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SUMMARY

The aim of this thesis is to advance an understanding of the author’s corpus of tragic
plays, eight in total. Chapter One explores continuities and changes in Galvez’s critical
fortunes in the last two hundred years. Chapter Two examines the author’s commitment
to write tragedy in the light of notions of the genre in eighteenth-century Spain, situating
Galvez’s innovation and experimentation with generic constants both ancient and modern
in the context of the contemporary debate on theatre.

The remaining eight chapters are dedicated to analyses of aesthetic, structural and
thematic elements of each play: Ali-Bek, set in Mameluke Egypt, whose ensemble cast of
characters and uncompromising portrayal of cruelty and barbarity perplexed
contemporary critics; Saul, which dramatised the final hours in the life of this Biblical
figure in the uni-personal meldlogo format, Safo, which depicted the Greek poet’s
passionate yet solemn act of suicide, Florinda, which interrogated the legend of the
Moorish Conquest of Spain; Blanca de Rossi, in which elements of the emergent Gothic
style antmated the familiar tragic dilemma between public duty and personal honour;
Amnon, which recast the Biblical story of Amnon and Tamar and engaged with earlier
treatments by Calderén de la Barca and Tirso de Molina; Zinda which addressed issues
of slavery, colonialism and nationhood, drawing on elements and techniques associated
with sentimental comedy, La delirante, in which Galvez approached the historical
account of the nivalry between Tudor and Stuart, through the character of Leonor, Mary

Stuart’s daughter.
The systematic analysis of these plays reveals Gélvez as a self-conscious and

skilful tragedian, able to fuse the conventions of ancient models of tragedy with the
devices of new dramatic and literary forms to create a body of tragic writing which is at

once experimental, innovative and essentially classicising.
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INTRODUCTION

This thests focuses on the eight original tragedies of the Malaga-born poet and
playwright Maria Rosa Galvez de Cabrera. These plays form part of an extensive and
varied literary oeuvre which established the author’s reputation as the most prominent

woman writer of her generation:

Sea qual se fuese el lugar que esta ilustre dama debe ocupar entre los demas
poetas de la nacion, no se la podra privar del ménito de dar 4 su sexo un grande
exemplo, cultivando las nobles artes, y de ser, sino 1a Gnica poetisa espaiiola, a lo
menos la principal y mas fecunda.’

Gaélvez composed a number of original poems and dramatic works in addition to
translating several French plays for the Spanish stage, and succeeded in publishing most
of this body of writing before her untimely death in 1806.* The first works to appear in
print, an original tragedy, a short comic piece and two translations, were included in the
six-volume anthology of contemporary drama Teatro nuevo espariol.> The subsequent
three-volume QObras poéticas, printed at the Imprenta Real, contained the most
substantial and significant corpus of Galvez’s writing and comprised thirteen original
poems, one translation and nine original plays; however it did not mark the culmination
of her literary endeavours.* Three further poems were printed during the author’s
lifetime, two in contemporary literary journals and the other as an occasional poem in a

separate edition, while two original and two translated comedies exist only in manuscript

form.” A series of letters written by or on behalf of Galvez to her patrons, the censors
and contemporary critics, in addition to documentary evidence which confirms that ten of
her plays were performed in Madrid in 1801 and 1805, complete the picture of an
energetic writer who participated actively in the literary culture of her day.*

Chapter One traces Galvez’s crtical fortunes from the first contemporary
responses to her writing, through to the most recent modern scholarship, analysing
changes and continuities in the ways that critics and historians have understood the
author and her work. I argue that the often disdainful tone adopted by contemporary
commentators originated in their consternation at the ambition and complexity of the
author’s corpus of tragic writing. Although modern scholars have rediscovered the

pertinence of Galvez’s poetic and dramatic subject matter, they have often overlooked



the significance of her experiments and innovations in tragedy, a genre which her
contemporaries considered to be the noblest dramatic form, and one for which women
writers were thought ill-suited.

Chapter Two begins with a brief consideration of documentary evidence and
other writings in which the author outlined a commitment to revive the fortunes of
Spanish tragedy. I contend that through her work, Galvez aimed to construct an identity
not as a woman, but as a writer and, above all, as a tragedian. In the rest of this section, I
explore notions of tragedy in eighteenth-century Spain, and situate Galvez’s engagement
with generic constants both ancient and modern in the context of the contemporary
debate on theatre.

Chapter Three examines Ali-Bek, which tniggered a venomous attack from a
contemporary critic and which continues to perplex scholars, who tend to regard it as the
author’s least successful play. Using the specific criticisms of the contemporary reviewer
as a starting point, I argue that Galvez’s deliberate subversion of the concept of tragic
hero in this play has been consistently misinterpreted and undervalued. As such, this
tragedy might be regarded as one of the author’s most richly experimental works.

Chapters Four and Five are dedicated to Saul and Safo respectively. My
examination of these one-act dramas, often dismissed as minor pieces, in part draws
inspiration from the author’s treatment of the act of suicide in each. To a certain extent
both works engaged with new developments in musico-dramatic genres, while remaining

firmly anchored in the conventions of Greek lyric tragedy:.

In Chapter Six I argue that Galvez’s determination to experiment with the

conventions of tragedy prompted her to overturn the myth of the national hero in
Florinda. Although the legendary account of the invasion of the Moors was firmly
entrenched in Spanish folklore, Galvez was the first writer to place Florinda at the centre

of the narrative. This leads to a novel reinterpretation of a fundamental narrative of
Spanish national identity.

Chapter Seven is dedicated to Blanca de Rossi, which dramatises the virtuous
suicide of an historical figure whose place in the literary imagination of Italy can be
compared with that of Florinda and Spain. I consider the ways in which Galvez injected

elements of the emergent Gothic style into the ancient tragic dilemma between public

duty and personal honour facing the patriotic heroine.

Chapter Eight compares Galvez’s reworking of the Biblical story of Amnon and
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Tamar with earlier treatments by Pedro Calderon de la Barca and Tirso de Molina. I
demonstrate that in her treatment of the subject matter, Galvez reshaped the nature and
role of the characters of Amnon and Thamar to create a more human-centred view of
personal destiny than that of her predecessors and to redefine Amnoén as a fully rounded
tragic protagonist.

Chapter Nine analyses Zinda. As in Ali-Bek, Galvez’s understanding of the
relationship between European and non-European cultures appears to have influenced
her choice of theme in this work. Zinda, unique in Gélvez’s tragic oeuvre in terms of the
resolution of the plot, addressed issues of slavery, colomalism and nationhood and also
engaged with new models of sentimental drama.

Chapter Ten explores La delirante, in which the historical account of the nvalry
between Queen Elizabeth I of England and Mary Stuart spurred Galvez to create a
tragedy of unprecedented power in her oeuvre. This disturbing portrayal of the demise of
Leonor, Mary’s innocent daughter, a shadowy historical character never previously
dramatised for the Spanish stage, resonates with a brand of passion and pathos which is a

hallmark of the author’s tragic writing and which is here at 1ts most intense.

Where not otherwise indicated, the analyses of these plays are based on the
original printed texts. Although there are extant manuscript copies of Ali-Bek, Sail,
Safo, Florinda and Blanca de Rossi, they are not known to present significant variations
from the definitive printed editions.” The order of the chapters follows the order in which
the works first appeared in print. Thus Ali-Bek, printed in the Teatro nuevo espariol in

1801 is examined first and the remaining plays are treated according to the sequence in

which they were printed in volumes II and III of the Obras poéticas of 1804.°



' Minerva, o el revisor general, 11.11 (1806), pp.49-51, reproduced in Manuel Serrano y
Sanz, ‘Galvez’, in Apuntes para una biblioteca de escritoras espafiolas (desde 1401 al
1833), Madrid, 1975, vol. 269, p.455. This measured but apparently sincere praise of
Galvez’s artistic achievements formed the preamble to a critique of her ‘Oda en elogio de la
marina espariola’, Madrid, 1806, by an anonymous author [Pedro Maria Olive?], see Chapter
One note 13 below. Galvez died on October 2 the same year and this was the last

contemporary crnitical assessment of her work.

2 The ‘partida de defuncién’ is reproduced in Serrano y Sanz, Apuntes, p.445. Testamento de
Doiia Maria Rosa de Galvez, mujer de Don Joseph Cabrera Ramirez en 30 de setiembre de

1806, A H.P.M., Simon Ruiz, Protocolo 21429, 1805-1806, unpaginated.

* Ali-Bek. Tragedia original en cinco actos, Catalina, o la bella labradora. Comedia en tres
actos: traducida del francés, Un loco hace ciento. Comedia en un acto en prosa para servir
de fin de fiesta, El califa de Bagdad. Opera cémica en un acto in Teatro nuevo espariol,
Madrid, 1801, V. Although E! califa de Bagdad is attnibuted to Galvez in Agustin Duran’s,
Inventario de la libreria que fue del Excmo. Sr. Don Agustin Duran comprada por el
gobierno de S.M. con destino a la Biblioteca Nacional, Madnid, 1865, some scholars believe
it was translated by Eugenio de Tapia. See René Andioc and Mireille Coulon, Cartelera
teatral madrileria del siglo XVIII (1708-1808), Toulouse, 1996, p.890 n.97, for a discussion
of extant archival evidence relating to the translator of the play, and Julia Bordiga Grinstein,
Dramaturgas espariolas de fines del siglo XVIII y principios del siglo XIX. El caso de Maria
Rosa de Galvez, (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Pennsylvama), 1996,
pp.123-126, for a summary of bibliographic references to the work and its Spanish translator.
In the absence of any conclusive archival evidence, and in the light of the 1rontc allusion to the
play in a letter to Galvez printed in the Memorial literario, instructivo y curioso de la Corte
de Madrid, 1V.35 (1805), pp.378-382, ‘Nos acordamos de aquella letra del Califa de

Bagdad, (p.379), 1 consider the play as part of Galvez’s oeuvre.
* Maria Rosa Galvez, Obras poéticas, Madnd, 1804,

* “Viage al Teyde’ in Variedades de ciencias literatura y artes, 11.17 (1805), pp.301-308;
‘Oda en elogio de las fumigaciones de Morvo, establecidas en Espafia a beneficio de la

humanidad, de orden del Excelentisimo Sefior Principe de la Paz’ in Minerva, I11.52 (1806),
pp.3-10; Oda en elogio de la marina espaiiola, Madrid, 1806. See Francisco Agular Prial,
Indice de las poesias publicadas en los periddicos espafioles del siglo XVIII, Madrid, 1981,
pp.179, 213; BM.M,, Ms. 1-74-4, La familia a la moda, comedia en verso en tres actos;,
B.M.M., Ms. 1-28-14, Las esclavas amazonas, comedia en tres actos. See note 6 below for

details of manuscript copies of the two translated comedies.

® Many of these documents are reproduced in full or in part in Serrano y Sanz, Apuntes,
pp.443-456. See Chapters Three and Five below, for mformation relating to the 1801
performances of Galvez’s tragedies Ali-Bek and Safo respectively. See Andioc and Coulon,
Cartelera, for details of the performances of Bidn, Catalina o la bella labradora, El califa de
Bagdad, Las esclavas amazonas, La familia a la moda, and Un loco hace ciento in 1801 and
1805. The important researches of these theatre historians have also revealed evidence of two
performed plays not previously known to have been translated by Galvez: La dama colérica o
Novia impaciente, comedia en prosa, en un acto, Barcelona, n.d., performed at the Carfios
30-31 May, 2 October 1806 and at the Principe 15-16 November 1806 and 15-16 June 1807,
see Andioc and Coulon, Cartelera, pp.531-533, 539, 596 n.22, 679, 896 n.184; BM.M,,
Ms., 120-16, La intriga epistolar. Comedia en tres actos en verso. Traducida libremente del
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francés y arreglada a nuestro Teatro, see Andioc and Coulon, Cartelera, pp.495, 745, 907
n.352. La dama colérica, a translation of Charles-Guillaume Etienne, La jeune femme colere,
Paris, 1804, 1s traditionally attributed to Luciano Francisco Comella, see Emilio Cotarelo y
Mon, Estudios sobre la historia del arte escénico en Espana. lIl. Isidoro Maiquez y el
teatro de su tiempo, Madrid, 1902, p.237. La intriga epistolar 1s thought to be an adaptation
of Phillipe-Frangois-Nazaire Fabre d’Eglantine, L'’intrigue epistolaire, Pans, 1792. See
Francisco Lafarga (ed.), El teatro europeo en la Esparia del siglo XVIII, Lleida, 1997,
pp.248, 263-264 for details of manuscript and printed copies of both plays. See Chapter One
note 24 below for a list of posthumous editions and performances of Galvez’s plays.

