pointed out the
child’s “lack of female attributes” as well as “themale withdrawal into the confined
space of midwifery and the midwife’s removal froned patriarchal supervision,” so
that “the monstrous birth metaphorically signale flemale withdrawal from the
anatomy of reproduction” (145; cf. 145-6). | agtbat at the bottom of Cotton’s
statement lay differing conceptions of the privatel the public sphere and of the role
ascribed to women in the process of reproductiod @so that these motifs affected
early interpretations of Dyer’'s and Hutchinson’ssaairriages)—but, at least as this
guotation is concerned, in another sense than stagtyby Traister.

Evidently, Cotton had tried to connect theoriesnawies to his main field of
expertise: Protestant theology. John Cotton wasafrtee most influential Puritan

130 |1n Rueff's view (7-8), seed was mostly “colleciud gathered together from . . . the whole body.”
The theory that male seed, that is, semen, origgnat the brain and the spinal marrow goes back to
Hippocrates (or his son-in-law, Polybus); otherrpireent adherents were Aristotle (I, XVII 721b) and
Galen. See Preus 70-71.

1 For basic biographic details, see Bremer, “CottaMinship,Making Heretics44-49.
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preachers in New Englartef He regarded it as divinely ordained duty to stthy
works of nature, since a good Christian was obligeldonor nature as the outflow of
divine wisdom. Cotton’s education at the Universiy Cambridge had been
dominated by “Christian humanism,” and, like marayle Puritans, he approached
medicine on a rather theoretical and utilitariarsifgdEmersonJohn 2). To study
nature served the benefit of mankind not only lyeasing “the knowledge of many
medicinall things” but by providing “Instruction”of the soul (CottonBriefe
Exposition23). This religious grounding of his interest iedicine is also reflected in
Cotton’s epistemological method, which belongedhis medieval and early modern
custom of citing classic authorities and testingirthwritings against the Bible
(Hornberger 507-10, 513).

Cotton’s statement that Hutchinson’s miscarriagégtmsignify her error in
denying inherent righteousness, but that all wass€hn us,” refers to a theological
dispute. In Boston, the question whether the Hdfp$$ dwelled in person in a true
believer had been much debated in late October.1636s agreed “that the Holy
Ghost is God, and that he doth dwell in the behevéut whether he did so “by his
gifts and power only, or by any other manner ofspree” was subject to debate; it
was “earnestly desired, that the word person nmbghfiorborn, being a term of human
intervention” (WinthropJournal 201). Anne Hutchinson did not only believe in “the
indwelling of the person of the Holy Ghost” but thaentered a “personal union”
with the believer (WinthropJournal 195)—which was one reason why many
adversaries labelled Hutchinson and her followeasilists The Familists were a
religious sect that had sprung up in Holland aroumid-sixteenth century. Its
founder, Henry Niclaes, based his preaching onCihiestian mystic idea that a part
of God resided in every person (Como 5; Valeriu3)18

Rather than hinting at Hutchinson’s withdrawal frimological reproduction,
as Traister proposed, Cotton probably implied witls initial statement that
Hutchinson did not contribute enough on 8pritual level. The elders demanded
active participation of the believer in the process justification, while Anne

Hutchinson’s standpoint (and that of John Wheeltrigdenry Vane, and, at least in

152 Already back in England, Cotton had built up soneputation at St. Botolph’s in Boston,
Lincolnshire. When in 1633 the cause of Puritaigi@lis dissidents had received a severe setback due
to the appointment of William Laud as ArchbishopG#nterbury, John Cotton and his family joined
the “Great Migration” to New England. After his imal in September 1633, Cotton became teacher of
the First Church of Boston, where John Wilson de&h church discipline.
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the early phase of the Antinomian Controversy, Johtion) meant a passive waiting
for regeneration—they trusted completely on thekivms of the Holy Spirit in them.
The tendency to passively await salvation had beeich debated and in parts
strongly criticized at least up to the mid-forti€®r Thomas Weld (who contributed a
key text on Dyer's and Hutchinson’s monstrous Birteee part Il of this study),
taking such a stance would mean that nobody netd&oke troubled by the Law,”
and individual faith would be “only a discerningatiChrist is his owne already, and
is only an act of the Spirit upon him, no act of bwne done by him” (Winthrop,
Short Story 1644, The Preface). In his tra&tShort View of the Antinomian Errours
(published in London in 1643), Thomas Bakewell canepd Antinomians to “dead
stones,” waiting passively that “the spirit of Gdoe his owne worke in them and by
them”; but in order to “be made a living stone,’kBavell pointed out, one needed to
“worke actively by the movings of the spirit of Godthee” (21; 11).

At the height of the controversies, Hutchinson hadn able to draw upon the
respected authority of John Cotton who also prowai man’s passivity in salvation.
Cotton held that no one could know for sure whelteeor she was elected and part of
the covenant of grace. Even faith was no sure gigralvation, wherefore one had to
await the divine promise of salvation to reach emste. For Cotton, sanctification
could only be secondary evidence of assurance; Venwdne never denied that
sanctification existed and conceded that a firstirsj of faith sufficed to make
someone a “visible saint,” that is, eligible as anmber of the Boston church. This
allowed him to find a common basis with John Wilsbis fellow minister at the First
Church of Boston. However, when Cotton distancedskif from Hutchinson in the
fall of 1637, he remained true to his earlier clathmt outward and visible
circumstances provided no sure evidence of spirigrace (Winship, Making
Heretics 32-36), which put him in opposition to Hooker aonther ministerial
colleagues. The Reverend Thomas Hooker held thatneeded to actively prepare
the soul for saving grace, and over time this cphoépreparation would become the
dominating one in New England (Shuffelton 83).

