P  E  N  E  L  O  P  E      A  N  D  E  R  S  O  N 

     University of California, Berkeley

C B S   W o r k s h o p

                                      Department of English

9 February, 2006
                                                                             P  E  N  E  L  O  P  E      A  N  D  E  R  S  O  N
C B S   W o r k s h o p
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Honoring Friendship’s Shadows:

Marital Love and Political Identity in Lucy Hutchinson’s Writings

If a friend chance to faile whithso by evill life or through manifest contempt of you

or out of other ill dispositions yet you must on the rotten trunk honor the last

characters of love[.]  [R]ather unstick then rend[;] keepe the secrets formerly

com[m]itted to you[,] nor publish his defects.  Friendship is so venerable that wee 

must honor even its shadowes and imitate the Pythagoreans who celebrated the 

obsequies of such as forsooke their society to bury them with honour.


The years of the English Civil Wars, Commonwealth, and Protectorate produce an abundance of writing about conflicting claims of allegiance, from manuals of casuistry to Leviathan.  Lucy Hutchinson’s articulation of the problems of and solutions to incommensurable obligations recasts our sense not only of gender’s role in political identity, but also of the meaning of political fidelity in the period.  She maintains her committed republicanism even after the Restoration; her writings thus trace both the ascension and decline of her political fortunes.
  Hutchinson’s republicanism draws upon amicitia, the rhetoric of exclusive friendship that imagines the friend as “another self.”
  I argue that friendship discourse reveals Hutchinson’s radical republicanism and her seemingly reactionary gender politics as not inversely related, but rather mutually dependent.
  Friendship insists upon the civic valence of passionate attachment:  the self-governance produced by the friends’ exchange of passions and counsel without flattery creates them as citizens, even as their commitment provides a model for political governance.
  However, the rhetoric of absolute fidelity means that friendship also proves a problem for the wider community:  exclusive attachment can as easily challenge as produce civic obligations.  

Amicitia, in a mid-seventeenth century context, evokes both royalist and republican associations.  Perhaps most familiar to literary scholars is the tradition of conviviality that distinguishes Cavalier poetry of the Interregnum.  There, the sociability of multiple friends provides an alternate community to the Commonwealth and Protectorate, emphasizing sensual pleasures in a nostalgic idealization of England.
  In reference to monarchy, friendship discourse also provides a language for negotiating the dangers of flattery and retribution in the “Advice to Princes” genre.  The ideal of frank but not unduly harsh speech between friends provides a model for counsel to the king.
  However, the inequality inherent in the monarch’s relation with others bars him from friendship.
  I show that Hutchinson draws upon, and overturns, both these royalist associations of friendship:  she uses royalist genres to mock the corruption of the Cavaliers and she exploits the threat of flattery to argue that republicanism better accords with friendship’s doctrine of self-governance.  

The most important theme in the classical tradition, however, is the republican valorization of the virtuous pair of friends against the corrupt tyrant.  Aristotle argues that the injustice of tyranny disallows friendship:  “for in a tyranny there is no, or little, friendship.  For where there is nothing in common between ruler and ruled, there is no friendship either . . . .”
  Traditionally friendship provides a form of resistance to tyrants, whether through outright rebellion or through the exemplary force of virtue.  Cicero, in De Officiis, briefly relates the story of Damon and Pythias:  one friend is condemned to death by the tyrant Dionysius, and the other offers himself as surety so that the condemned man can put his affairs in order, accepting that he will be killed if his friend does not return.  “And when the friend returned on the day appointed, the tyrant in admiration for their faithfulness begged that they would enroll him as a third partner in their friendship,” and (though Cicero does not mention it here) spared the condemned man’s life.
  The virtuous friends’ willingness to sacrifice themselves converts the tyrant to justice.
  The ruler’s ability to be a friend shows that he is a tyrant no longer, for Cicero elsewhere explains that citizens have the right to kill the tyrant because “we have no ties of fellowship with a tyrant, but rather the bitterest feud.”
  

Surprisingly, however, Cicero uses this example not to emphasize friendship’s capacity for self-sacrifice (as later writers often will), but to define its boundaries:  “when in friendship requests are submitted that are not morally right, let conscience and scrupulous regard for the right take precedence of the obligations of friendship.”
  Cicero’s conclusion places the reader not in the situation of the friends, but of the tyrant:  the virtue of the friends must educate him in the restraint of power.  The example of Damon and Pythias shows that the exemplary force of the friends’ virtue can convert a tyrant to right governance – but it can do so only because the friends’ justice would cause them to choose the obligations of the state over those of friendship.  The model of republicanism that Hutchinson derives from amicitia both draws upon the friends’ virtue to countenance resistance and insists upon friendship’s moral limits.

“Requests that are not morally right” pose the problem that amicitia both stages and tries to answer.  Throughout the period from the Civil Wars through the Restoration, the problem of divided loyalties makes accusations of treachery and betrayal inevitable.  Despite Cicero’s caveats of justice, in these years irreconcilable ethical obligations can have equal force:  commitments to spouse, family, king, state, and God compete.  Even the resolutely republican Hutchinson comes from a steadfastly royalist family.  Amicitia provides a fruitful way of addressing these ethical dilemmas because it incorporates the possibility of conflicting obligations in its very structure:  the friends’ virtue has the same goals as the state, but the commitment of the friends can also pose a challenge to the state.  The civic valence of friendship, however, is available only to men throughout the classical and Renaissance periods.  Hutchinson’s appropriation of it, like Katherine Philips’s for royalism, is thus a radical intervention.  

Hutchinson’s use of amicitia is a bolder challenge to monarchy – and a better implementation of republicanism – than that in male authors’ texts.  In his writings on friendship in the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle aligns three forms of political organization with their analogues in the household:  the relation between father and son is a monarchy; between husband and wife, an aristocracy (“for the man rules on the basis of worth”); between brothers (glossed as friends, because of their equality), a democracy.
  In recasting marriage as friendship, Hutchinson thus rewrites aristocracy as democracy.  At the same time, the contrast between marriage and friendship draws force from the seventeenth-century analogy between the marital contract and the political contract, manipulated by both royalists and republicans to serve different ends.
  These discussions treat marriage as a microcosm for the state, but that metaphorical transposition relies upon the relegation of women to the private sphere.  

While the masculine discourse of friendship allows a challenge to illegitimate authority, as in the example of Damon and Pythias, it relies on a patriarchal economy.  My discussion of women’s friendship builds upon Lorna Hutson’s The Usurer’s Daughter, in which she describes a crisis in friendship between men occasioned by the shift from “a code of ‘faithfulness’ assured by acts of hospitality and the circulation of gifts through the family and its allies, to that of an instrumental and affective relationship which might be generated, even between strangers, through emotionally persuasive communication, or an exchange of persuasive texts.”
  As Hutson shows, men’s humanist friendship displaces its anxiety over the rhetorical basis and constitutive treachery of friendship into women’s sexual infidelities, exterior to the friendship.  Hutchinson’s insistence on women’s status as friends, rather than as the other to friendship, boldly reconfigures this male discourse.  She uses amicitia to undo the hierarchy of marriage by maintaining the specter of political infidelity at the center of friendship.  In imagining her marriage as friendship, she takes it as politically central in a way that theories of companionate marriage, which relegate the wife as friend to a private sphere, cannot.  In so doing, she also reshapes political commitment, using amicitia to describe a republicanism that persists in the hostile political climate of the Restoration.  I argue that Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson, traditionally seen as the most anti-feminist of Hutchinson’s works, paradoxically illustrates this transformation most strongly:  the narrative plays the figures of the wife and friend against each other, assigning disloyalty to the wife.  The distance between the wife and the friend, invoked through the rhetoric of amicitia, allows Hutchinson both to excuse her husband’s actions and to preserve a place for rebellion against tyranny.  