’ See Grinstein, Dramaturgas, pp.329-331, 353.

¥ Modem scholars have speculated on the date of composition of Galvez’s poetry and plays.
In the absence of any conclusive documentary evidence it 1s only possible to establish a very
general chronological framework for the creation of her oeuvre. On this, see especially Joseph
R. Jones, ‘Maria Rosa de Géalvez: Notes for a Biography’, Dieciocho, 18 (1995), pp.173-86
(p.177-178), and Grinstein, Dramaturgas, pp.42-48, 56-69.



CHAPTER ONE

GALVEZ’S CRITICAL FORTUNES

Galvez and her Contemporaries 1801-1806

Given the variety and extent of her literary output, the reactions of her contemporaries to
Gaélvez’s work are vital in revealing the way in which the author’s writing was first
received and judged. However, it is important to situate this critical attention in the
context of a general and persistent marginalisation of women’s writing throughout the
eighteenth century in Spain.' In commentaries on the author’s poetry and drama, praise
was often tempered by an assumption of the limited creative talents of female authors. In
the review of Ali-Bek, the first contemporary assessment of one of Galvez’s original
compositions, the anonymous critic prefaced a cursory and disdainful examination of the
tragedy itself with a lengthy, cliché-ridden discourse on women and writing.® Other
reviewers of Gélvez’s work engaged more subtly with the debate, referring incidentally
and in more measured, less condemnatory tones, to the author’s status as woman writer.
However, this difference of degree does not mask the shared belief among critics that
women were essentially ill-equipped for higher forms of literary endeavour.”

Like the reviewer of Ali-Bek, Manuel José Quintana introduced his analysis of
Galvez’s Obras poéticas by addressing the question of female partictpation in the literary
world.* Quintana’s article is the more stylish and more subtly argued of the two, as might
be expected from an accomplished man of letters.” Yet where the earlier article made

explicit the critic’s opinions regarding female authors, Quintana’s commentary was
double-edged. His sardonic remarks and equivocation in evaluating the status of women

writers seem designed to disguise intrinsically cynical views behind a smoke-screen of

contradictory observations and obfuscation.
At the outset of the article, Quintana appeared to favour the participation of

women and rejected the currency of what he termed, ‘La cuestidn de si las mujeres deben
o no dedicarse a las letras’ as both malicious and superfluous. However, in a quick about
turn, he reasoned that women writers did not pose a threat as there were so few of them

and he described the potential growth in their numbers as “el contagio’, evoking imagery
of disease and thereby demonstrating his disdain. Pursuing this metaphor and clearly

addressing the male readers, he reassured them that there was nothing to fear: women
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were employed in ‘tantas otras ocupaciones [...] mas agradables y méas analogas a su
naturaleza y costumbres’ and thus the contagion was unlikely to spread. This rationale
merely echoed the commonly-held opinion among men that women’s talents were
naturally suited to the domestic not the public sphere.

Of greater subtlety was Quintana’s subversion of the concept of the literary

republic, which would have resonated in intellectual circles. His confidence in the
continuity of the male-dominated ‘imperio de la reputacion literaria’ strikes an elitist
chord and betrays a deep-seated reluctance to accept the status of women as writers. °

However, having declared doubtful the rise of the woman of letters, Quintana abruptly

changed course once more and paid tnibute to those educated women who had defied
male expectations (‘los que les niegan la posibilidad de sobresalir’) by excelling in the
arts and sciences. Perhaps alluding to the polemic on women, fashion and luxury which
had featured in the periodical press in recent times, Quintana suggested that it was less
harmful and ridiculous for women to cultivate ‘su razén’ and “su espiritu’ than to spend
time ‘en disipaciones frivolas’.” By equating femininity and frivolity Quintana criticised
patterns of female conduct and appeared to encourage women to take up the more noble
pursuit of writing.

In this puzzling introduction to the review of Galvez’s work, Quintana rehearsed
core elements of the debate on women writers in his own elusive literary style, creating
an ambiguous context in which to set an equally emigmatic analysits of the Qbras
poéticas. The tortuous blend of approval and censure and his failure to discuss specific
features of her writing in his review suggest that for Quintana, Galvez’s work
exemplified the fundamentally limited nature of women’s literary talents. He qualified and
restricted even the most tentative compliments of her compositions, for example,
observing that Galvez showed ‘sefiales de un talento distinguido’, in ‘no pocos parajes’.
The double negative here is a fine illustration of his dogged determination to avoid
making a clear, positive statement of her worth, a technique which he employed with
consistency throughout. His most fulsome praise, that any (male) poet would have been
happy to claim certain verses of ‘La campafia de Portugal’ as his own, merely assumed
and reaffirmed male literary superiority in the arts. Thus while apparently praising

Galvez’s achievements, he sought to remind the reader that this success could not be

measured on the same scale as that of men.



There are further indications of the gendered nature of Quintana’s criticism.
Although he endorsed Galvez’s poetic style (‘claro y puro’), versification (‘facil y
fluida’) and choice of metaphors (“agradables’), he found her choice of poetic conceits
though ‘generalmente dulces’, not always ‘fuertes y escogidos’. Thus Quintana
highlighted the shortcomings in Galvez’s poetic technique by opposing fluidity, purity,
charm and sweetness to power and judgement, thereby insinuating that the absence of
these masculine qualities was a significant flaw. In this observation and in the
presumption that Galvez would be honoured by his cautious commendation of her lyrical
verse, Quintana established certain boundaries of expectation for women’s writing and
marked out and claimed areas of literary territory which corresponded solely to men.

The luke-warm assessment of Galvez’s poetry was matched by a largely
unfavourable analysis of her drama. Quintana’s definition of tragedy as a difficult genre
to master implied that Galvez had underestimated and therefore failed the task she had
set herself.® Although he considered it grossly pedantic to list defects in the plays, he
delivered some damning general criticisms, pronouncing the tragedies colourless and
uninteresting and remarking that Galvez had sometimes transgressed ‘las leyes que
[Aristotle, Luzin and Blair] han dictado’.” While he conceded that several scenes in
Amnon and the second act of La delirante testified to the author’s ‘ingenio y capacidad’,
for Quintana these flashes of inspiration served merely to illuminate the overwhelming
mediocrity of her work in this noble, circumscribed genre. "

In forgoing a detailed analysis of Galvez’s drama, Quintana implied that the
compositions did not merit critical scrutiny. Throughout the article he portrayed the
QObras poéticas as no more than a literary oddity, the product of an unrestrained and
singular feminine ambition. For Quintana, Galvez’s unconventional energy and boldness
of approach to her writing had blinded her judgement and drniven her to over-reach

herself. He concluded that she should have reduced her dramatic output in order to
guarantee the quality of her writing, but this comment only partially disguised the
underlying insinuation that she should never have attempted tragedy. His final

endorsement of Galvez’s oeuvre stressed the curiosity value which would inevitably

attach to her work:

De todos modos nuestra literatura, que entre las mujeres que se habian dedicado
a componer versos, no contaba sino escritoras de coplas, puede desde ahora
darse el parabién de tener un talento que al interés que llama hacia su sexo, reune
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el ménto de haber producido un buen numero de rasgos verdaderamente
poéticos, que no s6lo le haran respetable mientras viva, sino que pasaran su
nombre a la posteridad.”

That he should consider respectability to represent the height of Galvez’s literary
aspirations is further proof of Quintana’s determination to demarcate and distinguish
masculine and feminine spheres of literary ambition 1n this article. His stern review of the
Qbras poéticas served to diminish the scale of Galvez’s achievement and sideline the
significance of her contribution.

Quintana’s voice may resonate with authonity now, but his criticism was only
one, highly subjective, form of commentary on Galvez’s work.'? Although his opinions
offer an insight into the type of prejudice which threatened to block the author’s full
participation in the literary world, there is evidence to suggest that Galvez was more
preoccupied with securing the good opinion of the censor and her patrons than that of
the critic. > Several of the extant censors’ reports on Galvez’s plays are of significance in
that they represent more than a routine rubber-stamp of approval and reveal a ghimpse of
a different brand of contemporary critical response to her writing.

Santos Diez Gonzilez, catedratico de poética de los Reales Estudios de San

Isidro and official theatre censor, praised Galvez’s dramatic talent in clear, unambiguous

terms:

he examinado la adjunta tragedia original, intitulada A/i-Bek compuesta por la
Sefiora Maria Rosa de Galvez, cuyo distinguido ingenio se manifiesta en esta
composicion que puede contarse entre las dignas, asi originales como traducidas,
que se han representado en los teatros publicos de esta Corte'*

Furthermore, in his examination of the original plays which made up the Qbras poéticas

he offset a somewhat condescending observation of Galvez’s achievement among her
female contemporaries with an intimation of the sensitivity she had brought to bear on

the Biblical subject matter in Amnon and Saul.

se trata de una muger que sin ser de aquellas Matronas Romanas discipulas del
maximo Doctor de la Yglesia, San Geronimo, escnbe sobre asuntos tan delicados

de 1a Historia sagrada



Similarly, Juan Bautista de Ezpeleta, Vicario de Madrid, not only approved for

publication the same plays, but elaborated on his reasons for this decision. He

pronounced himself satisfied with the plays:

que son orniginales, que algunas se han representado en nuestros teatros con

aceptacion del publico, que son recomendables por su imbencion, lenguage,

decoro y magestad; que la autora ha sabido escoger los asuntos que ha puesto en

scena y ha conseguido manifestar su numen poética'®

Although these fragments of opinion were never designed to reach a wider
public, the distinctly positive tone of Diez Gonzilez and Ezpeleta’s reports allows a
different perspective on Galvez’s Obras poéticas and suggests alternative ways in which
her work was understood and appreciated by her contemporaries. Ezpeleta’s
commendation of Galvez’s stagecraft contrasts with specific criticisms which Quintana
developed, while Diez Gonzilez’s comments can be read as an attempt, however
chauvinistic by modern standards, to applaud what he regarded as a genuine achievement
rather than to sneer at the low expectations of women’s writing,

There is a similar sincerity of tone in the surviving critical reviews of Gélvez’s

poetry. The anonymous author of the assessment of the ‘Oda en elogio de la marina

espafiola’ did not hesitate to place Gélvez among the most illustrious male poets in the

Spanish Parnassus and stated at the outset of the piece:

No es poco lauro para las armas espaifiolas el que entre tantos ilustres poetas
como han cantado su honor y glora, se halle una poetisa conocida ya en el
Parnaso espaifiol por otras muchas composiciones en los géneros mas sublimes de

la poesia.'’

Although Galvez’s work and success was situated within a gender-specific context, the

intention here was not to diminish her achievement but to enhance it. This critic, like

Diez Gonzalez, singled Galvez out in order to applaud her success as a woman writer

and used the ‘Oda en elogio de la marina espafiola’ to demonstrate the feminine nature of

her poetic talent in words which were reminiscent of Quintana’s comments:

todos convendran tambien, 4 lo menos asi nos parece, en que reune a un talento
y.® syqe . 4 13
naturalmente poético, fuego, facilidad, gracia y a veces armonia.
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In order to justify this high praise, the author included extracts from Galvez’s ode,
accompanying each with detailed and positive commentary. The review contained no

negative criticism and, with a flourish, concluded:

Por estas muestras podran conocer nuestros lectores el mérito de esta
composicion: y si para algunos hemos sido difusos, sirvanos para excusa el gusto
que hemos sentido leyéndola y volviéndola a leer."

An equally approving, while more restrained assessment of the same poem had
appeared in the Memorial literario. The critic also prefaced the analysis of Galvez’s ode
with a comment which placed her work in the context of that of her male
contemporaries. However, on this occasion, the comparison was justified. Mor de
Fuentes, mentioned in the article, had composed an ode on the Battle of Trafalgar®

tackling the same poetic subject as Galvez, but from a different perspective, which led

the reviewer to remark of Galvez’s ode:

Cada poeta gira a su modo el plan de su obra, y asi cada cual tiene su mérito
particular, es decir que esta oda, si bien no es tan sublime como las que ya hemos
extractado, no por eso deja de merecer un buen lugar en el aprecio de los
Iiteratos. Justo es tributar a cada uno el elogio que le corresponde, y nosotros
tomamos con mas gusto la pluma para notar las bellezas de una obra, que para

manifestar sus defectos.®:

This approach is unique among contemporary criticism of Galvez’s oeuvre. In focusing
on the ode, rather than its author and in refusing to waste ink by identifying the

shortcomings of the piece, the critic conveys a sense of literary merit while avoiding

excessive unction.