The Antinomian Controversy and the transatlanébades that followed upon
it may have been one reason why Cotton moved néardooker’s position in the
late 1640s and early 1650s. Like Clarke, John @athok an active role in spreading

the news of Hutchinson’s miscarriage, contrary i® passive behavior regarding
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Dyer’s monstrous birth only a few months earliege(xhapter 2.1). One motivation
for Cotton going public this time may have been wish to make good his initial
support of Anne Hutchinson. After the Cambridge &yrof September 1637, in
which Hutchinson’s practice of informally discusgithe ministers’ sermons had
been officially condemned, Cotton still restraindm distancing him completely
from the disputed viewpoints, which allowed the ¢himsonians to continue drawing
upon his authority. Only when Hutchinson had claimie be able to prophesize
during the court trial of November 1637 and propedéabelief in mortalism during
her confinement in the winter of 1637/38 (see olafitl), Cotton finally became
convinced that Hutchinson had gone too far. Publdinion within the Boston
congregation seems to have shifted more on thedidlee elders, and also Cotton
dissociated himself from Hutchinson and her follosv®. Hall, ed. 369). During the
church trial of March 1638, Cotton explained thathad “not bine ready to beleeve
Reports” and had “bine slowe of proseedinge agaymgif our Members for want of
sufficient Testimony to prove that which hath biagd to thear Charge” (D. Hall, ed.
369). This may have been motivation for him to grévat he had learned the lesson
(cf. Winship, Making Heretics 167): he condemned Hutchinson’s heretical
viewpoints by drawing a parallel to the deformedcome of her pregnancy. In a text
published in 1651, Cotton demanded “a strong amdgtyelesire to meet him [Christ]
in the bed of loves” for attaining salvation (3@&).was necessary that the believer
wished nothing more than “to have the seeds ofjtase shed abroad in your hearts,
and bring forth the fruits of grace to hintClrist 36-37). This required a much more
active approach than merely awaiting the experief¢tee grace.”

That Cotton referred to a birth defect to clarifg theological viewpoints had
not been unusual. The motifs of biological reprdaucand spiritual conversion were
closely related in Puritan religious discourse (3e€rawford 146-7). The rebirth of
the soul as part of the conversion experience (whias a prerequisite for becoming
a full member of the Church) was described wittthbimagery, and in the 1740s the
metaphor of a “new birth” was a popular one in tthetoric of the Great Awakening
(see Mahaffey 69-87, 252-4). Regeneration and asiowe were metaphorically
described as seed being planted in a hospitablewsuting—as male semen was
planted in the female womb: sanctification was ifmmward work wrought in a mans

own bowels” (Bulkeley 233-4), and it was exactlerd—in the bowels, or womb—
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that the “principle of life” was “put into Gods pele” and “the child of God is
quickned” (Bakewell 21). The womb, or alternativéhe heart, needed to be actively
prepared for sanctification, leading to a quickegniri the heart and soul. Still in the
late seventeenth century, Edward Taylor, the calopoet, minister and physician,
described in hifreparatory Meditationscomposed from the early 1680s onwards,
how the congregation (the bride of Christ, so tg) $secame impregnated by divine
seed: “The Soule’s the Wombe. Christ is the speotedAnd Saving Grace the seed
cast thereinto” (80 Meditation, 356).

Especially the concepts of “preformationism” ande4existence” influenced
Protestant covenant theology in the early moderiogeThe theory of pre-existence
held that all parts of the fetus had already beeméd at the moment of the creation
of the universe. While the covenant of grace waslen@nly with the faithful”
(Bulkeley 98), the covenant of works applied tosatice all mankind had been stored
in the first set of parents, Adam and Eve: the eomwf works “was made with all
men, all men being iddamsloins, and he standing as a publick person inrdioen
of all his children, when God made that covenarthwviiim” (Bulkeley 98; cf. J.
Edwards 416, Entry 769). The theory of preformatiamich would become the
predominant theory as of the early eighteenth ecgnsuggested that the embryonic
parts were formedfter the creation of the universe but before concepomoryonic
life existed in miniature form within the parentpnda conception initiated a
developmental process that was activated throughspiirit or soul in the parent’s
body!®*

As mentioned above, Cotton’s remark, made uponsiaeaof a lecture day,
prompted Winthrop to demand more information frotarke, and it is noteworthy
that Cotton felt the need to change his initiabiptetation after Clarke had provided
the two reports quoted in the first part of thisyter: “Mr. Cotton, next lecture day,
acknowledged his error,” and added that “he hadrficsmation by a letter from her
[Hutchinson’s] husband, etc."Jgurnal 266). Winthrop does not further explain

Cotton’s error, which is all the more unfortunaitece this “error” may have been the

133 The concepts of preformation and pre-existences whrsely related to the theory of “encasement”
(or “emboitement”). It provided an explanation afahthe infinite number of embryos was stored until
the moment of conception, holding that all embry@se encased in miniature inside one another. The
main rival of both preformation and pre-existen@swhe theory of “epigenesis,” which propagated an
automatic, sequential production of the individyarts of the embryo and therefore suited well
mechanistic thinkingOn these theories, see also chapter 4.4.
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reason why Cotton, as far as is known today, nexgin referred to Dyer's or
Hutchinson’s miscarriage in his writings (cf. Sdleut00-1).