“Knowledge managed with charity:”  Transformations of friendship


Charity seen through the lens of amicitia helps Hutchinson, as a republican, address two problems of post-Restoration England:  how to live peaceably with the neighbors she fought against in the wars, and how to preserve a sense of republican commitment under the new regime.  Charity enables a shift from the more limited imagination of community in the elegies, which move from consuming love of the husband to tentative figurations of politically like-minded readers, to greater political inclusiveness.  Charity thus provides Hutchinson with a way to reintegrate friendship and dissent.  As Aristotle writes, “Friendship also seems to keep cities together, and lawgivers seem to pay more attention to it than to justice.  For like-mindedness seems to be similar, in a way, to friendship, and it is this that they aim most at achieving, while they aim most to eliminate faction.”
  In imagining a political community based on a classically-inflected charity, Hutchinson eliminates the insistence on like-mindedness while envisioning a way to “keep cities together.”  

In a passage that Hutchinson copies from Caussin, Aristotle lists the motivations of friendship as utility, pleasure, and moral virtue.
  Hutchinson’s compression of Caussin revises his citation of Aristotle.  In contrast to Caussin’s fuller explanation, Hutchinson’s commonplace book simply follows the categories of utility and pleasure with moral virtue, stating that “[moral virtue] is more firme but the frailty and mutability of man makes it that there is no firme cement[,] no sure foundation of friendship but christian charity.”
  At first glance this makes sense:  one might expect Hutchinson to emphasize the superiority of Christian over classical traditions.  However, the tension between the exclusive, intimate friend and a larger community appears in the classical and Renaissance friendship traditions as the defining test of both personal and civic obligations.
Aristotle, Cicero, and Michel de Montaigne all famously assert the impossibility of friendships between more than two people.
  This restriction on the number of friendships, which Montaigne sees as not only inevitable but a virtue, others see as the mark of the limitations of human nature.
  Jeremy Taylor, answering Katherine Philips about the compatibility of exclusive friendships with Christian belief, puts it this way:  “. . . only where the restraint begins, there begins our imperfection; it is not ill that you entertain brave friendships and worthy societies:  it were well if you could love, and if you could benefit all mankinde; for I conceive that is the sum of all friendships.”
  Though both privilege charity over friendship, Hutchinson and Taylor contradict one another here:  for Hutchinson, friendship only exists because Christian charity enables it; for Taylor, exclusive friendship exists because Christian charity does not go far enough.  In describing friendship as founded in charity, Hutchinson takes friendship, as Taylor does not, as the type and model for love divine and human.  Hutchinson uses amicitia to revolutionary ends, as Taylor does not, for she combines the exemplary force of classical friendship with an assumption of its applicability to women.

In her religious commonplace book, Hutchinson writes two treatises on her own “faith and attainment,” dated 1667 and 1668.
  In addition to the community of the like-minded created in the elegies, these statements assert the other notable action of charity in Hutchinson’s writings:  the injunction to attend local churches, even those of faiths different than one’s own.
  She describes this as an act of neighborliness.  Though she acknowledges that she might dissent from some precepts of nearby churches, Hutchinson emphasizes the importance of the “league with God and each other,” a community that church attendance enables.
  Lucy Hutchinson’s own dissension from Anglican ceremony and doctrine magnifies the absence of like-mindedness with her neighbors – but it also makes her insistence on church attendance as an act of charity even more compelling.  


Hutchinson’s praise of the conformity of attendance, if resolutely not of belief, becomes still more significant in its divergence from her husband’s convictions.
  The evidence for this difference comes from an examination of John Hutchinson in October 1663.  Thanks to the recantation letter and the efforts of royalist friends, he had been pardoned at the restoration, but John Hutchinson remained the object of suspicion.  In part, this is because he would not conform and attend church, as Chancellor Edward Hyde’s oft-quoted remark to Sir Allen Apsley, Lucy Hutchinson’s brother, indicates:  “Salloway conforms to the government, and goes to church, but your brother is the most unchanged person of the party.”
  In 1663, John Hutchinson was arrested on charges of conspiracy to overthrow the king and restore “the old Parliament, Gospel ministry, and English liberty;” though his sympathies certainly lay with the plotters, Hutchinson’s protestations of innocence in this regard seem accurate.
  He dies in jail eleven months after this arrest, never having been formally tried.  On his initial examination by Secretary of State Henry Bennet, he asserts his religious noncomformity:  

Where I went to Church to hear Divine Service, Common-Prayer?  



I told him, No where; for I never stirred out of my own House.



Whether I had it not read there?



I answered ingenuously, No.



How I then did for my Soul’s Comfort?


To which I answered, Sir, I hope you will leave that for me to account between God and my own Soul.


He then told me, I had cut him off of many Questions he should have asked me, 

by my Answer to these . . . .
  

John Hutchinson’s refusal to attend church persists even in the most compromising of circumstances; prompted by his questioner, he emphasizes conscience and salvation, rather than the public aspects of church attendance.  


Lucy Hutchinson’s focus on the neighborly value of church attendance does not indicate a political conformity, or even quietism, as the revised 1668 treatise on her religious faith makes clear.  In this treatise, she moves directly from an abbreviated account of church attendance to a consideration of citizens’ duties to magistrates:  

Publick Assemblies are very bearable  And it is our duty to frequent them . . . .

Civil Magistrates are to be obeyd in all commands which are not contrary to the law of God . . . .  It is the duty of kings to be nursing fathers to the Church, and when they are so they are to have the blessing, and prayers of the Church, with double love and honor to their persons, and when they are not so, God is to be supplicated to make them soe, that under them wee may live quietly and godlily, at least to curb and restreine their violence, till the Lord shall take from them that power which they 

abuse, and give the kingdome to him whose right it is.

Though Hutchinson largely refers protest to prayer, it remains unclear whether believers can actively “restreine” the “violence” of corrupt kings.  The 1667 treatise elaborates more fully, and offers a less circumspect account of the grounds for rebellion:  

As for Magistrates I owne Magistracy to be an ordinance of God and obedience to 

be due to them who abuse not his & the peoples trust declining into tirants and 

comanding things contrary to the Lords com[m]ands who is still to be obeyed before 

men and although many remedies may be lawfull in such cases for those who are 

lawfully calld to it yet I hold suffering the safest way.

In moving from church attendance to rebellion, Hutchinson shows that peace-making does not require political quietism.  Hutchinson is careful to restrict rebellion to those “lawfully calld to it,” but she nevertheless acknowledges the existence of illegitimate magistrates, and insists that God calls some – though she will not say who – to find remedies against tyranny.  The conjunction of neighbors and tyrants offers a vision of Hutchinson’s post-Restoration community, a community built on the ethical bases articulated in her use of classical friendship doctrine.  Amicitia offers a tradition and a language for negotiating the grounds of faith, betrayal, and care for neighbors.  This care, indicated in her religious treatises, also illustrates the modulation of the dangerously exclusive love for her husband into a wider network of relations.  At the same time, amicitia links the exemplary force of her portrayals of her husband to republican resistance to the state:  it evokes the stories of friends, like Damon and Pythias, who convert tyrants, and it offers a vision of democracy against tyranny.  Consequently, even in the move to a wider community of varied political leanings, amicitia allows Hutchinson to preserve the republican basis of her thought.