Having considered responses to Galvez’s printed drama and poetry it is important

to complement this survey of contemporary reactions to the author’s work with an

examination of a rare performance review, that of Las esclavas amazonas. * While this
article is unusual in that it did not use the gender of the author as a critical framework,
presumptions about the nature of woman were covertly expressed through the reviewer’s
analysis of the female lead character, Hipolita, whose resolve and behaviour the critic
found exaggerated and unbelievable. It is paradoxical that the reviewer found the plot
hackneyed and denivative, and yet failled to recognise the onginality of Galvez’s

unconventional heroine, thereby dismissing an innovative aspect of characterisation in
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this comedy.” Of course, the assertion that many in the audience had also found Hipdlita
an unrealistic character may have been a rather obvious critical ploy. Nevertheless, if
true, 1t suggests that the experimental nature of Galvez’s writing was conspicuous 1n
performance, and that her innovation was deliberate and self-conscious.

It 1s clear that Galvez’s work was neither entirely neglected nor roundly
condemned by her contemporaries. In fact, critics engaged subtly with Galvez’s wniting,
drawing on preconceived notions about female literary ability to highlight perceived
strengths and shortcomings in Galvez’s compositions, covertly prescribing the limits of

her talent. Thus the poems were generally praised for their graceful, lyrical

expressiveness, while the plays were criticised for containing defects which revealed the
author’s alleged inability to master a higher literary form. Areas of experimentation and
innovation in Galvez’s dramas were persistently misread as examples of her failure to
follow the example of others and thus an important and exciting aspect of the author’s
dramaturgy was underrated and eventually lost. Ultimately, the gender bias which
distorted critical commentaries on Galvez’s work perpetuated elitism in the arts,
remodelling prejudices about women’s writing in general and colouring interpretations of

Galvez’s oeuvre for generations.

‘Vida azarosa y libertina’; Gilvez, Biography and Scandal 1807-1901

Despite the revival of several of Galvez’s original dramatic compositions for publication
and performance in the years following her death, scholarly interest in the author’s work
declined after 1806 and was replaced by a preoccupation with her biography and
particularly with the more (spurious) salacious details about her life.** Questions of
gender, genre and participation raised by Galvez’s contemporaries in their criticisms of
her work faded into the background and her plays and poems ceased to be the principal
point of reference in considerations of the author’s significance.

There is no known documentary evidence to suggest that Galvez led an
unorthodox, libertine lifestyle and the original source of the pernicious and highly
contentious account of her conduct remains a moot point. Antonio Alcala Galiano,
Francisco Guillén Robles, Juan P. Criado y Dominguez and Padre Francisco Blanco
Garcia must bear equal responsibility for dwelling at length on entirely undocumented
anecdotes about Galvez’s relationship with Godoy.” It is futile to point out the mistakes

these historians made in cataloguing Galvez’s bibliography and idle to contend with their
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paltry and contemptuous assessments of her literary worth. Suffice it to say that barely
thirty years after her death, the prevailing caricature of Galvez as scurrilous ‘metre matd’
bore no resemblance to the simple, dignified portrait of her as Spanish Muse conveyed in

the commemorative ode ‘A la muerte de Dofia Rosa Galvez, insigne y sola espafiola,

poetisa del tiempo presente’:

A lianto y dolor nos mueve

la muerte de aquella sola

discreta Musa espafiola

que valia por las nueve.
Renewed Scholarly Interest in Galvez as Woman Writer 1902-19358
Emphasis on a specious biography and a neglect of her work meant that by the turn of
the nineteenth century Galvez scholarship was at a low ebb. Manuel Serrano y Sanz’s
Apuntes para una biblioteca de escritoras espariolas (desde 1401 al 1833) not only
revived Galvez’s critical fortunes, but also revealed evidence of an extraordinary
catalogue of women writers whose work had mostly passed directly into oblivion.?’
Serrano y Sanz’s thirteen-page entry on Galvez comprised an overview of the author’s
biography and literary career, supported by primary and secondary source material, and a
bibliography of her oeuvre. Although he cited some of the nineteenth-century historians
whose 1ll-informed work had tarnished Galvez’s literary reputation, Serrano y Sanz

distanced himself from their opinions and allowed his transcriptions of contemporary
documents and inventory of the author’s oeuvre to testify to her achievement. Although
it is by no means a complete account of Galvez’s life and work, Serrano y Sanz’s study,
which contains few major inaccuracies, remains an impressive digest of information and
continues to serve scholars well. Although the vanety and extent of Galvez’s
contribution to the literature of her day is not easily compared with that of her
contemporaries in this alphabetical listing, the approach situated Galvez within a female

tradition in Spanish literature and the renewed interest in Hispanic women writers was

due in no small measure to his important work.

Two early female historians clearly benefited from Serrano y Sanz’s pioneering
work in their own studies on women’s literature and feminism. Galvez was a notable
omission from Maria del Pilar Oiate’s study of the rise of feminism in Spanish
literature.”® Despite describing the women writers who flourished after 1750 as “por lo
general, feministas exaltadas’ (p.195), Oiiate probably excluded Galvez on the grounds
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that there was no overt feminist agenda in the author’s work. However, had she read
Margarnta Nelken’s work, Oiiate might have been tempted to investigate Galvez further.

Nelken rehearsed some of the most sensational elements of earlier accounts of
Galvez’s life in a picturesque recounting of the author’s alleged amours with Godoy.”
Although much of the evidence in this opinionated analysis of Galvez’s literary fame was
derivative, there emerged a new emphasis on the parallels between the author’s life and
dramatic work which continues to influence the direction of much modern scholarship.
Nelken suggested a connection between Galvez’s licentious behaviour and risqué scenes
in her drama, pointing to this as a reason for the objections of the censors and the critics
to certain plays.”® Although this interpretation of Galvez’s critical fortunes stretched
credibility and relied on partial documentary evidence, it led the author to conclude that a
certain hypocrisy among Galvez’s contemporaries had contributed significantly to
thwarting her greater success. In this, Nelken identified the anti-women sentiment which
pervaded many contemporary and nineteenth-century responses to Galvez’s work.

In different ways, the studies of Emilio Cotarelo y Mori, on Isidoro Maiquez and
the theatre, and José Subira, on Iriarte and the meldlogo, both of which footnoted
Galvez’s dramatic oeuvre, signalled a new departure in Spanish literary history of the
eighteenth century.’’ Subira’s in-depth analysis of the elusive meldlogo form is of
particular value in placing Galvez’s Sauil, escena tragica unipersonal in the evolution of
this peculiarly eighteenth-century tragic genre, which more than compensates for his

misattribution of her piece to Maria de Gasca.*?

It 1s also important to acknowledge the impact of Ada M. Coe’s catalogue of
plays advertised in the Madrid periodical press between 1661 and 1819, which until very

recently was the standard reference tool on this crucial aspect of theatre studies. The

information collated by Coe, together with the appendices to Cotarelo’s Mdiquez and the
bibliography in Serrano y Sanz’s Apuntes, recovered much lost information about the

author’s work.>> While not specifically advancing Gélvez scholarship, these studies
provided the building blocks with which scholars of the next generation could begin to

construct a new understanding of Galvez’s oeuvre.

Galvez and Literary Criticism 1950-present day

The last fifty years have witnessed a proliferation of academic interest in all areas of

Spanish eighteenth-century studies. Seminal investigations into social, political and

14



cultural life in Spain in the early modern period have expanded the field beyond
recognition. However, Galvez has not always fared well. The ground-breaking text and
reception based studies of the first generation of modern scholars theorised drama in
broad sweeps.”® This approach necessarily involved charting the indicators of significant
literary trends and differentiating between major and minor figures in the theatrical
world. Galvez was not a significant landmark on these important maps of theatre history
and the often subjective, occasionally opinionated nature of some of these accounts
tended to solidify the male-dominated canon.

However, new bibliographies, catalogues and dictionaries of eighteenth-century
writers and their works revealed the incredible diversity of cultural activity in the period
and launched the careers of a new generation of theatre historians keen to reassess the
contributions of previously neglected dramatists.>> These indispensable reference works
placed mainstream and lesser known writers alongside one another, which in itself invited
a challenge to the prevailing notion of the author as either innovator or imitator. More
importantly, the burgeoning interest in feminist literary studies has stimulated a series of
bibliographies of the work of Hispanic women writers and histories of Spanish women’s
writing which have interrogated the myth of male innovation and female imitation,

implicit in contemporary criticism of Gélvez’s work and present in commentaries ever

since. ¢

New Paradigms: Galvez Scholarship since 1986

Advances in feminist literary history have informed the growing body of Galvez
scholarship in recent years. Yet in comparison with her female predecessors and, perhaps
more pertinently, her male peers, Gélvez’s substantial corpus of writing, together with
her publishing and performance success belies a traditional feminist literary historical
interpretation of the invisible female author denied access to the privileged, patriarchal

world of the man of letters.3” Nor had Galvez disappeared without trace from the literary

map in the years following her death, and her work needed to be re-evaluated rather than

rediscovered.
The first scholar to recognise this was Eva Kahiluoto Rudat.”® In the first

substantial article to be dedicated to Galvez as a playwright concerned with the aesthetic
preoccupations of her time, Rudat situated the author within a specific literary and

cultural context and pointed to the ways in which Gélvez’s engagement with genre and
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the field of literary creation was crucial to an understanding of the significance of her
oeuvre. Following this lead, several studies by Daniel Whitaker, have raised the profile of
Galvez as an enlightened writer. Joseph Jones adopted a similar approach in his
discussion of Saul, relating Galvez’s play to the complex development of the melologo
form in Spain and Europe.”” More recently, Whitaker has examined the ways in which
the author’s work engaged with contemporary social concerns, and has provided a series
of stimulating thematic interpretations of several plays.*’

Elizabeth Franklin Lewis has focused on Galvez as a woman writer. Inspired by
Foucault’s theory of discourse and its relationship to power, Franklin Lew1s’s premise in
her unpublished doctoral thesis was that a dominant male discourse presented women
writers with obstacles.*’ Her interpretation stresses those aspects of Galvez’s poems and
plays in which the struggle against this stifling discourse can best be demonstrated. In her
most recent work, Franklin Lewis extends this feminist literary historical approach to a
study of specific themes in Galvez’s plays approached from a gendered perspective.

Other scholars have focused on biographical matters. Joseph Jones collated
previously known material in an attempt to create a chronology of Gélvez’s artistic
endeavours.* However the most significant advances in this area of studies have been
made by Julia Bordiga Grinstein, whose unpublished doctoral dissertation remains the
most substantial treatment of the author’s life and work to date.** In her thesis, Grinstein
used major archival discoveries to support new interpretations of some of Galvez’s
work, suggesting that the author overcame, even drew inspiration from, the difficulties

which racked her personal life in the creation of her oeuvre.

One of the most obvious and immediate outcomes of this body of research is a
perceptible change in the climate of opinion about women writers in general and Galvez
in particular.*’ It is no longer possible to think in terms of a fixed group of major and
minor writers since the literary canon is a concept in constant evolution whose
metamorphoses are always directed by concerns of the present. Frequently no more than
a token footnote in surveys of literature in the past, Galvez has finally achieved a
canonical status of sorts and is cited, occasionally in a separate subsection, in the most
recent literary histories of Spain.*® While contemporary critics held Galvez to be an
example to her sex (‘a su sexo un grande ejemplo’’), modern scholars regard her as a

paradigm, an example of her sex and the regrettably still less celebrated eighteenth-

century Spanish women dramatists.
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This shift in emphasis has not always led to an accompanying focus on Galvez as
an individual writer with a distinct body of work. For some scholars, champions of a
theorised version of theatre history, Galvez remains an example of a dramatist whose
work sits uncomfortably in both the Neoclassical and Romantic camps.*’ Yet more
perplexing is the stance of those historians who, 1gnoring the revisionist line in women’s
literary studies, have been disparaging about Galvez’s literary career, insisting that she
used sexual charm to gain access to powerful benefactors in the court.*’ Recent archival

discoveries have laid to rest some of the more colourful fictions which have persistently

> However, these same

contorted and obscured Galvez’s artistic achievements.
documents have been used to forge a new set of assumptions about the relationship
between Galvez’s art and life.’" It is to be hoped that the fascinating new insights into her
intimate affairs will not overshadow the wider significance of Galvez’s work and eclipse
the study of her relationships with patrons and censors, theatre companies and actors,

writers and print culture in general.