John Clarke’s detailed description of Hutchinsommle seems to have
contradicted Cotton’s earlier conclusions, and vem only speculate about the
reasons. Cotton’s statement (probably quoted frbm report given by William
Hutchinson via letter writing) that the “monstrobsth” consisted only “of man’s
seed” but lacked “any thing from the woman” corass with the so-called dual or
two-seed theory that postulated that both maledemdles needed to contribute seed
for gestation (see Boylan, 92-110; Fissell 187;Ueaq 25-62). Medical authorities
such as Hippocrates and Galen had argued that thethmother and the father
produced and contributed seed and that the chigltixaresult of the combination of
these two fluids. As Culpeper formulated it in pigpular midwifery manual, “[i]n
the act of Copulation, the Woman spends her Sewdlas the Man, and both are
united to make the ConceptiorDifectory 56). Male seed, however, was regarded as
stronger than female seed: it possessed more I@rabke 216-7; Rueff 10),
wherefore it had the greater part in forming the leing. Female seed depended on
the heat and impetus of the male for conceptioa: dbed of man was “the chief
efficient, and the beginning of action, motion, ageheration” (Lemnius, First Book,
VI, 18). It was the male who provided the necessargvement” and the “form” of
the fetus (Aristotle I, XX, 729a; cf. IV, |, 766aherefore, claimed Aristotle, “a male
is male in virtue of a particular ability, and afale in virtue of a particular inability”
(IV, 1, 766a)** Although male seed was attributed the greater ipageneration,
early embryologists took pains to stress that \tloenans seed doth yeeld and afford
the like help and furtherance, in framing the FegltyRueff 10; cf. Lemnius, First
Book, VI, 18). Also Crooke maintained that womenduced seed “which hath in it
some operative or actiue faculty” (285; cf. 283#Yyen in Aristotelian theory women
contributed substantially to the forming of theutetthey provided the raw material to
which male seed gave form: “the female provides lthdy, in other words, the
material” (Aristotle I, XX, 729a).

134 Aristotle is said to have propagated the so-catbee-seed theory, holding that only males
contributed seed, but there are also passagesisto#d’s work indicating the possibility of women

producing seed, too (Aristotle I, Il, 716 a; I, XIX27a; Il, lll, 737a); see Boylan 83-4, 92-110.
Aristotle postulated that monstrosity was causetie¢w the movements [that come from the male]
relapse and the material [that come from the fehuides not get mastered” (1V, 111, 769b).
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John Cotton may have come across the two-seedytlieane of the many
learned tracts he had read. Cotton held a Baclol@ivinity degree, which was
awarded after seven years of study in additioméoMaster of Arts. He was familiar
with Galenic physiology, Aristotelian physics, antedieval natural philosophers.
The early colonials’ state of knowledge on medicivas heterogeneous. Many
possessed at least a reasonable amount of lay &dgel and there was an eclectic
combination of theories of ancient Greece and Ranttmedieval and early modern
European learned culture and cheap print. Themngstiof Aristotle or Galen as well
as occult doctrines continued to exert influencetauphe eighteenth centuty” The
dual-seed theory, for example, was known due toksveuch as Helkiah Crooke’s
Mikrokosmographia an influential treaty on conception and fetal mglument.
Several works on midwifery, generation, and anataimgulated in Puritan New
England from 1630 onwards, e.g. the anonymouslyighdd Aristoteles Master-
piece(first ed. 1615), a crude version of Aristotelitwedries, or Nicholas Culpeper’s
popular English Physician(or, English Physician Enlargedfirst published in
1652)1°® And, last but not least, Cotton “had known oth@nstrous births” than that
of Dyer, as Winthrop noted in his journaloQirnal 254), so the topic was not
completely new to him.

Cotton may have implied with his statement that ‘ttneenty-seven several
lumps of man’s seed” were “without any alterationmixture of any thing from the
woman” that only the father had contributed seedemwliHutchinson’s child was
conceived. But while Cotton’s statement suitedyearbdern theories on seed (that
demanded that women, too, contributed to the fagnohthe fetus), it contradicted
common theories of moles. As shown in the firstt pr this chapter, Clarke’s
detailed reports (of which Cotton learned afterihisal comment) amounted to the
diagnosis that Hutchinson’s “lumps” were to be ¢dased a mole, and Hutchinson’s
failed pregnancy showed characteristics of botle tamd false moles. Although
writers like Guillemeau stressed that “the man naalste somewhat” to “true” moles,

he stated that these were creatmd due to an overabundance of male seed but

15 On the influence of these concepts on colonialesst see Bodemer, “Natural”; BurnSgience
121-32; D. HallWorlds5-6; StearnsScienceB-18.

102



corrupt or lack of male seed—and precisely not laictany thing from the woman”:
such moles were “bred when the mans seed is wéakesn, imperfect, or in little
guantitie”; the seed then was “choked through thendance of the monstruous
bloud,” which was “vnfit for the framing of a child Child-birth 14). The cause of
the “Veins and Membranes” that were produced inctiee of “true” moles thus was
“a fault in the forming faculty” of “the mans see{Bharp 107). Since male seed—
“the formal cause,” that is, “the Work-master” gaiglthe framing—was missing, the
woman produced “a strange deformed shape,” exmlainemnius (First Book,
chapter 8, 23; cf. Rueff 138-9). Also theories dalse” moles are not fully
compatible with Cotton’s statement, since with éalmoles the mother contributed
rather too much (water, or moisture), or lackedtheehich was a common
characteristic of female bodies according to eambyglern physicians.