Where Lucy Hutchinson’s post-Restoration charity will allow her to imagine a more encompassing community that still preserves a republican ethic, John Hutchinson, whose refusal to conform lands him in jail, offers a charity that reads as betrayal in the war years, when he is Governor of Nottingham:   


But not only to him, but to many others of his enemies, the Governor upon sundry 

occasions, when they fell into his power to have requited their mischiefs instead of 

vengeance rendered them benefits; so that at last his own friends would tell him, if 

they could in justice and conscience forsake him they would become his adversaries, 

for that was the next way to engage him to obligations.  But although his friends, 

who had greater animosities against his unjust persecutors than he himself, would say 

these things in anger at his clemency, his nature was as full of kind gratitude to his 

friends as free from base revenges upon his enemies, who either fell down to him by 

their own just remorse, or were cast under his power by God’s just providence.

The lines foreshadow the accusations of betrayal that will haunt John Hutchinson after his initial pardon.  Here, however, the ability to render benefits marks his power:  the right of clemency is traditionally reserved to kings.
  The language of the passage, especially “instead of vengeance would render them benefits,” evokes the duties of friendship, in which allowing a friend to perform a service is a greater kindness than helping that friend.
  The most comprehensive discussion of this is Seneca’s De Beneficiis, which emphasizes the dangers of accepting help:  

And so it is necessary for me to choose the person from whom I wish to receive a 

benefit; and, in truth, I must be far more careful in selecting my creditor for a benefit 

than a creditor for a loan.  For to the latter I shall have to return the same amount 

that I have received, and, when I have returned it, I have paid all my debt and am 

free; but to the other I must make an additional payment, and, even after I have paid 

my debt of gratitude, the bond between us still holds; for, just when I have finished 

paying it, I am obliged to begin again, and friendship endures . . . .

By rendering benefits, John Hutchinson generates continuing reciprocal obligations.  His friends argue that this shows his lack of gratitude to them, for “it is the first demand of duty that we do most for him who loves us most.”
  In exercising his Christian charity against vengeance, John Hutchinson turns his enemies into friends, but he cannot do so without also turning his friends into enemies.  John Hutchinson puts his former enemies in his power by rendering them benefits.  Moreover, he puts himself in their power:  these acts of clemency will support his plea not to be executed on the king’s return, but they destroy his reputation with his fellow republicans.  Perhaps Jeremy Taylor is wrong, then:  it would not be well “if you could benefit all mankind,” for such multiple obligations multiply the charges of treachery – charges inherent in the very structure of friendship.
“Rather friends then citizens:”  Infidelity and treason

The potential for betrayal – of the friend, or of the state – is the governing condition of friendship:  the always present conflict between obligations underlies friendship’s excessive rhetoric of fidelity.  This is what makes amicitia such a compelling language for articulating the fraught loyalties of the Civil Wars and Restoration:  it incorporates the structural possibility of betrayal, but uses the rhetoric of exclusive commitment to manage the effects of that treachery.  In Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson, Hutchinson uses friendship discourse to address charges of her husband’s, and her own, political infidelity in a genre that requires her to “moderate her woe,” thus disallowing the elegies’ creation of political community through affective response.
    

The excessive affect of friendship, fully expressed in the elegies, tries to obfuscate the possibility of infidelity; amicitia itself stages this process of erasure in a way that clarifies Hutchinson’s own treatment of political infidelity.  The attraction of the exclusive friendship – its ability to subsume all other commitments into a single one – also creates a worry over what the friend might ask.  While most commentators assert that a friend should never ask anything dishonorable or treasonous,
 Montaigne (as usual) articulates the most extreme possibility to which friendship can lead.  He gives the example of Caius Blosius, who confessed that he would have set fire to the temples had his friend Tiberius Gracchus asked him to do so.  Montaigne comments on the Roman consuls’ dismay, asserting of Caius Blosius and Tiberius Gracchus that:  “They were rather friends then Citizens, rather friends then enemies of their countrey, or friends of ambition and trouble.”
  In Montaigne’s reading, friendship trumps political obligations, making the friend neither citizen nor enemy:  it undoes the civic world that it elsewhere helps to construct.  But in his analysis, Montaigne rewrites the history behind the example he takes from Cicero.  Where Montaigne can comfortably conclude that his friend’s virtue makes such worries immaterial, Gaius Laelius, the speaker of Cicero’s dialogue, knows better:  “And, by heavens!  [Caius Blosius] did all that he said he would do, or rather even more; for he did not follow, but he directed, the infatuation of Tiberius Gracchus, and he did not offer himself as the comrade in the latter’s fury, but as the leader.”
  Montaigne’s reliance on the friend’s virtue ignores the facts of rebellion:  an absolutely committed friendship can undermine the state.  The double-edged structure of friendship makes it both useful and threatening:  exclusive friendship models the state; exclusive friendship provides the greatest threat to the state, by creating loyalties that can unmake citizens.  Loyalty to the friend does not only imperil the state, however:  the possibility of betrayal also shapes the theory of friendship itself.  The friend is defined by his ability to become an enemy.
  The two possibilities of betrayal depend upon one another:  the true friend will betray the state; the true citizen will betray the friend.  

In her commonplace notes on Caussin, Hutchinson records his insistence on fidelity with several crucial omissions.  She writes:  “Of all the plagues that murther friendship treachery and infidellitie is the most banefull and most execrable.”
  Caussin, however, makes a great deal more of the necessity of secrecy:  he laments the “generous heart” “abandon[ed] . . . to the discretion of such as persecute him” by a false friend who reveals his secrets.
  As Lois Potter shows in Secret Rites and Secret Writing, secrecy becomes a defining feature of royalist writing in the interregnum, especially after the publication of King Charles’ private letters.
  By omitting the reference to secrecy, Hutchinson cuts away some of the royalist associations.  She further rejects monarchy in her next note on fidelity; she cites only “Fidellity which includes consistency perfects the whole building of friendship and setts on the crowne.”
  While Hutchinson keeps the image of the crown, she leaves out Caussin’s extensive naturalization of monarchic society on the basis of fidelity,  

that, which maketh maisters, and servants, families, and Provinces, states and 

Empires.  All is quickened all lives, all under the divine hands of the great Mistresse.  

By it, Kings have subjects, Lords their officers, Commonwealths Magistrates, 

Communities Administratours, fields Labourers, Civill-life Merchants and Artificers, 

by it the whole world hath order, and by it, order prospers in all things.