Why Tragedy? Rethinking Galvez the Tragedian

In modern scholarship, as the field of gendered literary history is redefined and notions of
a feminist canon give way to the concept of a series of female traditions in the history of
Western creative writing, so it seems approprnate to examine Galvez’s work from a more
nuanced feminist perspective which places greater emphasis on questions of genre and
which does not focus exclusively on the status and subjectivity of women. At a time
when eighteenth-century Spanish women writers are enjoying unprecedented scholarly

attention, it is important to place work and not life at the centre of any new study of

Galvez.*
In the absence of any substantial archival matenal, Galvez's motivations for

writing remain a matter of conjecture. However the fragmentary evidence which
survives, suggests that for Galvez, writing tragedy was a personal aspiration and
challenge and an important act of literary and even national renewal. It appears that
Galvez was aware of the problems facing any ambitious tragic voice, at a moment when
the genre was enjoying a mixed critical and public reception. Yet this did not deter her
from composing a significant number of tragic works and from seeking to establish a

high profile as a tragedian through acts of self promotion and self-defence.
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Galvez’s identity and status as a tragedian, although crucial to her own
perception of herself as a dramatist has not been fully explored in modern scholarship.
The next chapter begins with a consideration of documentary evidence and other
writings in which the author outlined a commitment to revive the fortunes of Spanish
tragedy, revealing the nature of her poetic vision and the extent of her ambitions for the
genre. I explore notions of tragedy in eighteenth-century Spain, and situate Galvez’s
innovation and experimentation with generic constants both ancient and modern in the

context of the contemporary debate on theatre.
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' Manuel Garcia de Villanueva Hugalde y Parra’s, Origen, épocas y progresos del teatro
espariol: Discurso Histdrico. Al que acompaiia un resumen de los espectaculos, fiestas, y
recreaciones que desde la mas remota antigiiedad se usaron entre las naciones mas
célebres: y un compendio de la historia general de los teatros hasta la era presente,
Madnd, 1802, illustrated this tendency to marginalise women wrters. He compiled an
extensive list of eighteenth-century Spanish male authors, yet despite acknowledging the
success of their female counterparts named only seven, of whom three were active 1n the
eighteenth century. The nonchalant ‘etc.” which ended this rather half-hearted attempt to pay
tribute to female authorship in Spain is indicattve of a resistance to reconstruct the
predomimnantly male canon of national writers (p.318). Modem bibliographies testify to the
extraordinary number of Hispanic women poets and playwrights who, although present 1n
print and performance, were almost entirely absent from contemporary cntical literature. See
below note 36.

% This review is discussed below in Chapter 3.

3 In 1786, sixty years after the publication of Fe1joo’s  Defensa de las mujeres’, the debate on
woman’s intellect was reopened in the papers which Gaspar Melchor de Jovellanos, Josefa
Amar y Borbon and Francisco Cabarras wrote on the subject of the admission of women as
members of the Economic Society of Madnd. These important treatises encapsulated the
principal arguments of a debate which resonated throughout Galvez’s lifetime. For modemn
scholarship on this see, for example, Sally-Ann Kitts, The Debate on the Nature, Role and
Influence of Woman in Eighteenth-century Spain, Lewiston, 1995, Elizabeth M. Franklin,
‘Feijoo, Josefa Amar y Borbén and the Feminist Debate in Eighteenth-century Spain’,
Dieciocho, 12 (1989), pp.183-203; Edward V. Coughlin, ‘The Polemic on Feijoo’s “Defensa
de las mujeres™, Dieciocho, 9 (1986), pp.74-85.

* Variedades 11, 1.3 (1805) pp.159-164, reproduced in Albert Dérozier, Manuel Josef
Quintana et la naissance du libéralisme en Espagne, Paris, 1970, 11, pp.560-362.

> See Dérozier, Quintana.

® See Joaquin Alvarez Barrientos, ‘Sobre la edicion de 1788 de la Republica literaria de
Diego de Saavedra Fajardo’ in El siglo que llaman ilustrado. Homenaje a Francisco Aguilar

Pifial, Joaquin Alvarez Barrientos and José Checa Beltran (eds.), Madrid, 1996, pp.55-60,
especially p.59, which discusses the implications of Saavedra Fajardo’s text for women’s
writing. In his review, Quintana’s insinuation that the woman writer should be the exception
and not the rule echoed some of the ideas expressed in Saavedra Fajardo’s text. See also
Joaquin Alvarez Barrientos, ‘La republica de las letras y sus ciudadanos’ in Joaquin Alvarez
Barrientos, Frangois Lopez, Inmaculada Urzainqui, La republica de las letras en la Esparia
del siglo XVIII, Madrid, 1995, pp.7-17, and Joaquin Alvarez Barrientos, ‘Cuando las letras
llegaron a ser de cambio™: sobre la repablica literana espafiola en el XVIII', in De misticos,

magicos, cldsicos, romadnticos. Homenaje a Ermanno Caldera, Armando Siciliano (ed.),
Messina, 1993, pp.33-46. :
7 See Kitts, Debate on Woman and Carmen Martin Gaite, Usos amorosos del dieciocho en

Esparia, Madrid, 1972, for a discussion of contemporary attitudes towards eighteenth-century
Spanish women.

% *Son grandes sin duda alguna, y mas de lo que se piensa las dificultades que tiene que
vencer el poeta que actualmente se pone a escribir tragedias...”, see Dérozier, Quintana,

p.562.
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? ¢ ..el estilo de las tragedias no tiene bastante color, [...] algunos de los asuntos que ha

escogido no se presentan como muy interesantes...’. Jbid.

' “Varias escenas del Amndn y el acto segundo de La delirante, [...] manifestando su ingenio
y capacidad, hacen sentir que no haya empleado exclusivamente en estas dos obras toda la
aplicacion y el trabajo que ha esparcido en las demas’. Jbid.

" 1bid

'> For example, the theatre censor Casiano Pellicer, who found no evidence of Gélvez’s
fatlure to comply with dramatic conventions in La familia a la moda which he declared to be
‘arreglada a las leyes del teatro’. See BM.M.,, Ms. 1-74-4,

" The unfavourable performance review by M[ariano de) Cl[arnerero] of Las esclavas
amazonas which appeared in the Memorial literario, IV.31 (1805) pp.177-178, elicited a
response from Galvez in the form of a letter addressed to the editors of the Variedades.
Galvez explamned her motives in publicly answering some of the criticisms levelled at her
play, offering a valuable insight into her attitude towards literary critics, ‘pensaba no contestar
a su critica, pero porque no crean, si callo, que tienen razén, dinjo 4 vinds. mui respuesta, para
que la inserten en su periddico, rezelosa de que los Sefiores Memorialistas no lo hagan en el
suyo. [...] Concluyo pues suplicindoles que no hagan noticias criticas de mis obras miéntras
yo no se las enwvie, y si no obstante se empefian en ello, sepan desde ahora para entonces, que
tendran razén, pero yo callaré, porque no me hara fuerza en tanto que no vea el titulo que
tienen de censores, de elogiadores’, MJaria] R[osa de] Gfalvez] in Variedades, VII.24
(1805), pp.359-361, (pp.359, 361). See Inmaculada Urzainqui, ‘Un nuevo instrumento
cultural: la prensa periddica’, in Alvarez Barrientos, Lopez, Urzainqui, La republica de las
letras, pp.125-216, for a discussion of the identities of editors and cntics in the periodical
press, (pp.172-181).

** Reproduced in Grinstein, Dramaturgas, p.330.
> AHN. Consejos, leg. 5566, no. 8. Madrid, 30 August 1803.
' A H.N. Consejos, leg. 5566, no. 8. Madrid, 27 October 1803.

'7 Minerva, reproduced in Serrano, Apuntes, p.455.
'® Ibid.

9 Ibid.

%% José Mor de Fuentes, ‘El combate naval del 21 de octubre’ in Minerva, I (1805), pp.193-
199.

! Memorial literario, V.2 (1806), pp.49-54, reproduced in Grinstein, Dramaturgas, pp.394-
396, (pp.394-395).

22 Memorial literario, V.31 (1805) pp.177-178.

23 The reviewer of Ali-Bek also misread as a fallure to conform to dramatic convention
Galvez’s originality and innovation in characterisation. See Chapter Three below for a

discussion of this review.

24 Scholars have identified several posthumous editions of Safo and Sawl. Safo, Valencia,
1813; Safo y Faon o el salto de Leucades, Cadiz, 1820; Saul, Palma, 1813; Saul, Valencia,
1813; Saul, Valencia, 1817. See Duane Rhoades, ‘Bibliografia anotada de un olvidado género
neoclasico en el teatro hispanico: “escena sola, mondlogo, soliloquio, lamentacidn,
declamacidn, unipersonalidad, o llamese como quisiere’™, Revista de literatura, LI, (1989),
p.200. See also Serrano, Apuntes, p.453; José Subira, El compositor Iriarte (1750-1791) y el
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cultivo espaiiol del meldlogo (melodrama), Barcelona, 1949, pp.366-367; Grinsten,
Dramaturgas, pp.147-149, 402. Both Antonio Palau y Dulcet, Manual del librero
hispanoamericano; bibliografia general espafiola e hispanoamericana desde la invencion
de la imprenta hasta nuestros tiempos, Barcelona, 1948-77, VI, p.30, and Juan P. Criado y
Dominguez, Literatas espafiolas del siglo XIX, Madrid, 1889, p.102, cite an edition of
Galvez’s Un loco hace ciento, Cadiz, 1816, reworked as an opera by D.A.S.U and with

music composed by Esteban Cristiani (according to Criado y Dominguez). The following
original plays were revived for performance after the author’s death: La familia a la moda,

Principe, 4 October 1807, see Andioc and Coulon, Cartelera, pp. 541, 718, A M. Coe,
Catdlogo bibliogrdfico y critico de las comedias anunciadas en los periddicos de Madrid
desde 1661 hasta 1819, Baltimore, 1935, p.95, and Cotarelo, Mdiquez, p.685; Las esclavas
amazonas, Principe, 14-18 October 1807, see Andioc and Coulon, Cartelera, pp. 541, 711,
and Cotarelo, Mdiquez, p.685; Un loco hace ciento, Principe, 25-29 May and 31 May-1 June
1816, see Cotarelo, Mdiquez, p.793. Manuscript evidence suggests that Las esclavas
amazonas was performed in 1817, see BM.M., Ms. 1-28-14 Apunte B and La familia a la

moda in 1824, see BM.M., Ms. 1-74-4, Apunte 1.

» Antonio Alcala Galiano, Literatura espafiola del siglo XIX, Vicente Llorens (trans.),
Madrid, 1969 (original 1834), pp.30, 89; Francisco Guillén Robles, Historia de Malaga y su
provincia, Malaga, 1874, p.681; Criado y Dominguez, Literatas espariolas, pp.33-35, 102;
Francisco Blanco Garcia, La literatura espariola en el siglo XIX, Madnd, 1891, pp.43, 60.

* Diario de Madrid, 14 October 1806, reproduced in Serrano, Apuntes, p.445.

2T Ibid., pp. 443-456.

%% Maria del Pilar Ofiate, EI feminismo en la literatura espafiola, Madrid, 1938. Chapter Six,
which covers the eighteenth century, discusses the work of Marganta Hickey, Josefa Amar y
Borbdn, Inés Joyes y Blake, Maria de Laborda, Maria de las Mercedes Gomez Castro de

Aragon and Beatriz Cienfuegos, pp. 157-198.
29 Margarita Nelken, Las escritoras espariolas, Barcelona, 1930, pp.182-183.

 Ibid,, p.182.
*! Cotarelo, Mdiquez, and Subira, Iriarte. See abave note 24.
32 Subira, Iriarte, pp.366-367.

33 Coe, Catdlogo. See above note 24.

3% John A. Cook, Neo-Classic Drama in Spain. Theory and Practice, Dallas, 1959; Jorge
Campos, Teatro y sociedad en Espafia (1780-1820), Madnd, 1969, Ivy L. McClelland,
Spanish Drama of Pathos, 1750-1808, Liverpool, 1970; René Andioc, Teatro y sociedad en

el Madrid del siglo XVIII, Madrid, 1987, Joan Lynne Pataky Kosove, The ‘Comedia
Lacrimosa’ and Spanish Romantic Drama, London, 1977, Maria Jesus Garcia Garrosa, La

retérica de las lagrimas. La comedia sentimental espariola, 1751-1802, Valladohd, 1990;
Jests Cafias Murillo, La comedia sentimental, género espatiol del siglo XVIII, Céceres,

1994.