In the early modern period, many a Protestant tggah struggled with
medical theories of conception. Galen’s view thatmen, too, contributed seed, for
example, endangered the concept of Christ being b@e of sin. If Mary had
contributed seed in the procreation of Jesus, shiddvhave passed on her corrupt
human nature to the incarnation of God on earthnJBalvin, however, favored
Galen’s two-seed theory, since it allowed arguing the full humanity of Christ
(Chamberlain 296-8). In the first half of the eigdnith century, Jonathan Edwards,
the preacher and missionary who played an importaetin the Great Awakening
(see Lang 72-106), combined theories on embryolaitly his views on redemption.
Edwards, too, stressed Mary’s sinful nature, bufolie@d a way to argue nevertheless
for Christ’s superior holiness, stating that althloChrist was conceived . . . of the
substance of a mother that was one of the coraga of mankind,” yet “that which
was conceived and formed must needs be a perfecljything,” the reason being
that it was “conceived by the power of the Holy Gtio(414, Entry 767; cf.
Chamberlain 301-6).

To conclude, Cotton’s statement quoted above wdbk wigh probability
primarily motivated by his theological viewpoiniglthough medical theories may

have had some influence. Maybe Cotton became aWwatdis interpretation did not

136 Culpeper was an influential medical writer at thee, wherefore it can be assumed that also his
Directory for Midwiveg1651), which includes a summary of contemporaplanations of monstrous
births, had been circulating in the Bay colony aujacent areas. On these publications and their
availability in New England, see Beall, “Aristot#8; Dillon 135-6; StearnsSciencel5-17; Watson
75-79, 88.
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fit common theories on moles after Clarke had mtedi his second report, which
caused him to revise his statement. Cotton adapisdinterpretation, as the
commentators of Anne Greene’s failed pregnancyduack according tblewes from
the Dead(1651): Greene had been hanged for infanticid@6B0 but came to live
again shortly before being dissected, which was ardy considered a “divine
providence” (Watkins 3) but changed the interpretabf the whole case—while at
first it had been believed that Greene had killed ¢hild, afterwards it was resolved
that the child must have been stillborn.

Burnham (“Anne”), who, like Traister, analyzed tpassage in Winthrop’s
journal dealt with here, links Cotton’s initial adaosion regarding Hutchinson’s
“monstrous birth” said to consist of “twenty-sevseveral lump’s of man’s seed”
(Winthrop, Journal 11: 264) with the frequent use of the temm ventand the
occasional use of the metaphor of strangers in ciieext of the Antinomian
Controversy. Already during the November court exetion, Winthrop had stated
that Hutchinson “had vented divers of her strangi@ions” (D. Hall, ed. 317). In the
church trial, she was said to have “vented hersbkif’ her claim of immediate
revelation (D. Hall, ed. 344; cf. 343}’ In Burnham’s view, the usage of terms such
asto venthints at underlying conflicts caused by differiegponomic and theological

viewpoints; these terms

suggest the dangers to reproduction posed by atronlamong and penetration by
strangers, dangers linked consistently in conteargoaccounts of the Antinomian
Controversy with the mixed economic, theologicahd asocial associations of
venting. (“Anne” 354).
To venthad various meanings in the seventeenth centbeyfwwo dominating ones
were “uttering, discharging, or emitting words” afid sell or vend, to dispose of
commodities by sale, by finding purchasers in aket@r(Burnham, “Anne” 342; cf.
D. Hall, “Readers” 128; Round 148-50). As far asiggeconomic associations are
concerned, the charge that Hutchinson “vented” bpmions on the public
marketplace reflects the conflict between the Geautigt the merchant class, a conflict

that troubled the Bay colony from its founding wpthe Salem witchcraft crisis and

37 The termto ventand related expressions reappeared in variousatives of the Antinomian
Controversy, see for example HubbaBaneral History281; Johnson 122 ew Englands First Fruits
21; Winthrop,Short Story(1644), The Preface.
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beyond*>® The merchants were, in the view of the Godly, tamtly tempted to the
sin of greed by disposing of goods on which théesstwere dependent: “This evil
was very notorious among all sorts of people,” Wiaop noted in late 1640, “that
most men walked by in all their commerce, to buglasap as they could, and to sell
as dear” Journal 342). A large proportion of the merchant class aa#gporting the
Hutchinsonian faction, and, like Anne Hutchinsdreyt were focusing on the private
sphere and on private interests—Hutchinson by tayie focus on the covenant of
grace™® and the merchants on personal profit.

The critique of “venting” thus had not only an eooric but a religious and
socio-political dimension. By venting her opiniortdutchinson entered the male-
dominated public space, thereby overstepping Hera® married woman and female
member of the congregation. In the Christian hehesp, women were restricted to a
specific form of production: wives were expectedpt@duce offspring, domestic
goods, and a caring home (N. Miller 161). Hutchmaad Dyer failed in these duties
and displayed an inappropriate degree of activetigghinson’s mole, consisting of
multiple lumps of flesh, seemed to point out thet kad been too active sexually and
in planting seed in others. Also in making up hémdron religious matters she seems
to have lacked the restraint deemed appropriatdeimales—a topic that will be
explored more deeply in chapter 3.3. During therciurial of March 1638, Anne
Hutchinson was accused by Hugh Peters of defyingtuper role: she had “stept out
of your placeyou have rather bine a Husband than a Wife and eaginer than a
Hearer; and a Magistrate than a Subje¢D. Hall, ed. 383). Hutchinson had been
addicted too much to secrecy both as far as ttie sfasalvation and the burial of
Dyer’s stillborn daughter were concerned (see tiegipus chapter) and too active in
the public sphere.

A telling example of this way of thinking is proed by Thomas Shepard

(1605—-1649), minister of Cambridge and a dedicagzbnent of the Hutchinsonians.

138 See for example Bailyn 20-21, 40-43; Breen 1786inham, “Anne”; T. Cooper 196-7; Demos;
Gura, “Early” 600; Staloff 40-42; Ziff 49-77.