As a republican, Hutchinson refuses the foundation of a monarchic order on fidelity of affect to a government in which she does not believe; while she may outwardly conform even to illegitimate magistrates, Hutchinson does not accept the move from conformity of action to passion.  She consequently rejects the foundation of the political order on her passionate regulation.  On another level, however, Hutchinson’s mitigation of the shaping role of fidelity will be crucial to her use of friendship doctrine in Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson.  
“Herein only in her whole life:”  Strategic uses of wifely disloyalty in Memoirs of the 

Life of Colonel Hutchinson

Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson stages a conflict between the roles of wife and of friend; it deploys a strategic gender conservatism in order to create a cohesive political portrait of Colonel Hutchinson.  Lucy Hutchinson deflects actions of political disloyalty onto the role of “wife” while using friendship to complicate ideas of fidelity to the friend and state.  Hutchinson’s worry, in her commonplace book, about the exclusivity of passionate commitment helps to illuminate several features of Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson:  its sacrifice of Lucy Hutchinson’s political consistency in favor of her husband’s, its distanced third-person narration, and especially its stated purpose “to moderate [her] woe,” so seemingly at odds with that distant language.
  John Hutchinson’s sole susceptibility to the impulses of conscience, and not to any external authority, serves as the Memoirs’ central article of faith.
  In contrast, many Parliamentarians condemned John Hutchinson for not having been executed as a regicide, asserting that this meant his capitulation to royalist demands.
  

In her narrative, Hutchinson locates her husband’s deviation from the party as a result of her disobedience in writing the letter that saved him from execution.  On the king’s return, the Act of Oblivion that pardoned most parliamentary supporters deliberately excluded the regicides; having signed Charles I’s death warrant and attended every day of his trial, John Hutchinson was clearly among the regicides.  Through a letter recanting his role as regicide and the interventions of royalist friends (many of them Lucy Hutchinson’s family), John Hutchinson received a pardon.  Lucy Hutchinson asserts that she alone “contrived and [wrote]” the letter, thus taking full responsibility for his one recorded act of disloyalty to the republican cause.
  As Derek Hirst has recently argued, however, John Hutchinson’s contemporaries, including the republicans Edmund Ludlow and Algernon Sidney, wholly blamed John Hutchinson for the recantation; Hirst also cites persuasive evidence from William Bankes’s Parliamentary diary of a speech of John Hutchinson’s that favored the king before his return.
  Hirst concludes that John Hutchinson wrote the recantation letter, and that Lucy Hutchinson took responsibility for it as “an early case of . . . false memory” or “attempts to persuade herself and others of what might have been or what ought to have been.”
  In contrast, I want to argue that – whether John or Lucy Hutchinson wrote the letter – her rhetorical performance in claiming credit for the letter exploits the discourse of obligations even to a deceased friend, and thus deploys an ethics focused on the inevitabilities of betrayal.
  She uses amicitia to insert distance between her husband, herself, and “his wife” as political actors, contrasting a conservative gender ideology to the civic obligations of the friend.  These negotiations allow Hutchinson to imagine a republican political future that incorporates the possibility of rebellion within an ethic of neighborly peacefulness – a future that John Hutchinson cannot imagine, even in his saintly death.

Hutchinson depicts writing the letter as necessary in order to prevent her husband from sacrificing himself to preserve his political integrity.  She “saw that he was ambitious of being a public sacrifice, and therefore, herein only in her whole life, resolved to disobey him, and to improve all the affection he had for her to his safety, and prevailed with him to retire; for she said she would not live to see him a prisoner.”
  The varied seventeenth-century meanings of “improve” complicate this statement:  it can mean not only “to turn his love for his wife to the cause of his own safety” but also “to increase or better,” the agrarian connotation of which recalls Hutchinson’s extensive work on the estate at Owthorpe. The former meaning evokes the usefulness of friendship:  in this case, the colonel’s affection for his wife/friend turns, through her influence, into care of the self.  The Memoirs also present his self-preservation as concern for her well-being:  “she would not live to see him a prisoner.”

The latter meaning of “increase” mirrors Hutchinson’s motive for writing the Memoirs:  not only “to moderate [her] woe,” but “if it were possible, to augment [her] love.”
  The move between lover and beloved – improving his love, augmenting hers – suggests the reciprocity of friendship more than the hierarchy of marriage.  Augmenting her love does not lead Hutchinson to outbursts of passion in the Memoirs:  the revisions of the Memoirs tend to minimize the personal voice.
  This chastening shows the act of writing the Memoirs as a disciplining of passion, a moderation that produces an exemplary John Hutchinson at the cost of his wife’s political consistency.  That identity, presented in the logical sequence of explanatory narrative, is a gift of love:  the passion of love, gendered indelibly female, absorbs any political inconsistency that might attach to John Hutchinson.  Hutchinson exploits the differences between marriage and friendship to manipulate this version of political identity.  

The success of the letter depends, in part, on her having stood in for John Hutchinson before.  “. . . She writ her husband’s name to the letter and ventured to send it in [to Parliament], being used sometimes to write the letters he dictated, and her character not much different from his.”
  The likeness of handwriting – of “character” – illuminates what she is trying very hard to keep apart:  their moral culpability for this act.  The similarity in their handwriting and her practice of serving as his amanuensis thus facilitate this deception.  The context of friendship helps to show this, for in acting as her husband’s secretary Hutchinson occupies a role traditionally reserved to a man in the humanist tradition.  The role of secretary also exposes the class difference that can upset the perfect equality required by friendship, touching off worries about male friendship’s sexual potential.
  Hutchinson’s action implies a usurpation of the earlier trust founded on likeness.  Before, she only wrote what “he dictated;” here, she repeatedly underlines her autonomy, “having contrived and written this letter.”
  The figure of the secretary helps to open up some distance in the idea of the friend as “another self,” removing John Hutchinson’s responsibility for his wife’s actions; this mediating function, crucially, does not rely upon gender, because that would involve recognizing the wife’s legal subsumption in her husband, and hence his culpability for her actions.  

Her insistence helps preserve her husband’s republican reputation, given a letter astonishingly bold in its royalist sentiments.  The letter tells of a John Hutchinson led astray by bad examples:  

They who yet remember the seeming sanctity and subtle arts of those men, who 

seduced not only me, but thousands more, in those unhappy days, cannot, if they have 

any Christian compassion, but join with me in bewailing my wretched misfortune, to 

have fallen into their pernicious snares, when neither my own malice, avarice, or 

ambition, but an ill-guided judgment led me.

The utter absence of agency, the recourse to overblown adjectives, the reference to seduction:  all collude to feminize a John Hutchinson not in control of his own actions.  The passage recalls the seduction of false counselors – most often figured, in the Memoirs, as wives.
  At the same time, the letter asks for “Christian compassion,” a concept that falls worrisomely between the uncomprehending pity of the first elegy and the neighborly charity of the religious treatises.  The distinction between the two turns on something unavailable to the letter’s audience:  a consciousness of the author’s intentions.  With pity, the audience cannot respond because their absolute difference from the speaker means they fail to perceive the situation correctly; with charity, the acknowledgment of difference allows for acts of kindness despite differing opinions.  The false authorship of the letter means that any appraisal will be mistaken.  The final confusion of motive – John Hutchinson’s various ambitions – returns again to the conjunction of friendship and betrayal.  While the letter argues that “ambition” did not lead John Hutchinson to join the Parliamentary party, he was “ambitious of being a public sacrifice.”  This distinction recalls a meaningful opacity in Montaigne’s account of political rebellion:  “They were rather friends then Citizens, rather friends then enemies of their countrey, or friends of ambition and trouble.”
  The obvious reading of the last phrase is that they were friends (of each other) rather than friends of ambition and trouble.  Still, the repetition of friends means that “ambition and trouble” occupy a middle ground between a friend loyal to the state and an enemy:  they move the speaker from one to the other.  John Hutchinson’s ambition marks him as disloyal to the (restored monarchic) state and loyal to the republican cause:  but as his ambition of dying is not fulfilled in the first instance, it does not read as such to his contemporaries.