33 Francisco Aguilar Pifial, Bibliografia de autores espafioles del siglo XVIII, Madrid, 1981-
1999: Francisco Lafarga, Las traducciones espariolas del teatro francés (1700-1835), I
Bibliografia de impresos, Barcelona, 1983, and II: Catdlogo de manuscritos, Barcelona,
1988: Jerénimo Herrera Navarro, Catdlogo de autores teatrales del siglo XVIII, Madnd,
1993;: Tomas Rodriguez Sanchez, Dramaturgos espafioles del siglo XIX, Madnd, 1994,
René Andioc and Mireille Coulon, Cartelera, Lafarga (ed.), Teatro europeo.
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*® Constance A. Sullivan, ‘Las escritoras del siglo XVIIU', La literatura escrita por mujer
desde la edad media hasta el siglo XVIII, in Breve historia feminista de la literatura
espariola (en lengua castellana), in Iris M. Zavala (ed.), Madrid, 1997, IV, pp. 305-330;
Carolyn L. Galerstein, Women Writers of Spain: An Annotated Bio-bibliographical Guide,
Westport, (Connecticut), 1986; Katharina M. Wilson, An Encyclopaedia of Continental
Women Writers, Chicago and London, 1991; Cristina Ruiz Guerrero, Panorama de
escritoras espafiolas, Cadiz, 1997; Fernando Doménech, ‘Barroco e ilustracidon. Autoras en
el teatro espaiiol, siglos XVI-XVII’, in Autoras en la historia del teatro espaiiol (1500-
1994), Juan Antonio Hormigon (ed.), Madrid, 1996, pp.389-604.

*7 On a number of occasions in this thesis, I shall have recourse to the term ‘patriarchy’, often
used 1n femunist discourse to denote a male-centred social system organised and controlled in
such a way as to privilege men above women. See M.H. Abrams, 4 Glossary of Literary
Terms, Fort Worth, 1993, pp.21, 234, and K. K. Ruthven, Feminist Literary Studies: An
Introduction, Cambridge, 1984. See also below note 52.

** Eva M. Kahiluoto Rudat, ‘Maria Rosa Galvez de Cabrera (1768-1806) y la defensa del
teatro neoclasico’, Dieciocho, 9 (1986), pp.238-248.

* Joseph R. Jones, ‘Maria Rosa de Galvez, Rousseau, Iriarte y el meldlogo en la Espana del
siglo XVIII’, Dieciocho, 19 (1996), pp.165-179.

* Daniel S.Whitaker, ‘Los figurones literarios of Maria Rosa Galvez as an Enlightened
Response to Moratin's La comedia nueva’, Dieciocho, 11 (1988), pp.3-14; idem., ‘Darkness
in the Age of Light: Amndn of Maria Rosa Galvez’, Hispanic Review, 58 (1990), pp.439-
453, idem., ‘A New Voice: The Rise of the Enlightened Woman in Eighteenth-Century
Spain’, Continental Latin-American and Francophone Women Writers, 11 (1990), pp.31-40;
idem., ‘Clanssa’s Sisters: The Consequences of Rape in Three Neoclassic Tragedies of Maria
Rosa Géalvez’, Letras Peninsulares, 5 (1992), pp.239-251; idem., ‘La mujer ilustrada como
dramaturga: El teatro de Maria Rosa Galvez’ in Actas del X Congreso de la Asociacion de
Hispanistas, Antonio Vilanova (ed.), Barcelona, 1992, II, pp. 1551-1559; idem., ‘Absent
Mother, Mad Daughter, and the Therapy of Love in La delirante of Maria Rosa Galvez’,
Dieciocho, 16 (1993), pp.167-76; idem., ‘An Enlightened Premiere: The Theater of Maria
Rosa Galvez’, Letras Femeninas, 19 (1993), pp.21-32; idem., ‘Introduction to Safo’,
Dieciocho, 18 (1995), pp.189-210.

*! Elizabeth McCoy Franklin Lewis, Feminine Discourse and Subjectivity in the Works of
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CHAPTER TWO

GALVEZ AND THE FORTUNES OF TRAGEDY

Although she left no theoretical writings on tragedy, evidence shows that Galvez was
sensitive to its place and importance in Spanish literature and to the significance of her
contribution to the genre. In a document addressed to Carlos IV, Galvez mentioned with
evident pride that two of the projected three volumes of her Obras poéticas consisted of
tragedies.' Later, in the opening section of the ‘Advertencia’ to the second of these
volumes, the author made explicit her predilection for tragedy and hinted at a

determination to reanimate what she considered to be a less popular genre:

Las tragedias que ofrezco al publico son fruto de mi aficion a este género de

poesia, y de mi deseo de manifestar, que la escasez que en este ramo se advierte
en nuestra literatura, es mas bien nacida de no haberse nuestros ingenios

dedicado a cultivarlo, que de su ineptitud para haber dado en €l pruebas de su
fecundidad. En efecto, hasta ahora casi se puede decir que no tenemos una
tragedia perfecta; pero ;como las ha de haber en una nacién que recibe con poco
gusto estos espectaculos, y cuyos actores huian no hace mucho al solo nombre de
tragedia de exponer al publico este género dramatico, que hace las delicias, y
constituye la mejor parte del teatro de otras naciones cultas? A la verdad en estos
ultimos tiempos parecia que iba mejorando la suerte de la tragedia en Espaiia: se

han representado algunas con aceptacion; pero por desgracia no podemos hacer
gloria de ella, porque solo se han aplaudido las extrangeras.

Galvez demonstrated an awareness both of the theoretical pre-eminence and the parlous
state of tragedy in Spain and it is significant that her explanation of this discrepancy
emphasised a lack of will rather than skill on the part of national dramatists, given that
Du Perron de Castera’s controversial assertion that Spamish writers had not composed
tragedy had long since been refuted by Agustin de Montiano y Luyando.” However, in

insisting on the near absence of ‘tragedia perfecta’ in Spain, Galvez insinuated that the

genre lacked the prestige which it enjoyed in other literary cultures.

Galvez’s condemnation of the negative attitudes of actors and audiences to
tragedy was more direct and in recognising the vital contribution of committed theatre
companies and a receptive public to any revival of the fortunes of the genre in Spain, the
author demonstrated an understanding of the lack of fit between theoretical models and

the practicalities of the theatrical world. However, if Gélvez’s assessment of the state of
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tragedy emphasised a general malaise, her prognosis was optimistic. In sensing a new
readiness on the part of performers and audiences to embrace the genre, she placed the

onus on dramatists to nise to this challenge and to substitute indigenous for imported

models of tragedy.

Using Galvez’s reflections as a starting point, in this chapter I will explore the
development of the theory, practice and reception of tragedy in Spain, which frames any
understanding of the author’s engagement with the genre.* I will investigate the origins
of Galvez’s esteem for tragedy in the words and examples of theorists and practitioners
in the first half of the eighteenth century, before going on to consider how later generic
innovations impacted on the success of tragedy and obliged versatile, classicising writers
like Galvez to develop strategies for preserving the status while enhancing the popular

appeal of this privileged genre.

The Status of Tragedy: Defining a Noble Genre
There is good reason to believe that in Galvez’s lifetime the ideas expressed in Ignacio de
Luzan’s La poética had been widely diffused and absorbed by writers and critics.’
Although it is difficult to trace a direct line of influence between Luzan’s theory and
Galvez’s practice, the continuing presence and authority of La poética in literary circles
throughout the period suggest that Luzan’s discussion of tragedy must have impacted on
Galvez’s understanding of the genre.°

The boundaries of dramatic genres in the Golden Age in Spain had been fluid and
ill-defined. Luzan consciously broke with this tradition and in La poética established a

clear distinction between comedy and tragedy.” While acknowledging that both genres

shared many techniques, Luzin emphasised the different aims of each and described the
different qualities needed to achieve these.® Although careful to avoid an explicit
privileging of tragedy above comedy, Luzan’s definitions and explanations revealed
certain key contrasts of status and interest between the two genres: tragic characters
were ‘reyes, principes y personajes de gran calidad y dignidad’ (p.433), who displayed
‘pasiones violentas’ (p.530), whereas comic characters were ‘personas particulares o
plebeyas’ (p.528), whose passions were ‘méas moderadas’ (p.530), and while tragedy
dramatised ‘una gran mudanza de fortuna’ and ‘caidas y muertes, desgracias y peligros’
(p.433), comedy dramatised ‘un hecho particular y [...] un enredo de poca importancia
para el piblico’ (p.530). Extreme emotions experienced by the audience of, ‘el terror y la
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compasion’, were deemed ‘tan proprios de la tragedia como improprios de la comedia’
(p.529) and although both genres shared a moralising aim, the lesson of tragedy was
considered especially pertinent to the noble and the powerful.’ These unambiguous
definitions of distinct genres led to the creation of discrete identities for each which
inevitably resulted in tragedy becoming associated with a set of values which elevated it
above comedy.

In separating the genres, Luzan acknowledged that he was following the example
of Aristotle."” However, his determination to propose a modern framework for tragedy
led him to depart in significant ways from the ancient model."* Aristotle had identified six
qualitative elements of tragedy: plot, mimesis of character, verbal expression, the
mimesis of intellect, spectacle and song-writing,'? In his definition, Luzan pared down
these categories, focusing on the centrality of plot and character to the structure of the
genre and observing the powerful cathartic and edifying effect of successful tragedy.”
Luzan’s approach pinpointed the essentials of the genre and therefore certain Aristotelian
elements, such as music, were dismissed as superfluous.'*

In effect, Luzan refashioned tragedy as a pure and rarefied form, the flexible
terms of La poética concealing a refining tendency which was grounded in a fairly
inflexible notion of the essence of the genre. However, Luzan’s classicising model
presented practitioners with a problematic choice, given that to aspire to this ideal would
necessarily involve the re-education of audiences and actors accustomed to rich theatrical
spectacle. This tension fuelled much of the debate on tragedy and prompted Galvez,

among others, to test the limits of the genre in subsequent years."

Contemporary and modern critics have concurred in their respect for Montiano,
who drew on a range of models and followed the advice of ancient and modern
preceptists to compose two tragedies, Virginia and Athaulpho.'® He prefaced each with
a substantial Discurso in which he demonstrated not only a wide-ranging understanding
of tragic traditions in and beyond Spain, but also a determination to complement
contemporary precept with practice. The ostensible spur and point of departure to
Montiano’s first discourse was a desire to counter Du Perron’s criticism, but the ultimate
aim of his tract was to promote tragedy as the principal dramatic type and to encourage
his peers to revive what he regarded as a genre which had lost much of its lustre."’

In his treatise, Montiano set out many aspects of his dramaturgy and explained
the rationale for the creation of Virginia, adopting a confidential and candid style which
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conveyed a sense of the dramatist at work. Montiano’s understanding of tragedy, like
that of Luzan, developed out of his reading of a range of commentators: Aristotle and
Horace, Pinciano and Cascales, Feijoo and Corneille and, naturally, Luzan himself. It is
therefore surprising that his emphases were significantly different from those of La
poética. Where Luzan had insisted that the essence of the action in any tragedy lay in a
great change of fortune'’, Montiano made the nature rather than the progress of the
action central to a definition of the genre.”” Ultimately Luzan’s model of tragedy was
both aristocratic and courtly, but in his Discurso, Montiano showed that his vision was
more obviously based on ancient civic models. Luzan had insisted on elevated social
status as a prerequisite of tragic characters, but Montiano showed that protagonists

could achieve the necessary elevation through superior moral worth and wirtuous

actions.®

In the second Discurso Montiano proceeded from his discussions of the nature
and status of tragedy to consider how the essential nobility of the genre might be
conveyed in theatrical practice. This entailed a close analysis of those elements of tragedy
which were not the specific preserve of the author, but which were crucial to the
successful transformation of a written ideal into dramatic reality. The first Discurso was
principally aimed at the writer of tragedy, but the second, which reads more like a
practical manual than a theoretical tract, seemed to be directed at theatre companies.
Montiano touched on almost all aspects of the performance of a tragedy, including
guidelines for stage decoration, recommendations for the location of the prompter and
advice on costume. The author’s over-riding concern with maintaining verisimilitude in

performance derived from his awareness of how tragedy could be undermined by
incompetent stage management, distractions of theatrical programming, but, above all,

lax acting.?! Thus the greatest part of his advice and observations were designed to hone

the skills of actors.*

In the same way that Luzin had made tragedy and comedy distinct and separate
dramatic entities, so Montiano emphasised that each required a different approach to
performance.” In the case of tragedy, the acting style should always accentuate the
nobility of the genre and Montiano dedicated much of the tract to elaborating on aspects
of an actor’s art.?* There is a perceptible shift in tone between the first and second
Discursos which moves from an apologetic defence of Spanish tragedy to a more
provocative and practical exhortation to all members of the world of the theatre to
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transform stage practice to meet the challenges posed by the elevation of the genre in

theory.