159 Burnham maintains that Hutchinson’s belief in fhersonal indwelling of the Holy Ghost in a
person (see above) highlights the emergence ofctimeept of subjectivity that locates religious
experience invisibly within the self (“Anne” 34448-8). In this context it is noteworthy that Peter
Bulkeley resorted to the ternto vent in 1646 when criticizing what could be termed the
individualization of religion as a consequence wjsctive experiences: “Whiles every one is forward
to vent his own imagination, and hath libertie salbe, every one saying, | have seene, | have seene
(when indeed they have seene nothing but the eaaitd lying imagination of their own heart) they
fill the world with idle fancies, which breed quiests, rather then [sic] godly edifying.” (104).
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During the church trial of March 1638, Shepard hadounted Anne Hutchinson “a
verye dayngerous Woman” because of “the Flewentmésker Tonge and her
Willingness to open herselfe and to divulge hernipis and to sowe her seed in us
that are but . . . Strayngers to her” (D. Hall, 83). In Shepard’s view, Hutchinson’s
seed was not used for producing offspring (as whake suited her role as a female
member of the congregation) but for corrupting otheéd similar standpoint was
taken by Peter Bulkeley, who had sided with Shepardhe fight against the
Antinomians: he attributed in hindsight the “troaibh these American Churches” to
“the inordinate activeness, and impetuous violesiceome busie spirits” who were
“deeming all others (except themselves) to be whiglhorant of the Covenant of
grace, and to be shut up under a Covenant of wo(esthe Reader). Instead of
sticking to “sound doctrine,” everybody made up tiisher own ideas and “fables”
“after their owne lusts” and assumed the role e&thers,” as Bakewell formulated it
in 1643 (sig. A2).

Hutchinson wrongfully took over the role of Christaiming all the while to
plant the seed of grace in the heart of believierddutchinson, there consequently
was not the seed of grace involved but rather tmdrary: “Satan” had been sowing
“evil seed,” that is, “the seeds of error in theatte of some that was of very good
esteem,” as John Hull noted in his diary when wgton the Antinomian Controversy
(170); and, even worse, the Hutchinsonians spribed“évil seed.” Had God not
stopped Hutchinson in disseminating her dangeraquisians, the whole church
would have been infected and defeated.

While ministers such as John Clarke obviously psssd far-reaching medical
knowledge, Thomas Shepard was all but a preacheig@an. The decisive
parameters regarding medical knowledge of indiMsluaere gender, personal
interest, and previous education. Shepard seemmavi® had only basic knowledge of
medicine and showed no heightened interest in igld, fapart from the various
occasions when disease and death affected histgtifet® or when he could make

10 For examples, see Shepard’s “The Autobiographg, @). It is only a conjecture, but maybe
Shepard felt a certain restraint to use persoragetties such as failed pregnancies for religious
disputes. Shepard knew how it was to fear for ted-laeing of an unborn child. When his wife had
been pregnant with their son Thomas, to whom hislaographyis dedicated, she fell down the stairs,
which led to great worries about the infant in iemb (“The Autobiography” 36). However, Cotton
Mather is known to have lost his first-born sonrsadter birth due to a severe birth defect, ansl did

not hinder him to comment critically twice in watt form on Dyer’'s miscarriage a few years
thereafter (see chapters 4.3 and 4.4).
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use of medical or bodily theories for enriching $&mons with powerful metaphors.
Shepard had grown up in a rural area in England@oincester, a “profane, ignorant
town” (Shepard, “The Autobiography” 42), and in jsuth he dedicated himself to
the study of Latin and Greek. In 1620, at the afyéfieen, he entered Emmanuel
College in Cambridge. Like John Cotton, Shepard wesnly concerned with
theological issues.

Shepard’s comment that Hutchinson posed a dandgketoolony because she
sowed “her seed” to “Strayngers” was made duriregdtrch trial, in the context of
a debate on the public versus the private sphereboith trials, Hutchinson’s
opponents had had their troubles in proving tha lshd overstepped her role by
preaching publicly. During the November trial, Huttson had displayed an acute
awareness of the fine differences between the pabli the private sphere: “It is one
thing for me to come before a public magistracy trete to speak what they would
have me to speak and another when a man comes to mevay of friendship
privately” (D. Hall, ed. 319; cf. 314-9). Winthraguntered that she had “not spoken
in a corner but in a public assembly, and thoughggh were spoken in private yet
now coming to us, we are to deal with them as pul§819). During the church trial
the problem resurfaced. One of the issues deditwais the “question of whether the
ministers could testify publicly if they had notdi dealt with her ‘privately” (349).
Hutchinson continued to insist that her counseliag done in private and, therefore,
not to be used against her in court. She accusedgp®nents of bringing to public
her opinions on for example mortalism that were mhed asked for in a private
setting (D. Hall, ed. 349-54§*

In England, private meetings to pray and discusgpfhire verses had been
quite common for nonconformist Congregational chas; and that these meetings
were led by women had not been unusual either.eBtablished church in England
did not support Puritans in practicing their redigiopenly, so religious matters were
often discussed privately in half-secret circlespast of an underground scene.
Furthermore, common prayer and Scripture reading deemed good practice in
Puritan households. Early colonial families wereyaat to teach their children
“perfectly to read the English tongue” and to “chiige” them in religion Book of
the General Lawdll). Literacy and knowledge of the Bible was tlestbweapon

181 On the private versus public topic, see also @raptl.

107



against “popish tyranny” (D. Hall, “Readers” 119:3%. D. Hall, Cultures 93-95).
However, that the meetings at Hutchinson’s homesvagrtimes attended by 60 and
more people—including males and females—was aipeacbnsidered “disorderly”:
the Cambridge Synod of September 1637 reachedti@usion that

though women might meet (some few together) to pray edify one another; yet such
a set assembly, (as was then in practice at Bostbaje sixty or more did meet every
week, and one woman (in a prophetical way, by k@3glquestions of doctrine, and
expounding scripture) took upon her the whole d@gerovas agreed to be disorderly,
and without rule. (WinthropJournal 234)

As it later was codified in th&eneral Laws of Massachusetis1648, it was allowed
to hold “private meetings for edification in Rebgi amongst christians of all sorts of
people,” if it were “without just offence, both farumber, time, place and other
circumstances” (19).