The guilt and innocence of others leads John Hutchinson to consider his own commitments.  Any blame over the specific act of the letter, however, still attaches to Lucy Hutchinson.  The description of his thinking shows a series of reversals and reconsiderations, with a recursive prose style uncharacteristic of Hutchinson’s writing:  


When the Colonel saw how the other poor gentlemen were trepanned that were 

brought in by proclamation, and how the whole cause itself, from the beginning to 

the ending, was betrayed and condemned, notwithstanding that he himself, by a 

wonderfully overruling providence of God, in that day was preserved, yet he looked 

upon himself as judged in their judgment, and executed in their execution; and 

although he was most thankful to God, yet he was not very well satisfied in himself 

for accepting the deliverance.  And his wife, who thought she had never deserved so 

well of him as in the endeavours and labours she exercised to bring him off, never 

displeased him more in her life, and had much ado to persuade him to be contented 

with his deliverance; which, as it was eminently wrought by God, he acknowledged it 

with thankfulness.  But while he saw others suffer, he suffered with them in his mind 

and, had not his wife persuaded him, had offered himself a voluntary sacrifice; but 

being by her convinced that God’s eminent appearance seemed to have singled him 

out for preservation, he with thanks acquiesced in that thing.  . . . He again reflected 

seriously on all that was past and begged humbly of God to enlighten him and show 

him his sin if ignorance or misunderstanding had led him into error.  But the more 

he examined the cause from the first, the more he became confirmed in it . . . .
 

The emphasis on John Hutchinson’s gratitude to God for his preservation combines with an imaginative sympathy with those condemned – apparently, the only ones not dissembling repentance.  The passage also marks a reversal of roles in the marriage:  where earlier John Hutchinson rules his inferiors by persuasion, here she persuades him.
  The contrast between the attitudes of husband and wife is striking here:  though the author of the Memoirs takes John Hutchinson’s part in condemning the act of writing the letter, the “wife” portrayed in these pages “thought she had never deserved so well of him” for her efforts.  His rejection of her act shows the lack of understanding between them at this moment, a misprision that distinguishes between the “wife” and the friend.  In disavowing his wife’s action, John Hutchinson claims an imaginative identification with the regicides who were not pardoned on the restoration:  “he looked upon himself as judged in their judgment, and executed in their execution;” “but while he saw others suffer, he suffered with them in his mind.”  It is not too difficult, here, to see why the condemned regicides might reject John Hutchinson’s imaginative claim to their punishment:  “. . . our own party . . . because he was not hanged at first, imagined and spoke among themselves all the scandals that could be devised of him as one that had deserted the cause.”
  


In claiming the letter as her writing, Lucy Hutchinson confers a benefit of friendship on her dead husband that he can no longer repay:  she constructs a narrative of his consistent republicanism that has persuaded generations of readers.  Indeed, she figures her husband’s complicity in acceding to her letter as a benefit he renders her in life, a concession to the apolitical, immoderate love of the wife.  Paradoxically, however, the complicated betrayals and obligations that Hutchinson traces through the language of friendship enable her to imagine a community, through charity, that John Hutchinson, in his last moments, cannot.  As he lays dying in Sandown Castle, his wife still in Nottinghamshire, John Hutchinson moves to speak:


Then, as he was going to utter something, “Here’s none,” said he, “but friends.”  His 

brother reminded him that the doctor was present:  “Oh, I thank you,” said he; and 

such was their amazement in their sorrow, that they did not think of speaking to the 

doctor to retire, but lost what he would have said, which I am confident was some 

advice to his son how to demean himself in public concernments.

Where earlier John Hutchinson will use charity to make friends of enemies (and, inadvertently, enemies of friends), here his sense of the limits of friendship creates a caesura, a missed opportunity for counsel.  This omission means that Lucy Hutchinson’s exemplary portrait of her husband must answer the need for “advice . . . how to demean himself in public concernments.” 
Conclusion:  “To discharge its duties with the most scrupulous care”


Lucy Hutchinson writes the Memoirs, at least in part, to answer the charges of desertion for her husband, to assert his political faithfulness and consistency against others’ criticism.  In doing so, she needs to provide an alternate explanation for the recantation letter:  the explanation she chooses is that of misguided wifely affection.  But she plays that characterization of the mistaken wife against the figure of the virtuous friend, enmeshed in a network of ethical commitments.  Those obligations, inevitably, conflict:  John Hutchinson’s clemency to royalists in the interregnum creates the benefit of his pardon, but at the cost of republicans’ belief in him.  Her husband’s versions of community range from an interregnum charity that reads as betrayal of his friends to a limited figurative assertion of republicanism that prevents him from articulating behavior in “public concernments.”  Lucy Hutchinson’s charity – and hence her republicanism – is both more capacious and more effective than his.  In taking friendship as the foundation of charity, Hutchinson shows the possibility of a community that allows for neighborliness, faith-keeping, and forgiveness after the rupture of the Civil Wars and Restoration and a responsible rebellion, the possibility of protest against illegitimate magistrates.  In relinquishing Aristotle’s requirement for like-mindedness in friendship, she nevertheless preserves the justice that allows for rebellion against tyranny.

Lucy Hutchinson refashions the act of writing and accepting the letter as a private transaction between husband and wife.  However, her language of friendship exposes it as the acceptance of a benefit from her husband, as he preserves his life for her sake, and the conferral, by her, of a benefit on her dead husband in the retelling, as she polishes his republican reputation by tarnishing her own.  That tarnish does not stick to Lucy Hutchinson’s reputation, however.  The dangerous legibility of her text’s republicanism meant that Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson was not printed until 1806.  The preservation of Lucy Hutchinson’s republican reputation, despite her best efforts to draw inconsistency to herself rather than to her husband, derives from the rhetorical force of amicitia, though later readers, popular and scholarly, have not overtly identified its presence in her texts.  In drawing on amicitia’s associations with republicanism, her rewriting of Caussin argues that friendship’s achievement of self-governance through moderation of the passions looks more like republicanism than monarchy in its insistence on equality.  At the same time, she appropriates and undermines royalist genres in order to jettison friendship’s associations with conviviality and monarchy.  

Her exemplary portraits of her husband function like those of the friends who persuade the tyrant away from his tyranny; in giving marriage the equality of friendship, she shows it leading to democracy, rather than to the privatization of companionate marriage.  As an explanation for all depictions of wives and husbands as friends, the narrative of companionate marriage has been so dominant, however, that Lucy Hutchinson’s treatment of marriage as a “public concernment” has not been legible until now.  Hutchinson’s use of amicitia thus illuminates the history of companionate marriage, showing the effort involved in rendering it private.  Her writings also change the history of amicitia:  her incorporation of betrayal into friendship, rather than deflecting it elsewhere, shapes an ethical friendship that preserves both political identity and community.  