The State of Tragedy: Theory in Practice
By 1753, Luzan had produced a theoretical model for tragedy and Montiano had devised
guidelines to ensure that this could be translated into practice. However, nearly ten years
later 1t was clear that a revival of Spanish tragedy had not taken root. ‘Pensamiento IX’,
which appeared in E/ pensador in 1762, came to a gloomy conclusion about the state of
the genre.” The ‘Pensamiento’ took the form of a satirical comic dialogue between a
South American visitor to Madrid and the cynical host who has taken him to the theatre.
Using the familiar and effective trope of the bemused foreign spectator, the author
ridiculed sentimental comedy in order to drive home a more profound criticism of the
confusion of genres on the contemporary Spanish stage.*®

During the course of the piece, the author insisted on the distinctive natures of
tragedy and comedy and advocated a clear separation of the genres. The observation that
tragic characters must be ‘personages de la mas alta esfera’ revealed the full extent to
which this view of tragedy had been shaped by Luzan’s definition of the genre.’ It is
evident that the author believed theatre companies, actors and audiences to be complicit
in the perpetuation of a state in which tragedy as conceived by Luzin and Montiano
could never flourish. However, the author looked to dramatists, the ultimate object of
the cniticism, to provide the initial impulse for the revival of the genre.

In 1763 two playwnights printed tragedies on a classicising model. In the preface
to Jahel, Juan José LOpez de Sedano declared his desire to reform Biblical tragedy

through the further refinement and purification of the genre.”* He stressed the novelty of

his omission of any °‘love-interest’ from the plot, but this, together with the studied
eloquence of the versification, suggested that the author had jeopardised the possibility

of performance in pursuit of an ideal of tragedy.” Contemporary critics and satirists
mocked the printed play, but Lopez de Sedano had already anticipated that it could never
be performed.*

Nicolas Fernandez de Moratin appeared more modest in his ambition for the
revival of the genre. In his preface to Lucrecia the author stated that he had followed the
advice of ancient and modern preceptists and intended his play to serve both as a
practical illustration of these theories and as a stimulus to other dramatists to write
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tragedy.”’ Modern critics have commented on the well crafted verse and subtle poetic
devices which were Moratin’s hallmark in this and other plays.’’ However, these very
qualities suggest that the author’s principal aim in Lucrecia was poetic beauty rather than
dramatic feasibility. It seems that for Moratin, the writing of tragedy was essentially the
fulilment of an ideal according to preordained models.

The ambivalent contemporary critical reaction to Hormesinda, performed in 1770
might be seen as further proof that Moratin, like Lopez de Sedano, appeared to privilege
poetic over dramatic structures and adherence to theoretical precept over questions of
stagecraft in his approach to tragedy.” The genre seemed destined to remain an ideal
communicated only in print rather than on stage. To counter this possibility, writers had
to create tragedy which appealed to audiences, but equally importantly, this commitment
to the genre had to be shared by performers and the public.

Yet until the mid 1770s, theatre companies and audiences were as resolute in
their resistance to what Thomas Sebastian y Latre termed ‘novedades de los que afectan
erudicion’ as dramatists were determined in their refusal to compromise aesthetic
principle for stage spectacle.’® Sebastian y Latre observed that new plays were often
lacking in dramatic punch, but also recognised that ‘los actores no dan un caval
desempefio en su representacion’.”> His belief that a deliberate and co-ordinated
campaign of resistance was being waged against new theatre and its advocates led him to

fear that an unsuccessful performance could be mischievously used as proof of an

inherently misguided project.*®

A Model of Success: Spanish National Tragedy

Sebastidn y Latre’s fears appeared to have been allayed in 1778 with the successful
performances of two new tragedies: Ignacio Lopez de Ayala’s Numancia destruida and
Vicente Garcia de la Huerta’s Raquel>” Both of these plays treated Spanish historical
narratives according to new theoretical principles and 1t 1s likely that their patriotic
appeal accounted for much of their popularity with theatre audiences.’® However, the
fact that Moratin’s Guzmdn el Bueno printed the previous year was not performed and
apparently not well-received by critics suggests that heroic Spanish narratives did not of
themselves guarantee theatrical success.”” Both Lopez de Ayala and Huerta brought a

range of dramatic and poetic techniques to these two works which distinguished them
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from other less successful tragedies and which must have contributed to their overall
impact in performance.*°

Lopez de Ayala and Huerta’s success signalled a new and promising direction for
Spanish tragedy. Even though an immediate and sustained revival in the fortunes of the
genre did not ensue, the potential of this dramatic blueprint did not go unrecognised. In
1786, the Memorial literario added its voice to the call for Spanish national tragedy,
articulating in persuasive tones the merits of indigenous models which might break the
dependence of the Madrid stage on French works.*' By ascribing the public’s antipathy
towards tragedy to the prevalence of poorly executed and adapted translations, the
author suggested that the dominance of the Gallic model was wholly responsible for the
failure of the genre in Spain.*

The author argued that the characteristic coldness of French tragedy, which
produced only, ‘razonamientos largos, pocos 6 ningun afecto, menos interés, languida
trama, episodios floxos, estilo vago y ratero, &c.” undermined the powerful emotional
effect of the genre which he regarded as central to its privileged status and elevation
above comedy.*’ This new emphasis revealed a shift in understanding of the essence of
tragedy. Luzan and Montiano, reviving the precepts of the ancients, had given pre-
eminence to the nature and structure of the action in their ideal of tragedy, but the
Memorial literario praised ‘la dulzura que causa la comocion de los mas tiemos afectos
del corazon humano, el embeleso que produce la pintura y muestra de las mas fuertes
pasiones del hombre.”** This emphasis on the emotional intensity of tragedy would be
crucial to the engagement of the next generation of writers with the genre.

Although the main thrust of the criticism focused on the debilitating impact of the
numbers of French tragedies on the Spanish stage, the author underscored key contrasts
between theatrical practice in France and Spain, establishing qualitative distinctions
between an austere inflexible French model and a more nuanced Spanish model of
tragedy. Despite gently reproving Spanish dramatists for their lack of dynamism, Spanish
actors for their lack of sophistication and Spanish theatre audiences for their lack of

taste, the final rallying call to national playwrights, performers and public revealed the

full extent of the critic’s reforming patriotic agenda:

solo falta dar animo & nuestros ingenios, docilidad € instruccion a nuestros
Actores, interés & nuestros dramas, decoracion y aparato co respondiente 4 las

escenas, y actividad en todo 4 todos.®
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Tragedy under Threat: Generic Innovations in the 1790s

Yet the development of tragedy during the last decade of the eighteenth century took a
still more complex and less predictable path. The pure and rarefied model as defined by
Luzan, which made tragedy the preserve of the noble, became increasingly difficult to
achieve and even anachronistic in the face of new experiments in dramatic genres which
made their fullest impact on the Spanish theatrical scene at this time. The success of
Jovellanos’ El delincuente honrado established the feasibility of comedia sentimental on
the Spanish stage and opened up new possibilities for national dramatists which would
inevitably impact on the writing of tragedy.” This modern hybrid genre colonised
elements proper to comedy and tragedy and blurred the carefully elaborated distinctions
between these two ancient genres.*’

Tragedy was most threatened by innovations in characterisation in this new
genre. The protagonists of comedia sentimental belonged to the middle classes, but were
elevated in stature in such as way as to make their dilemmas, actions and morals of
universal interest. Not only did this challenge the long-standing assertion that tragic
protagonists must be drawn from elite strata of society, but ultimately it questioned the
validity and relevance of the models of tragedy so rigorously championed by preceptists
and practitioners throughout the century.

A second generic innovation profoundly affected the development of tragedy in
Spain in the 1790s. The premiére of Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s Pygmalion in Spain in
1788 inspired a series of Spanish escenas liricas or meldlogos. This musical genre
evolved rapidly and became a vehicle not only for tragedy, but also for comedy and
satire. However, the prototypes drew their subjects principally from the tragic repertoire,
combining national historical narrative with intense emotional rhetoric to powerful
effect.*® The uni-personal one-act formula allowed the distillation of dramatic pathos into
one highly emotionally charged scene and permitted an extended exploration of
psychological turmoil and conflict on stage. In doing so this genre purloined some of the
most characteristic devices of tragedy, notably the soliloquy and hamartia, to create a
tragic scene without recourse to the traditional structures associated with three and five-
act tragedy.

The popularity of these new genres presented both problems and possibilities to
prospective writers of tragedy at this time. On the one hand, they testified to the appetite
of contemporary audiences for intense emotional drama, historically the province of
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tragedy and proved that the tragic could have broad appeal on the Spanish stage. On the
other hand, their nature and success threatened to eclipse and ultimately supersede
tradittonal models of tragedy. The debate between old and new drama was entering a
new phase: the central tension was no longer between seventeenth-century Spanish and
revived Classical models, and the ideals of Luzan and Montiano which had challenged

old precept and practice were in their turn being tested by new concepts and genres.

Galvez and the Spanish Tragic Tradition in the Eighteenth Century

Galvez’s tragedies engage both with the relative certainties of eighteenth-century Spanish
theoretical precept and with the manifest uncertainties of contemporary theatrical
practice. The wide dissemination of Luzan’s ideas, reinforced by the reprinting of an
augmented La poética in 1789, leant an enduring authornty to his judgements on the
qualities of good drama and his work remained a touchstone for critics and practitioners
throughout the period. His emphasis on the elevated status of tragedy ensured that it
remained an aspiration for committed writers and a guarantee of seriousness and integrity
in elite literary circles which must have influenced Galvez’s concept of the nature and
importance of the genre.

Galvez’s surviving correspondence reveals her to be an ambitious author,
sensitive to hierarchies of literary value, who regarded the creation of tragedy as a means
of forging a reputation as a woman of letters. In her supplication to the King, in which
she requested financial support for the printing of the Qbras poéticas, Gélvez

distinguished herself from predecessors and contemporaries both at home and abroad by

insisting on her status as tragedian:

el deseo de hacer publico un trabajo que en ninguna otra mujer, ni en nacioén
alguna tiene ejemplar, puesto que las mas celebradas francesas s6lo se han

limitado a traducir, o cuando mas han dado a luz una composicion dramatica;
mas ninguna ha presentado una coleccion de tragedias originales como la

exponente. ¥’

Tragedy was central to Galvez’s sense of identity as a writer. In the letter to the Juez
Protector de Teatros in which she requested a new censor’s report on Un loco hace

ciento which had not been granted a performance licence, Galvez explained that this one-

act fin de fiesta was written to support Ali-Bek, showing that she viewed the tragedy as

32



the more important of these two pieces and as the work more likely to ‘contrnibuir al

lustre del teatro espaiiol’.”

Galvez was acutely aware of the ways in which tragedy elevated both the status
of the writer and that of the national stage. She was equally conscious of the difficulties
and challenges which continued to face would-be tragedians. The first tragedies written
according to Luzan’s principles were often misunderstood and undervalued by cnitics and
audiences. Although they served as models from which subsequent generations of writers
could learn and against which they could measure their own artistic endeavours, their
limited popularity sent a clear signal to Galvez and her contemporaries that the much
prized precepts were not easily translated into dramatic reality. The ultimately frustrated
ambitions of Montiano and Moratin among others to create successful tragedy according
to theoretical principles reaffirmed the sense that the genre was as yet an unfulfilled ideal.

Gaélvez recognised the ongoing tension between theory and practice and the
hostile atmosphere in which tragedy was often received, and in the ‘Advertencia’ to

volume two of the Obras poéticas noted with obvious irony:

el miserable Espafiol que se atreve a escribir una tragedia jtriste de €l! Aunque
haya en ella primores que compensen sus defectos, aunque prometa para lo
sucesivo el ingenio del autor alguna considerable mejoria;, no hay remedio; se
critica, se satiriza, en una palabra, se le hace escarmentar, 6 acaso maldecir la

negra tentacion en que cay6 de escribir original, y no traduccion.’