Shepard clearly regarded it as inappropriate dhabrdinary, female member
of the congregation offered theological interprietag, no matter whether it was done
publicly or in a private setting. For him, the $tures contained the only legitimate
version of God’s words, and it was unconceivabtehion that someone other than a
minister took it upon him or her to interpret theriftures. Shepard clarified his
standpoint regarding lay persons making up thein amind on theological issues
when preaching on the parable of the wise and<holirgins*®* Shepard addressed
in particular the questions of assurance and sahjaand in doing so, he played on
the double meaning of the termisconception(which was often referred to in
descriptions of moles and other birth defects,lesve above). In one of his weekly
sermons on Matthew 25.1-13, delivered between 1686 and May 1640 (s€khe
Parable of the Ten Virgins Opened and Applidé¥96), Shepard reminded his
listeners that “Christ is not revealed, but in Wwigrd of the gospel preached; all your
conceptions without it, are idolatrous and monstrowu neither see nor apprehend
Christ, nor Christ you” (325).

Whether Shepard thereby referred to the “monstrowh” of Dyer or
Hutchinson cannot be determined with full certairitgter, in a letter published in
London in 1645, Shepard again used expressions dbakd be brought into

connection with these widely known prodigies byitive readers (see chapter 3.2).

182 On Shepard’s sermons preached during the Antimoi@iantroversy, see Valerius 198; Winship,
Marking Heretics34-6.
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It is certain, however, that Edward Howes, an EmglAntinomian who frequently
exchanged letters with John Winthrop Jr. (see e@naptl), used a similar stylistic
device in the spring of 1639 when commenting onféiiled pregnancies of Dyer and
Hutchinson: there were “many monstrous imaginatiohsChrist,” he remarked,
leading to a “multiplicitie of conceptions” (5083 Setting his priorities on theology
may have been the reason why no explicit commerananor both of the monstrous
births is known by Shepard?

The motif of wrong conceptions that turned up irefdrd’'s sermons was
closely associated with the notion of distortedesibe The Antinomian Controversy
also was a battle over words confronting two dédfgrways of speaking, as various
scholars have pointed offf Already early modern contemporaries had been aware
that there were conflicting styles of speech inedlvin a letter to John Winthrop Jr.,
Edward Howes wrote on 21 March 1637 that he haarthenuch” about “the fight
amonge Yyourselue8ellum linguarumthe strife of tongues” (504). The method that
Hutchinson had used for building her follow-up wdespicable to her opponents,
since she seemed to combine words and meaningagustsuited her aims. In the
course of the November trial, after Hutchinson bkdmed to have had immediate

revelations, Winthrop commented:

Ey it is the most desperate enthusiasm in the wotdhothing but a word comes to her
mind and then an application is made which is mgthb the purpose, and this is her
revelations when it is impossible but that the wardl spirit should speak the same
thing. (D. Hall, ed. 342§°

During the Church trial, when Hutchinson was confeal by Shepard with her view
“that the spirit of God was in Beleevers,” she wlad to have “mistake[n]” certain
words: “My Judgment is not altered though my Expm@s alters,” which John

Wilson considered “most dayngerous” (D. Hall, ed88 For Hutchinson, words and

183 |n the same letter Howes had established a capnebetween Dyer's monstrous birth and an
earthquake, see chapter 2.1.

164 Also Shepard's journal (starting only in 1640, §6ke Journal,” ed. McGiffert, 8, 82) contains no
reference to the failed pregnancies of Dyer andckuoson. For Schutte, Shepard therefore is an
example of the restraint and reserve with whichit®us interpreted prodigious events such as the two
monstrous births (99, incl. n46).

185 See Burnham, “Anne,” e.g. 347-50; Caldwell 345-B8ghler; Tobin 253. The power of speech
will turn up again in chapters 3.3 and 4.3.
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expressions were not the same as judgments, thg tbpresented was not the same
as the word representing it. Decades later, théigEnghilosopher John Locke would
postulate similarly in his famouén Essay Concerning Humane Understanding
(1690) that words were signs of ideas and thatctrection between words and
ideas was arbitrary (187-9; cf. 208-27). Puritamisters, however, could not accept
such loose connections between word and meaningiggup the referential bond
between word and denoted object would lead to tieation of vain idols and
misleading conclusions (Roberts-Miller 115*8).As advocates of the plain style,
New England Puritans showed distrust towards tlee afsstylistic devices such as
metaphors, even though they used them for them@as. To Puritans, metaphor
implied a discontinuity between a word and its eahtand thus opened up a
dangerous array of interpretive possibilitt€%.