� Lucy Hutchinson’s secular commonplace book, Nottinghamshire Archives DD/HU1 159.  The reference comes from Nicolas Caussin, THE HOLY COURT FOURTH TOME.  THE COMMAND OF REASON, OVER THE PASSIONS. Written in French by F. N. Caussin, of the Society of JESUS. And Translated into English by Sr T[homas]. H[awkins].  (Rouen:  Printed by John Cousturier, 1638) 36.  The “unstick then rend” reference suggests Cicero quoting Cato:  “. . . the ties of such friendships should be sundered by a gradual relaxation of intimacy, and, as I have heard that Cato used to say, ‘They should be unraveled rather than rent apart,’ [dissuendae magis quam discindendae] unless there has been some outbreak of utterly unbearable wrongdoing, so that the only course consistent with rectitude and honour, and indeed the only one possible, is to effect an immediate withdrawal of affection and association” (Cicero, Laelius de Amicitia, trans. William Armistead Falconer [London:  Heinemann, 1923] 185 [XXI.76]).  I owe the identification of Caussin as Hutchinson’s source to David Norbrook, who generously shared his notes on Caussin with me; his forthcoming Oxford University Press edition of Hutchinson’s complete works will make them widely available for the first time.  


� Lucy Hutchinson (1620-1681) expresses her forceful republicanism very clearly in Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson and the elegies; she maintains this political commitment after the restoration of the king and the death of her husband, despite the fact that her birth family, the Apsleys, fought on the royalist side.  John Hutchinson (1615-1664) served as Governor of Nottingham Castle and later town during 1643-1647 and was a Member of Parliament for Nottingham from 1646-1660, in which capacity he attended every day of Charles I’s trial for treason.  On the strength of a letter recanting those activities, John Hutchinson was included in the general pardon of Charles II’s Act of Oblivion, not condemned to death as a regicide (Lucy Hutchinson claims that she authored this letter).  In 1663, however, the king’s forces arrested John Hutchinson on manufactured charges of conspiracy, and he died in jail in 1664 without having been formally tried.


� The statement takes on proverbial force, occurring in almost every friendship text in some form:  Aristotle says that “The same view of friendship is expressed in popular sayings, too, e.g., ‘Friends are one soul,’ ‘What is friends’ is shared in common,’ ‘Equality is amity’” (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, trans. and ed. Christopher Rowe; ed. Sarah Brodie [Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 2002]  234 [IX.80]).  Erasmus is most succinct and perhaps most influential, in his Adagia:  “Amicus alter ipse” (Erasmus, Adagia, trans. Margaret Mann Phillips, in The Collected Works of Erasmus [Toronto:  University of Toronto Press, 1982]  31).  


� N. H. Keeble, the most recent editor of the Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson, writes that her “sexual politics remain entirely conservative” (Introduction, Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson, by Lucy Hutchinson [London:  Everyman, 1995]  xxv).  (Hereafter I use MLCH to refer to citations from this edition of the Memoirs.)  Critics also read Hutchinson’s language of shadows and mirrors as indicating her subordination; see N. H. Keeble, “‘But the Colonel’s Shadow:’  Lucy Hutchinson, Women’s Writing, and the Civil War,” Literature and the English Civil War, ed. Thomas Healy and Jonathan Sawday (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1990)  227-47.  For a rereading of the issue and a challenge to some of Keeble’s points, see David Norbrook, “Lucy Hutchinson’s ‘Elegies’ and the Situation of the Republican Woman Writer,” English Literary Renaissance 27 (1997):  470-476.  Erica Longfellow, who offers one of the fullest readings of Hutchinson to date, insists that “Her concern for higher, ungendered truths is precisely that, with little or no implication for relationships between human men and women” (Longfellow, Women and Religious Writing in Early Modern England [Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 2004]  191).  


� Friendship produces self-knowledge, which encourages the virtuous action that models governance:  “Neither is this to be understood, only of faithful counsel, which a man receiveth from his friend; but before you come to that, certain it is, that whosoever hath his mind fraught with many thoughts, his wits and understanding do clarify and break up, in the communicating and discoursing with another” (Francis Bacon, “Of Friendship,” Essays, ed. John Strachan [Ware, England:  Wordsworth Classics, 1997]  75).


� For characterizations of the genre, see Leah Marcus, The Politics of Mirth:  Jonson, Herrick, Milton, Marvell, and the Defense of Old Holiday Pastimes (Chicago:  University of Chicago Press, 1986); Earl Miner, The Cavalier Mode from Jonson to Cotton (Princeton:  Princeton University Press, 1971); and Lois Potter, Secret Rites and Secret Writing:  Royalist Literature, 1641-1660 (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1989).


� Much of the friendship literature comes into English through didactic texts, often focusing on the issue of counsel:  preeminently, through Sir Thomas Elyot’s The Boke Named the Governour (1531).  Baldesar Castiglione’s The Book of the Courtier, in Thomas Hoby’s 1561 translation, also disseminates friendship doctrine in a didactic form; its emphasis on Platonism and courtliness aligns it more closely with Caussin, from whom Hutchinson draws.  


� Cf. Francis Bacon, for example:  “It is a strange thing to observe how high a rate great kings and monarchs do set upon this fruit of friendship, whereof we spoke:  so great, as they purchase it, many times, at the hazard of their own safety, and greatness.  For princes, in regard of the distance of their fortune from that of their subjects and servants, cannot gather this fruit, except (to make themselves capable thereof) they raise some persons, to be as it were companions, and almost equals to themselves, which many times sorteth to inconvenience” (Bacon, “Of Friendship” 73).  Laurie Shannon uses the discourse of friendship to illuminate the relation between sovereignty and subjectivity, in particular the challenges friendship poses to monarchy (Sovereign Amity:  Figures of Friendship in Shakespearean Contexts, [Chicago:  University of Chicago Press, 2002]).


� Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 220-221 (VIII.11).


� Marcus Tullius Cicero, De Officiis, trans. Walter Miller (London:  Heinemann, 1968) 313 (III.x).  


� The friends’ identification with one another is so great that Cicero does not distinguish between them by name.  The form in the Loeb translation is “Phintias,” but “Pythias” is the common Renaissance form.  This story was very widely disseminated during the Renaissance, both through frequent printings of De Officiis in Latin and, after 1533, in English translation, and through the frequent incorporation of the story in other texts.  It appears in the medieval period in the Gesta Romanorum as a tale of two thieves, in William Caxton’s 1476 printing of Game and Play of Chess Moralized, and in Richard Edwards’s play Damon and Pithias (1571), among many others (see Laurens Mills, One Soul in Bodies Twain:  Friendship in Tudor Literature and Stuart Drama, [Bloomington, IN:  Principia, 1937]  29; 82; 134-146 et passim).  


� Cicero, De Officiis 299 (III.vi).


� Cicero, De Officiis 313-315 (III.x).


� Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 219-220 (VIII.10-11).  This translation describes democracy as the perverted form of timocracy, but his description of timocracy follows common usage of democracy.  


� John Milton takes the analogy to its most famous extreme, using rebellion against tyranny as an argument for divorce.  Mary Lyndon Shanley articulates the connection between the marriage contract and the political contract in seventeenth-century England: “The royalists thought they had found in the marriage contract a perfect analogue to any supposed contract between the king and his subjects, for marriage was a contract but was in its essence both hierarchical and irrevocable.  Parliamentarian and republican writers were forced by these arguments to debate the royalist conception of marriage as well as of kingship” (“Marriage Contract and Social Contract in Seventeenth Century English Political Thought,” Western Political Quarterly 32.1 [1979]:  79).  Carol Pateman argues that the marriage contract serves as the obscured origin of the political contract in The Sexual Contract (Stanford:  Stanford University Press, 1988).