In this lengthy prologue, Galvez not only alluded to the harsh criticisms and mockery
which confronted tragedians and their works, but pointedly distinguished between blind
and servile acceptance of translated tragedy and blanket rejection of original Spanish

works which prevailed:

es indudable que en las de otro pais se disculpan los defectos, y se exdgeran con

entusiasmo las bellezas, al paso que en las originales no hay la menor indulgencia,
lloviendo criticas, y aun satiras indecentes sobre qualquiera que se atreve a

’ y o 52
emprender esta dificultosisima carrera.

Galvez’s concern that Spanish tragedy was being stifled by the pervasive and
pernicious influence of fashionable foreign models seems to have been one of the key
motivations, not only for her writing of tragedy, but for her entire dramatic project.

Galvez’s determination to produce work which was self-consciously new and original led
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her to engage with some of the most innovative and experimental developments in drama
in an effort to reclaim tragedy for Spanish authors. Given this clear patriotic agenda 1t is
unsurprsing that Galvez should be drawn to national tragedy. The regular revivals of
Numancia destruida during the 1790s in Madrid demonstrated not only that successful
classicising tragedies should adopt a more flexible approach to the application of theory
and make extensive use of powerful dramatic situations, but more significantly, proved
the potency of Spanish historical narratives as vehicles for tragic drama. Galvez’s
Florinda, which dramatised one of the founding narratives of Spanish nationhood in a
striking and unprecedented way, might be viewed, in part, as the author’s attempt to
associate herself with this patriotic current.

National tragedy was only one of several possibilities for the animation of the
genre which Galvez explored in her tragic oeuvre. Indeed the range and diversity of
subject matter, themes and structure in her tragedies testifies to Galvez’s willingness to
embrace new dramatic devices and forms in the search for successful models. Perhaps
the single most obvious example of this ability to absorb and learn from contemporary
theatrical innovation was Sau#l/, in which Galvez drew on the popularity and potential of a
musical genre to produce a work whose combination of orchestral colour and rhetoric
within an Aristotelian framework was evocative of Greek lyric tragedy.

The equally popular and successful comedia sentimental form provided Galvez
with more material with which to embellish tragedy. Much of the interest of Zinda is
explained by the author’s fusion of elements of classicising tragedy with features of
sentimental drama. Likewise, Blanca de Rossi drew on devices of the Gothic literary
style to enhance its emotional appeal, central to later definitions of tragedy as evidenced
by the Memorial literario in 1786. Nevertheless as Amnon, La delirante and Safo
proved, older, more traditional models remained central to Galvez’s engagement with the
genre and ensured that her work was always recognisable as tragedy. Although the
author’s experiments and innovations moved the genre away from the rarefied visions of
Luzan, her knowledge of and respect for ancient precept and practice as well as Spain’s

own tragic tradition marked out her commitment to the continuation of a noble genre.

Giélvez’s Tragedy and the Challenge to Patriarchy
Galvez adopted an orthodox self-deprecatory tone in announcing her tragic oeuvre and
professed disinterest in literary fame.”” Yet in truth she was far from modest in her
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appraisal of the novelty of her achievement in writing two volumes of tragedy. Far from
eschewing all references to her sex, Galvez consistently referred to it and at the heart of
her assertion of her literary worth lay an awareness of her unique status and privileged
posttion as a female tragedian.

Galvez underplayed her erudition and instead foregrounded the spontaneous and
natural qualities of her work.>* Although in adopting this strategy Galvez might appear to
have pandered to male assumptions of the limits of feminine creativity, it might also be
interpreted as a pragmatic and even disingenuous technique to disarm her readership
ahead of a series of tragedies which in many ways were structurally and thematically
unorthodox. In fact Gélvez’s persistent references to her sex seem to represent a
calculated challenge to contemporary notions about women and about tragedy.

Moreover each work contained experiments and innovations which interrogated
the essentially masculine frameworks on which tragedy had been built and ultimately led
to a questioning of wider patriarchal values. For example, the de-centring and
remodelling of the tragic hero in Ali-Bek, was not only a significant experiment in
dramatic characterisation but also probed the nature of heroism itself. Similarly, Florinda
offered much more than a sympathetic reappraisal of a much maligned legendary figure.
In this tragedy, Gélvez defamiliarised a staple narrative and in doing so challenged many

of the assumptions about guilt and responsibility which underlay accepted readings of

this powerful national myth.

Galvez’s work developed out of a theoretical tradition which sought to emulate
ancient models in order to elevate tragedy and re-establish the genre in Spain. However,
Galvez’s practical involvement with tragedy coincided with a moment when the
classicising literary project, as apparently previously embraced by government and
enlightened intellectuals, appeared to have lost momentum and was increasingly under
pressure from new dramatic currents. One of the most fascinating aspects of Galvez’s
corpus of tragedies is her apparently self-conscious aim to bridge the gap between tragic
tradition and dramatic modernity, while never abandoning a commitment to the essential
utility and nobility of the genre. In subsequent chapters, I analyse the particular aesthetic
qualities and dramatic innovations of each of the eight tragic works and argue that
Galvez’s contribution to the practice of tragedy was both highly experimental and

essentially classicising.
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L« .. expone: que ha compuesto tres tomos de poesias, entre ellos dos de tragedias originales’,

document of 21 November 1803, reproduced in Grinstein, Dramaturgas, pp.356-357.
? < Advertencia’ in Galvez, Obras poéticas, 11, pp.3-8, (p.3).

* ‘Pour des tragédies espagnols, n’en font point’, Louis-Adrien Du Perron de Castera,
Extraits de plusieurs piéces du thédtre espagnol; avec des réflexions et la traduction des
endroits les plus remarquables, Amsterdam and Paris, 1738, p.4, quoted in Agustin de
Montiano y Luyando, Discurso sobre las tragedias espariolas. Virginia. Tragedia, Madnd,

1750, p.6.

* Whereas other studies of the development of tragedy in this period have centred on thematic
issues, this chapter focuses on aesthetic and generic innovations and continuittes. René
Andioc’s ground-breaking work has done much to illuminate the relationship between tragedy
and the socio-political sphere, see ‘La tragedia neoclasica’ in Teatro, pp.381-418. Although
my emphases differ from those which frame his work, I will have recourse to Andioc’s
insights on the broader sigmificance of several key tragedies. See also, Rinaldo Froldi, ‘La
tradicion tragica espaiiola segun los tratadistas del siglo dieciocho’, Criticon 23 (1983),
pp.133-151; idem., ‘La tragedia El Numa de Juan Gonzalez del Castillo’, Dieciocho 22
(1999), pp.385-395; idem., ‘La tragedia “Polixena” de José Marchena’, in Teatro espariol del
siglo XVIII, Josep Maria Sala Valldaura (ed.), Lleida, 1996, pp.397-415; Camero (ed.),
Historia de la literatura. 6., pp.430-446, 510-541; José Checa Beltran, ‘Teoria literana’ in

Aguilar Piial (ed.), Historia literaria, pp.428-511.

> In his edition of La poética Russell Sebold asserts that Luzan’s theories had become
‘diseminado hasta el punto de convertirse en propiedad publica’. See Ignacio de Luzan, La
poetica o reglas de la poesia en general y de sus principales especies, Russell P. Sebold
(ed.), Barcelona, 1977, p.55. All further citations from Luzan’s work are from this edition.

® Sebold, La poética, suggests that Leandro Femandez de Moratin and Quintana doubted the
impact and influence of Luzan’s La poética on wrnters of their generation, p.5S5. This
contention has been answered by Dawvid Thatcher Gies, ‘Creation and Re-creation: Leandro
Fernandez de Moratin’s Version of his Father’s Life and Works’, Dieciocho, 3.2 (1980),
pp.115-123. In his review of Galvez’s Obras poéticas, Quintana insisted on the author’s
failure to comply with Luzan’s principles as evidence of a lack of dramatic competence, ;Y
nosotros nos permitiriamos la pedanteria grosera de citarla ante el tribunal de Arstoteles, de
Luzan y de Blair, y denunciarla rigurosamente por las faltas cometidas contra las leyes que
ellos han dictado?’, which suggests that he regarded La poética as a critical yardstick, even if
he underrated the value of the text as a practical and creative influence. For a complementary

view of the significance of Luzan’s text, see Philip Deacon, ‘Luzan y los Moratin en los
programas escolares del siglo XVIII’, in Alvarez Barrientos and Checa Beltran (eds.), EI

siglo que llaman ilustrado, pp.237-244.

7 In the third book of La poética, Luzan divided poetry into three classes; epic, lyric and
dramatic, splitting this last category into *... dos importantisimas especies de poesia, que son
la tragedia y la comedia, cuyas reglas, calidades y diferencias explicaremos en este libro..." .
Luzan, La poética, pp. 429-430.

® «Conviene la comedia con la tragedia en muchas cosas, aunque en otras es diversa.” Luzan,
La poética, p.528.

? ¢sirviendo de ejemplo y escarmiento a todos, pero especialmente a los reyes y a las personas

de mayor autoridad y poder.” Luzan, La poética, p.433.
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'* “El mérito y la autoridad de Aristételes, [... ] requiere, con Justa razon, que no omitamos la
1dea que nos dej6 de la tragedia en su definicién.” Luzéan, La poética, p.432.

'! “en gracia de los que no entendieren bien la definicion de Anstoteles, que es algo obscura,

seame permitido proponer aqui otra mas clara, a mi entender, y mas inteligible, como
asimismo mas adaptada a los dramas modemos.’ Luzan, La poética, p.433.

‘2 Aristotle, Poetics, M.E. Hubbard (trans.) in D.A. Russell and M. Winterbottom (eds.),
Classical Literary Criticism, Oxford, 1989, p.58. Further citations from Aristotle’s Poetics
are from this edition.

¥ “se puede venir en conocimiento de la suma utilidad que al publico podria resultar de la

representacion de buenas tragedias, en las cuales podria todo género de personas aprehender
insensiblemente la moderacion de sus pasiones y deseos, logrando en el teatro una oculta
ensefianza y una deleitosa escuela de moral’. Luzan, La poética, p.492.

* It is typical of Luzan’s non-dogmatic, persuasive style that he did not reject outright the use
of music in tragedy. Nevertheless, he suggested that in comparison with ancient practice,
music had a limited function on the modem stage and argued that it was entirely dlspensable

in contemporary tragedy. Luzan, La poética, pp.514, 537.

1 See Guillermo Camnero, ‘Los dogmas neoclasicos en el ambito teatral’, in Camero (ed.),
Historia de la literatura. 7., pp.489-510. Camnero provides a provocative interpretation of the
development and practice of Spanish dramatic theory in the period, attributing the rise of
domestic tragedy and sentimental comedy in Spain to what he terms ‘la rigidez neoclasica’

(p.510).

'® Taking his lead from Leandro Moratin’s assessment of Montiano’s tragedies, John
Dowling notes that the author’s poetic talent was somewhat lacking but that ‘sabia, como
buen mentor, explicar la leccion y dar el modelo académico.” See John Dowling,
‘Planteamiento de la polémica teatral desde las exigencias neoclasicas’, in Camero (ed.),
Historia de la literatura. 6., p.427. Andioc points to more political reasons for the failure of
these tragedies to reach the Spanish stage. ‘tal vez no se deba tanto al temor de someterlas al
juicto del publico como a la presencia de ciertos elementos tenidos por dificilmente
compatibles a la autonidad del gobierno, pues en ambas se da muerte a un monarca, se
amotinan parte de los subditos’, see Andioc, Teatro, p.387.

'’ Montiano, Discurso, p.79.

'* *Con decir una gran mudanza de fortuna, me parece que toco lo esencial del argumento de
la tragedia y evito las disputas y obscuridades, pues todos convienen en que la fibula tragica

ha de contener una gran mudanza de fortuna.” Luzan, La poética, p.433.
1% ¢es la imitacién de una accion heroica completa’. Montiano, Discurso, p.85.

° Luzan claimed that his definition of tragic protagonists, like that of many other
commentators and theorists, derived from Anistotle, ‘que las personas de la tragedia deban ser
ilustres y grandes, como reyes, héroes etc., es conforme a la doctrina de Arnistoteles y al
comin parecer de todos los intérpretes y autores de poética.” In fact, Aristotle’s definition
imposed no such restriction and emphasised only the moral superiority of tragic protagonists,
‘First and foremost, the characters represented should be morally good’, see Anstotle,
Poetics, p.69. Montiano’s thoughts on the subject apparently unconsciously echo this ancient
advice, although the author recognised that his creation of the character of Virginia was
atypical. Montiano, Discurso, pp. 86-87.
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1 Montiano favoured the removal of the sainete, entremés and baile between the acts of a

tragedy, but recognised that the public would strongly resist such a move. See Agustin de
Montiano y Luyando, Discurso II sobre las tragedias espariolas. Athaulpho. Tragedia,

Madrid, 1753, p.41.