Fear of religious misconceptions uttered and sptaademales may have
contributed to the founding of today’s Harvard €gk. In late 1637, at the time of
Wheelwright's and Hutchinson'’s trial, the Courtcekad the decision that a college
should be erected in Newtone. The location was ehas recognition of Thomas
Shepard’s fight against the Antinomian dangers:p8tet a graduate of Emmanuel
College at Cambridge in England, lived in Newtorhisk soon would be renamed
Cambridge’®® Harvard had been established so that “a LearnddAdhe Ministry
might be Educated” (I. MatheMagnalia IV, Part I, 126) and strengthened against
lay attacks. Thomas Shepard and those involveaunding the college favored a
hierarchical form of dissemination of knowledgetthauld be controlled by Puritan
ministers (Cassuto 68). By contrast, the Antinormitanded more to what could be
termed a vertical model of knowledge spreading—tbaéwas neither authorized nor

controllable. The orthodoxy wanted an institutidmatt provided one legitimate

1% Years later, in 1653, Edward Johnson commentediasiyn on Anne Hutchinson in hi§he
Wonder-Working Providence of Sions Saviour in Negjl@&dthat she was a woman “being very bold
in her strange Revelations and mis-applications32]1 Johnson possibly referred to the wrong
application of meanings. On Johnson, see chaper 3.

167 As Burnham points out, the accusation that Husmindid not equate opinions with words found a
contemporary equivalent in writings on commerce nghiewas increasingly argued that the value and
the exact weight of a coin need not correspond thkip and others tried to counter this development
by insisting on fixed prices (“Anne” 347-50).

188 On colonial Puritan concepts of speech and rhetsee for example BercovitcAmerican esp.
chapters two and three; Kamensky 17-42; Kibbey 2765-91; Roberts-Miller 98-108. On metaphor
in discourses on monstrosity, see chapter 2.1.

189 On the founding history of Harvard, see I. Col®ame23-25; Hoeveler 24-8; Morison; Winship,
Making Hereticsl86.
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version of Scripture interpretation. This was Ak tmore important since those who
“bought” the wares Hutchinson vented lacked a deepwlerstanding and thus
needed all the more a guiding hand.

Shepard was concerned that Hutchinson corruptesiaihls of those who were
instable in their religious convictions. During tlkburch trial, when Hutchinson’s
belief in mortalism of the soul was discussed, @hgpexpressed his worries that
Hutchinson was “likely with her fluent Tongue anohfardnes in Expressions to
seduce and draw away many, Espetially simple Weaonhdrer owne sex” (D. Hall,
ed. 365). During the November trial, Hutchinson baeén accused that her meetings
“may seduce many simple souls that resort unto y@u’Hall, ed. 316). Edmund
Browne sent this viewpoint across the Atlantic @ceaSeptember 1638 (see chapter
3.1), writing in a letter that “Mrs. Hutchinson wasd is a woman who led aside silly
men and women into strange conclusions” by heratoeas (229).

Hutchinson spoke a different language and thustenlea different narrative
than those clinging to more “orthodox” theologidalctrines. This narrative was not
based on paternal authority but authored by a wowlam came to be accused of
having mothered heretical opinions. For men likemas Shepard, a churchman, or
John Winthrop, a colonial official concerned withaimtaining order within the
colony, this was not to be tolerated, all the msirece the reputation of the Bay
colony was at risk. Soon, a comprehensive repoth@fevents would be published
that presented the ruling elite’s version of thdidamian Controversy. This narrative
and the various texts that challenged it in theested transatlantic public sphere will

be analyzed in the following part of this study.
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" A Short Story turns into a long controversy
(16371651)

3.1  Publishing New World prodigies”® John Winthrop’s and Thomas
Weld’s A Short Story

“For we must consider that we shall be as a citynu hill. The eyes of all people are upon
us, so that if we shall deal falsely with our Gaodtlis work we have undertaken, and so
cause him to withdraw his present help from us,shell be made a story and a by-word
through the world.”

--John Winthrop, “A Modell of Christian Charity” ¢B0), 91--

By mid-seventeenth century, the story of the twastimus births had become part of
both oral and print culture in England and New BnglL News on Dyer’s miscarriage
was passed on in stages, moving slowly but sureiy ffemale circles of gossiping
and oral ways of news-spreading to the local, rdal®inated public sphere. In this
respect, Dyer's case resembles English reports onstrous births, in which
testimonies usually were given first in oral form Wwomen attending the laboring
scene and then were passed on via a local mingteasteworthy town dwellers. The
circle widened—from local village to neighboringgrens—and the social level rose.
An oral report was transformed into a written acttdoy males and processed up to
the highest strata of authority, just to be conglimgain by ordinary men and
women. Similarly, news on the two New England pgamlis births quickly traveled
from the small town of Boston across the Atlantice@n by way of letters,
manuscripts, and oral reports, finally to reach lto@don metropolis where it was
incorporated into printed records and possibly uBsed anew in private households
and public places. As a nineteenth-century histopat it, the two monstrous births
“were not only thoroughly examined by physiciangl anagistrates, but were even

70 Sievers chose a similar title for the chapter inich she delineates how news of Mary Dyer’s
monstrous birth was passed along: “’Famously KnoasrAny Thing’: Publishing a New England
Natural Wonder” (214-31). While Sievers focuses ‘tine processes whereby colonial wonder
narratives became transformed into elite philosegdhdiscourse” in the period from the late 1630s up
to the 1710s (230), | focus in this chapter sotetyhow the tale of the two monstrous births foitad
way into print for the first time, focusing on thate 1630s up to the mid-1640s; for the period
thereafter, see chapter 3.4 and Part IV (esp. elmgt2 and 4.3), including an exploration of what
Sievers calls “elite philosophical discourse.”
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discoursed from pulpits, and made public over Gandom” (G. Ellis 328). The
decisive factor for this transatlantic exchangarainster lore was a text printed in
London in several editionsA Short Story of the Rise, Reign, and Ruine of the
Antinomians, Familists & Libertines, that Infectéie Churches of New England
(1644). The various discourses in which it was adled as well as its reception
history form the subject of Part Il of this studtg publication history being the main
topic of interest of this chapter.