� Lorna Hutson, The Usurer’s Daughter:  Male Friendship and Fictions of Women in Sixteenth-Century England (London:  Routledge, 1994):  2-3.  


� Hutchinson 1817 126-127.  In her treatise to her daughter, Hutchinson clarifies the relation between intellectual inquiry and charity:  “Charity is farre to be preferred before knowledge; yet knowledge managd with charity is more excellent in its degree then a bare simple love which may unite a soule to God, but the other makes it more eminent in his service.  Tis sayd the corruption of the best things is worst corruption, and there is no rebellion more high then to fight against God with his own guifts, therefore carnall reason is most abominable when opposd to faith, or exalted equall to it or above it” (Hutchinson 1817 126-127).  The scholarly Hutchinson, translator of Lucretius as well as John Owen, shows clearly in these lines.  The difference between a “bare simple love” and “knowledge managd with charity,” Hutchinson suggests, is its efficacy:  its ability to communicate in the world, to serve God eminently.  It is precisely that circulation of love in the world that the discourse of friendship helps Hutchinson to describe:  the mutuality of friendship works because of the usefulness of the friends to one another, their commitment to action as well as passion.  The operations of charity in the world produce a community not limited by predetermined responses or political affiliations; in turn, this move toward neighborliness does not disavow rebellion – a political position to which “knowledge managed with charity” could easily lead the republican Hutchinson.


� Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 209 (VIII.1).  


� Loving God virtuously by means of another person offers a potential answer to the worries about love, but this solution conflicts with Aristotle’s hierarchy of types of friendship.  “By means of” looks like utility, not moral virtue, which should involve an appreciation of the beloved in her or himself.  See Robert M. Adams, “The Problem of Total Devotion,” Friendship:  A Philosophical Reader, ed. Neera Kapur Badhwar, (Ithaca:  Cornell University Press, 1993):  108-132.


� DD/HU1:  153.  The manuscript writes “christian” in lower-case.  Hutchinson also omits Caussin’s caveat that “But at this present the multiplication of persons hath abbreviated the extent of charity;” for her the problem is clearly one of ethics, not of logistics (DD/HU1 153).


� Cicero qualifies this with “or at most, a few” (Cicero, Laelius 129 [V.20]).  He is rather more imprecise in the De Officiis, which takes a more pragmatic view of friendship than the Laelius, but still refers to two people in friendship’s most exclusive form:  “for when two people have the same ideals and same tastes, it is a natural consequence that each loves the other as himself” (De Officiis 59 [I.xvii]).  See also Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 214.  Michel de Montaigne, Essayes, trans. John Florio, ed. Desmond McCarthy (London:  J. M. Dent and Sons, 1928):  204-207.  Plutarch emphasizes that “the very useful elements in friendship are rendered practically useless by having many friends,” for the friends might demand one’s services in diverse enterprises at the same time:  “It is impossible to be with them all, and unnatural to be with none, and yet to do a service to one alone, and thus to offend many, is a source of vexation” (Plutarch, “On Having Many Friends,” Moralia, trans. Frank Cole Babbitt, [London:  Heinemann, 1926]:  59).  


� For Jeremy Taylor, Christian charity defines friendship in its ideal form: “but by friendships, I suppose you mean, the greatest love, and the greatest usefulness, and the most open communication, and the noblest sufferings and the most exemplar faithfulness, and the severest truth, and the heartiest counsel, and the greatest Union of mindes, of which brave men and women are capable.  But then I must tell you that Christianity hath new Christened it, and calls this Charity” (Emphasis in original.  Jeremy Taylor, A Discourse of the Nature, Offices and Measures of Friendship, With Rules of conducting it.  Written in answer to a Letter from the most ingenious and vertuous M. K. P [London:  Printed for R. Royston at the Angel in Ivie-lane, 1657] 5).


� Taylor 1657 9.  Emphasis in original.


� Lucy Hutchinson’s religious commonplace book, Nottinghamshire Archives DD/HU3.  The first treatise begins “My owne faith and attainment are . . .” and concludes with the date 1667 (53-115); the second, titled “A brief summe of what I believe” and dated 1668, differs little in its language and ideas from the first, though it is substantially shorter (115-129).  


� Hutchinson does criticize religions and practices that she finds mistaken:  “. . . though they in words professe to looke to Christ only yet ioyning their owne righteousnesse with him they come short of the righteousnesse of God which is by faith in his sonne & this is not only the error of all false religions but of the Papists Quakers and many others formall Christians in all wayes” (DD/HU3 158).  


� DD/HU3 99-100.


� Hutchinson gives another example of their differing consciences in the Memoirs, when she first becomes convinced of the illegitimacy of infant baptism and then “desired him to endeavour her satisfaction; which while he did, he himself became as unsatisfied, or rather satisfied against it” (MLCH 210).  The intellectual exchange and mutuality evident in this episode contrast with her isolation after his death.  


� MLCH 312.


� MLCH 297-304; quotation from 301.


� This dialogue exists in two versions:  the better known, in Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson, has identical wording except for the use of third rather than first-person (MLCH 304-305).  The less well-known, from which I quote here, comes from “A Narrative of the Imprisonment and Usage of Col. John Hutchinson, of Owthorp, in the County of Nottingham, Esq; now close Prisoner in the Tower of London.  Written by himself, on the Sixth of April, 1664, having then received Intimation that he was to be sent away to another Prison; and therefore he thought fit to print this, for the Satisfying of his Relations and Friends of his Innocence.  Printed in the year 1664.  4to, containing twelve pages,”  The Harleian Miscellany:  Or, a Collection of Scarce, Curious, and Entertaining Pamphlets and Tracts, As well in Manuscript as in Print, Found in the late Earl of Oxford’s Library.  Interspersed with Historical, Political, and Critical Notes.  With A Table of Contents, and an Alphabetical Index,  Vol. III (London:  Printed for T. Osborne, in Gray’s Inn, 1745) 34-35.  I can find no evidence of the 1664 printing mentioned (and, indeed, no earlier edition than the Harleian Miscellany):  neither the English Short Title Catalogue nor the library catalogues of the British Library, the Bodleian Library, Oxford, or the University Library, Cambridge have any record of it.  If the pamphlet did not appear in an earlier printing, the question becomes how the Earl of Oxford obtained the manuscript, as the Memoirs did not appear in print until 1806.  All the material from the pamphlet, in augmented form, exists in the Memoirs, in both its printed editions and the full manuscript, Nottinghamshire Archives DD/HU4; since it concerns a later episode, none of it is in the manuscript drafts of John Hutchinson’s Life in the British Library (BL Add. MSS 39779, 46127, and 25901).  If John Hutchinson did write this account of his imprisonment, it complicates our sense of Lucy Hutchinson’s authorship of the Memoirs, for she weaves verbatim portions of this narrative into her own.  John Hutchinson did publish in print at least once, when he recounts the royalists’ attempts to draw him to their party in an exchange of letters:  A Discovery of the trecherous attempts of the Cavaliers, to have procured THE BETRAYING of Nottingham Castle into their Hands.  And how Colonell Hutchinson the Governour thereof was promised to be made the best Lord in Nottinghamshire, and to have ten thousand pounds, and the Command of the said Castle confirmed to him and his heires, if he would deliver it unto them:  And their large offers to his Brother, and divers other Commanders.  With their constant Resolution never to betray the Trust the Parliament hath reposed in them:  nor desert the so just and lawfull Cause they have engaged themselves in.  Exprest in a letter sent to Mr. Millington a Member of the House of Commons, and foure more that came with it.  (London:  Printed by Richard Bishop, 1643).