Publishing the events of the Antinomian Controven®s a strategic move
whereby the monster story was turned into “authtvié public news” (Nord 11). As
shown in chapter 2.1, Winthrop regarded birth asam with relevance for the
public sphere, and as shown in chapter 2.2, Huodnirhad already been accused
during her trials of having preached publicdyShort Storyserved to make clear that
what Hutchinson had considered private matterspétic relevanceé’* Even if there
may have been some reservation whether it wasirnegé¢ “to have revived” the
names of those “that acted in our troubles,” as exgdained in “To the Reader” &f
Short Storythey were published nevertheless: the “namegsha$e who may have
repented in the meantime “are already in Printd &he necessity of the times call
for it, and it's requisite that Gods great work®wld be make knowne” (Weld, in
Winthrop, Short Story1644, A2). Since Anne Hutchinson had broached bezdies
both publicly and privately, these errors had tebentered both in the public and the
private sphere, it was claimed: Hutchinson’s migdtimonstrous births as well as her
erroneous opinions “were publike, and not in a eomentioned, so this is now come
to bee known and famous over all these Churcheas,aagreat part of the world”
(Weld, in Winthrop,Short Story1644, The Preface).

The basis for publication @& Short Storjhad already been laid at the height
of the Antinomian Controversy. Winthrop seems twehaent documentation of
Hutchinson’s November trial of 1637 to London imnagely after its conclusion,
with the intention of making it accessible to aduer public:

All the proceedings of this court against thesespes were set down at large, with the
reasons and other observations, and were senEngtand to be published there, to the

"1 0On the public versus private topic in relatiorthie trials, the monstrous births, and the publicati
history of A Short Storysee Breen 17-56, esp. 49-56; Ingebretsen; Lang33-86; Nord 11, 29-32;
M. Norton, Founding378-85; cf. 20-24; Round 150; C. Smith 448; Vaisri81-2; WinshipMaking
Heretics171. On the “gendered definitions miiblic and private’ in the Anglo-American world from
1640 to 1760, see M. Norto8eparategassim.

113



end that <all> our godly friends might not be disaged from coming to us, etc.
(Winthrop,Journal 242)

Dyer’s miscarriage, which is included in the fiestition of A Short Storypublished
with a different title), had become known to a wigeblic only in the second half of
March 1638 (see chapter 1.1), so Winthrop must hsemt further material—
including Dyer’'s monster tale—to England in laterbtaor early April of that year
(C. Adams 19). The contents of this mailing prolgadto formed the basis of the text
stored in the Public Record Office in London meméid in chapter 2.1; it gives
October 1637 as date (when Dyer’s child was baond)“dohn Wenthropp” as author.
This description of Dyer’s malformed infant ((Wimdp], “A monstrous birth” 37Y?
strongly resembles Winthrop’s report in his journaherefore it seems credible that
it is based upon a text authored by Winthrop.

It is safe to assume that Winthrop had in mind blipation with persuasive
intent. From the beginning of settlement, the Balpwials had been aware of being
under critical observation in England. During tloeid trial of Anne Hutchinson (see
chapter 1.1), when it was discussed whether unarsnmmnsent of the church
members was necessary for officially admonishing, llee Reverend Zechariah
Symmes had called for taking unanimous and vigowein in view of the bad
reputation that a lack of a firm stance could leadbroad:

| fear that if by any meanes this should be carpedr into England, that in New
England and in such a Congregation thear was soeh rspoken and soe many
Questions made abosibe playne an Article of our fayth as the Resuiveds, it will be
one of the greatest Dishonors to Jesus Christ &fkproch to thease [sic] Churches
that hath bine done since we came heather. (D, &thll367)

These worries were not without reason. From theetprisoth the congregational
model of church order as practiced in the Bay cpland the legitimacy of its ruling
body have been put into doubt. In the spring of71@8e Board of Lords Commission
for Foreign Plantations maintained that “there wadawful authority in force” in the
colony “from his majesty” (neither “mediate” nornimediate”), and Governor
Winthrop received a commission issued by the Boeréating a provisional

government for New England (221). About one yetar|ghe colonists feared that “a

172 Almost no context information is given, apart franshort description of the child’s mother: “One
Mary Dyer wife of William Dyer sometymes Millinenithe New Exchange in London, being both
young and very comely persons” ([Winthrop], “A mtesis birth” 37).
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general governour” would be sent from England (286) the Board demanded the
patent of the colony to be returned (Winthrdpurnal 266-7). The colony was in

danger of losing much of its independence by begected more directly to the
authority of the king, which would inevitably resin the disempowering of the civil

and spiritual authorities.

As will be elaborated upon in this and the follogrichapter, starting in the
mid-1630s and intensifying in the 1640s, a traasdit dispute on the way of
gathering churches unfolded. The two basic formshoirch government within
Reformed Calvinist theology were Congregationaliam Presbyterianisii® As the
term Presbyterian(derived from the Greek word for “elder”) sugge$sesbyterian
churches were governed by an assembly of eldemerglof differing local
congregations formed synods and assemblies that wesponsible for church
discipline within the various congregations. In thee 1630s, reformers had begun
arguing for organizing the Church of England in #@nme way as the Church of
Scotland, from where Presbyterianism originateangrily, and in the early Civil
War years Presbyterianism became more and moraemntfal in England. The
a