� DD/HU3:  128-129.


� DD/HU3:  111-112.


� MLCH 179.  


� On clemency, see Andrew Shifflett,  “Kings, Poets, and the Power of Forgiveness, 1642-1660,” English Literary Renaissance (2003):  88-109.  


� Cicero argues that this does not demonstrate the need of the parties, but rather their love:  “Indeed, I should be inclined to think that it is not well for friends never to need anything at all.  Wherein, for example, would my zeal have displayed itself if Scipio had never been in need of my advice or assistance either at home or abroad?” (Cicero, Laelius 163 [XIV.51]).  


� Seneca, De Beneficiis, trans. John W. Basore, (London:  Heinemann, 1958) 89 (II.xviii.5).  


� Cicero, De Officiis 51 (I.xv).


� Montaigne 202.


� MLCH 16.  


� Cicero, for example, argues: “Therefore let this law be established in friendship:  neither ask dishonorable things, nor do them, if asked.  And dishonorable it certainly is, and not to be allowed, for anyone to plead in defence of sins in general and especially of those against the State, that he committed them for the sake of a friend” (Cicero, Laelius 151 [XII.40]).


� Montaigne 202.  Florio’s translation, cited here, is more extreme than Donald Frame’s:  “They were friends more than citizens, friends more than friends or enemies of their country or friends of ambition and disturbance” (Essays, trans. Donald M. Frame [Stanford:  Stanford University Press, 1958] 140).  Montaigne added the observation, though not the example, after 1588.  


� Cicero, Laelius 149 (XI.37-38).  


� John Hutchinson’s conferring of benefits to make enemies into friends, discussed above, indicates an example of this.  In the Laelius, Cicero rejects the cynical assessment that “We should love as if at some time we were going to hate,” quoting Scipio as saying “he thought that it was the speech of some abandoned wretch, or scheming politician, or of someone who regarded everything as an instrument to serve his own selfish ends” (Laelius 169-171 [XVI.59]).  Jacques Derrida, in The Politics of Friendship, takes this reversibility as the central feature of friendship (The Politics of Friendship, trans. George Collins [London:  Verso, 1997]  27 et passim.).  Alan Bray also makes this point: “The bound friendship of the past was predicated on suspicions of treachery and potential enmity, which the rhetoric of love and fidelity negotiated:  the fear that the friend might prove, in the end, to be your enemy” (The Friend [Chicago:  University of Chicago Press, 2003] 202).  


� DD/HU1 156.  


� Caussin 1638 31.  


� Lois Potter, Secret Rites and Secret Writing:  Royalist Literature 1641-1660 (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1989).


� DD/HU1 158-159.  


� Caussin 1638 36.  


� MLCH 280.


� MLCH 16.  


� Hutchinson emphasizes her husband’s adherence to his own principles in religion, and his refusal to attend the Anglican Church, which creates problems after the Restoration:  cf. MLCH 25; 199; 265; 312.  


� MLCH 298.


� MLCH 281.


� Derek Hirst, “Remembering a Hero:  Lucy Hutchinson’s Memoirs of her Husband,” English Historical Review CXIX.482 (June 2004):  682-691.  


� Hirst 690.  


� The continuance of friends’ obligations after death is proverbial, most often manifesting itself in the injunction to care for family members.


� MLCH 280.


� MLCH 16.  


� Cf. the revisions in British Library Add. MS 46172 (fragments of the Memoirs) and the full draft of the Memoirs in the Nottinghamshire Archives, DD/HU4.  For example, she revises the descriptions of their marriage to greater brevity: that John Hutchinson who had . . . “an indifferency for the most excellent of womenkind, should have so strong impulses towards a stranger he never saw and certeinly it was of the Lord, though he perceivd it not, who had ordeind him, through so many various providences to be brought yoakt with her, whom the Lord had chosen for him andwhich many years after when he found himselfe pleasd in the Lords designation he hath acknowledgd resolvd with himselfe how admirably it was brought about and praysd God for it whither she were so in herselfe or whither his greate thankfulnesse in god made him esteeme her so he would often recounting gods mercies, sett this in the first ranke and in whom he found so much satisfaction”  (DD/HU4 51; strikethrough in manuscript).  Also, of their marriage, she writes: . . . “he loved her better than his life . . . yet still consider honour religion and duty above her.  never was woman more truly nor more honorably beloved nor lesse flatterd instead of commending her imperfections he was her, nor ever suffered she instruction above such a dotage”  (DD/HU4 56; strikethrough in manuscript).  


� MLCH 281.


� The discourse about secretaries and the sexual threat of friendship has animated a number of investigations into Renaissance friendship, homosociality, and homosexuality.  See Alan Bray, Homosexuality in Renaissance England (London:  Gay Men’s Press, 1982); Jonathan Goldberg, Sodometries:  Renaissance Texts, Modern Sexualities (Stanford:  Stanford University Press, 1992); Shannon 128-136; and Alan Stewart, Close Readers:  Humanism and Sodomy in Early Modern England (Princeton:  Princeton University Press, 1997).


� MLCH 281.


� Appendix XXIV, “Letter from John Hutchinson to the House of Commons, June 1660.”  In C. H. Firth, ed.  Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson.  (London:  Dutton, 1906):  447.


� For examples of this in relation to Charles and Henrietta Maria, see MLCH 67; 70; 200.  For the example of Sir Thomas and Lady Fairfax, see MLCH 210; 241.  The influence of evil wives cuts across party boundaries.


� Montaigne 202. 


� MLCH 286.


� Hutchinson writes of their marriage:  “Never man had a greater passion for a woman, nor a more honourable esteem of a wife; yet he was not uxorious, nor remitted not that just rule which it was her honour to obey, but managed the reins of government with such prudence and affection that she who would not delight in such an honourable and advantageable subjection, must have wanted a reasonable soul.  He governed by persuasion, which he never employed but to things honourable and profitable for herself”  (MLCH 26). The language of prudential governance shows the degree to which Hutchinson patterns this account on the humanist practice of textual example.  The distancing and abstraction that characterize the description of Lucy Hutchinson, as wife, by Hutchinson, as author, show especially strongly here.  John Hutchinson’s use of persuasion as a tool for governance reinforces this version of femininity, as it relies upon a female reason to be persuaded (though, of course, the fact that reason’s ability to be persuaded to this particular action is the mark of its reasonableness creates a circular view of subjectivity, derived from the husband’s authority).


� MLCH 298.  


� MLCH 330.


� The phrase derives from Gaius Fannius, an interlocutor of Cicero’s Laelius, who worries that Laelius’ grief over the death of Scipio Africanus has caused him to neglect his public duties:  “Hence the question is put to me, and to Scaevola here, too, I believe, as to how you bear the death of Africanus, and the inquiry is the more insistent because, on the last Nones, when we had met as usual for practice of our augural art in the country home of Decimus Brutus, you were not present, though it had been your custom always to observe that day and to discharge its duties with the most scrupulous care” (Cicero, Laelius 115 [II.7]).  
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