2 Montiano recognised that actors might not be receptive to this instruction. See Montiano,
Discurso II, p.18.

B Ibid., pp.66-67.

* Montiano gave advice on: the actors’ familiarity with their own and all other roles,
(Discurso 11, pp.63, 65), the use of gesture, including arms, hands, head, eyes, mouth (pp.69-
93); intonation and diction (pp. 94-112).

» FEl pensador matritense, Barcelona, n.d., I, pp.191-222. See Urzainqui, ‘Un nuevo
instrumento cultural’, pp.159-160, for reference to the uncertain authorship of El pensador,

(pp.159-160).
%% «pPensamiento IX’, pp.193-194.

T bid

%% Juan José Lopez de Sedano, Jahel. Tragedia sacada de la Sagrada Escritura, Madnd,
1763.

® See Cook, Neo-Classic Drama, pp.209-210, and McClelland, Spanish Drama, pp.119-
122.

** In his La nacién espafiola defendida de los insultos del Pensador y sus secuaces.
Discurso 1., Madnd, 1764, p.198, Francisco Marnano Nipho singled out Jahel for particular
criticism. Tomas de Inarte further lambasted the tragedy in the self-styled Didlogo joco-serio
entitled Donde las dan las toman, Madnd, 1778, remarking on the inconvenience of lengthy
speeches for actors. In the preface to the 1763 edition of the play, Lopez de Sedano suggested

that Jahel would not be to the taste of contemporary audiences: ‘en Espafia no se escriben
tales obras para representarse, no son compatibles con las monstruosidades que tienen

tomada la posesion de sus teatros, en donde se abomina, y del todo se ignora lo que es arte,
regulanndad y buen gusto, y solo reina la confusién, la indecencia el pedantismo y la Gltima
barbarie, sostenidos de una antigua, vergonzosa y mal tolerada costumbre.’ p. xlv. See
McClelland, Spanish Drama, pp.119-122, 330, n.8; Cook, Neo-Classic Drama, pp.209-210.

31 Nicolas Fernandez de Moratin, Lucrecia. Tragedia, Madnd, 1763, p.7.

2 See, for example, Nigel Glendinning, A Literary History of Spain. The Eighteenth
Century, London, 1972, p.97.

33 Modemn critics tend to balance Ramén de la Cruz’s renowned description of ‘la monstruosa
y detestada Hormesinda’, see Ramon de la Cruz, En casa de nadie no se meta nadie, o el
buen marido, Madrid, 1770, with Leandro Moratin’s observation of the far-reaching impact
of his father’s first performed tragedy: ‘El desminti6 la opinién absurda de que los espaiioles
no gustaban de tragedias, confundio a los ignorantes que suponian imposible que una obra
escrita con regularidad y buen gusto agradase al pablico de Madnd, introdujo este género en
el teatro a pesar de la resistencia que le opusieron.’ See ‘Vida del autor’ in Nicolas Fernandez
de Moratin, Obras pdstumas, Barcelona, 1821. There 1s reason to suspect that each was
partial in their assessments. Both quotations are reproduced in John Dowling, ‘La batalla
contra el teatro barroco, profano y religioso’, in Carnero (ed.), Historia de la literatura. 6.,
p.44S. Hormesinda ran from 12-17 February 1770 at the Principe, the successive
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performances realising 6109, 5049, 1675, 3117, 2035, 877 reales. See Andioc and Coulon,
Cartelera, p.93.

** Thomas Sebastian y Latre, Ensayo sobre el teatro espafiol. Progne. Filomena, Zaragoza,
1772, (unpaginated).

> Ibid

3% 1bid

37 Ignacio Lopez de Ayala, Numancia destruida, Madnd, 1775; Vicente Garcia de la Huerta,
Raquel 1n Obras poéticas, Madrid, 1778. Andioc views Ayala’s play as ‘un llamamiento a la
concordia y a la unidad, que corresponde, en las esferas del poder, a la voluntad de llegar a la
unidn nacional, a la centralizacion y homogeneidad politicosocial’, see Andioc, Teatro, p.390.
See also his important interpretation of the immediate literary and political context and wider
social and political significance of Huerta’s play, ‘La Raquel de Huerta y el antiabsolutismo’,
Ibid., pp.259-344.

** Numancia destruida ran from 9-15 February 1778 at the Cruz, each performance realising
6849, 5006, 4186, 4335, 3750, 2498, 7147 reales respectively; Raquel ran from 14-18
December 1778 at the Principe, each performance realising 2899, 2926, 2976, 2522, 1715

reales respectively. See Andioc and Coulon, Cartelera, pp. 344 and 347.

*> Dowling refers to ‘la hermosa tragedia Guzmdn el bueno’, citing Moratin’s resignation that
the play would not be performed: ¢ Bien sé que esta tragedia no es para los teatros de hoy dia,
donde solo reina la abominacion y la barbarie’, pp.445-446. Although Sempere y Guarinos
regarded the play as inferior in quality to Hormesinda he commended the resolution of the
plot, in which vice was not punished and virtue not rewarded, as appropriate to tragedy, since
it aroused terror and compassion in the spectators, Ensayo de una biblioteca de los mejores
escritores del reynado de Carlos III, Madnd, 1969, 1V, pp.125-126.

“ Numancia destruida was reprinted in 1791 and 1793 and revived for performance in
Madrid in 1790, 1793, 1798, 1800 and 1801. See Aguilar Pifial, Bibliografia, and Andioc

and Coulon, Cartelera, p.798. Although never re-staged in Madnd during the period, Raquel
was revived for performance in Barcelona in 1790 and 1793. See Josep Maria Sala

Valldaura, Cartellera del teatre de Barcelona (1790-1799), Barcelona, 1999, pp.48, 49, 77,
195. The more enduring popularity of both these plays after their iitial performance success

testifies to the renewed interest in patriotic subject matter for audiences and playwrights alike
during these years. See Andioc, Teatro, pp.393-396; McClelland, Spanish Drama, pp.185-

188, 196-216, and Cook, Neo-Classic Drama, pp.280-289.
! Memorial literario, VIIL.30 (1786), pp.245-250.

42 <si hemos de medir el gusto de las tragedias por las traducciones francesas que nos suelen
dar de cuando en cuando, ;/c6mo nos convenceremos de cuanto aqui celebramos?’, Ibid.,

p.249.
Y Ibid., pp.248-249.
“ Ibid,, p.248.

Y Ibid., p.250.

Y 1a razén contra la moda, Madrid, 1751, Luzén’s translation of Pierre-Claude Nivelle de la
Chaussée’s Le préjugé a la mode, Paris, 1735, is often regarded as the first example of the

new genre in Spain. See Garcia Garrosa, La retorica de las lagrimas, pp.51-53, 92 and
Cafias Murillo, Comedia sentimental, pp.31-40. The first original Spanish model was that of
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Gaspar Melchor de Jovellanos, El delincuente honrado, Madnd, 1787. The play first ran
from 8-15 August 1791 at the Principe, each performance realising 4174, 3275, 3003, 3153,
2174, 1727, 2597, 2652 reales respectively. See Andioc and Coulon, Cartelera, pp. 685,
426.

Y’ Garcia Garrosa, La retérica de las lagrimas, p.254-255. See also Maria Jesus Garcia
Garrosa, ‘Algunos observaciones sobre la evolucion de la comedia sentimental en Espaiia’, in
Sala Valldaura, Teatro espariol, pp.427-446, for a provocative discussion of what she terms
“un sincretismo genérico en el panorama teatral espanola’ (p.428) 1n the first decades of the
nineteenth century, in which the rise of comedia sentimental comncides with ‘la deformacion

del canon neoclasico de la tragedia’ (p.428) and the influence of new foreign dramatic types,

‘el teatro aleman, el melodrama francés y la novela gotica inglesa’ (p.428). Garcia Garrosa
cites Galvez as an example of a number of authors whose works reveal them to be ‘poniendo

de manifiesto que la tragedia concebida al mas puro estilo neoclasico es inoperante y no
puede cuajar en estos afios en los que demasiadas influencias teatrales han venido a

congregarse para dar lugar a una formula que, partiendo del drama serio, pasando por la
comedia seria, y el drama sentimental, llegaria al drama tragico y desde é€l, al drama
romantico.’(p.445). I would argue that Galvez’s tragic oeuvre mght better be understood as
testament to her determination to preserve and strengthen tragedy on a classicising model by
recourse to the devices of new literary genres.

* See Chapter Four below for a discussion of the progress of this new musical genre in Spain
and 1ts impact on the writing of Galvez’s Saul.

> See above note 1.

0 See Serrano, Apuntes, p.451.

>l Gélvez, Obras poéticas, 11, p 4.
> Ibid

>} ¢Atrevimiento es en mi sexo y en estas desgraciadas circunstancias de nuestro teatro
ofrecer a la publica censura una coleccion de tragedias [...] N1 ambiciono una glona
extraordinana’, 1bid., p.7.

>4 *tal cual sea su mérito, es mas bien debido a la naturaleza que al arte’, Ibid.
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CHAPTER THREE
ALI-BEK

This chapter examines Ali-Bek, a tragedy which was explicitly associated with the 1799
Plan for theatrical reform; it was one of the exemplary new plays approved for
performance and printed in the Government-sponsored Teatro nuevo espafiol.' Given her
declared commitment to Spanish tragedy, it is unsurprising that Galvez should contribute
to this initiative to encourage native dramatic talent. The reform project thus provides an
important context for any understanding of the composition and reception of Galvez’s
first printed tragedy. The general prologue, ‘Al lector’ to the six-volume Zeatro nuevo

espariol?, Galvez’s brief ‘Advertencia’ to Ali-Bek’ and a contemporary review of the

printed play® will frame my analysis of this tragedy.

Theatrical Reform and the Teatro nuevo espariol

The Teatro nuevo espaiiol has been described as the ‘empresa editorial complementana’
of the plan to reform the public theatres in Madrid, approved by Real Orden on 21
November 1799.° The prohibition of plays ‘que puedan influir en la corrupcion de

costumbres, y en el descrédito de la Poesia Dramatica Espafiola’ was a key feature of this

regulatory act.® However, this purge was to be offset by the sponsorship of exemplary
new drama which might reinvigorate the Spanish stage.

There were two major ways in which the composition of plays was to be
encouraged and promoted. Firstly, it was determined that annual prizes, two in each of
three classes, should be awarded to dramatists who wrote, ‘Comedias y Tragedias,
arregladas, y dignas de representarse en los Teatros Publicos.”” The terms of the
competition were made known in the Diario de Madrid and Gazeta de Madrid?® This
conspicuous official approbation was designed to boost the reputation of the playwrights
and, by extension, the success of the reform enterprise. It was hoped that the new plays

might assist the formation of a new theatrical canon to compensate for the loss, both

perceived and real, of banned materal.

Secondly, and arguably more importantly in terms of the long-term success of the

project, the dramatists were afforded practical, financial incentives relating to the
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performance and printing of their plays, as the notices which appeared in the Diario and

Gazeta outlined:

Previenese tambien que ademas de las respectivas medallas, se concede & los

Autores de las piezas premiadas el privilegio de exigir un tres por ciento del total
de las entradas que produzcan, asi en los Coliseos de la Corte, como en todos los

teatros fixos de Espaiia, las veces que se repita su representacion por espacio de
diez afios; quedando 4 beneficio de los Teatros de Madrnd el privilegio de
imprimirlas, formando una coleccion de ellas, que se publicara a costa de los
mismos Teatros con el titulo de Teatro Espariol.”
As a further inducement, it was determined that the author of any play approved for
performance, but not deemed prize-worthy, should be entitled to the same financial
privileges relating to theatre ticket sales. These works would form ‘otra coleccion
impresa 4 costa de los Teatros de Madrid & cuyo beneficio deben quedar, como una
propiedad de sus fondos.”'® Although prizes were never awarded and the first collection
of prize-winning drama was never printed, five hundred coptes of the first volume of this

‘other collection’, entitled Teatro nuevo espariol, were printed, and subsequently

advertised in the Gazeta on 12 December 1800 at the cost of 12 reales each.'!

‘Al lector’: Introducing the Teatro nuevo espariol
Each of the first five volumes of the Teatro nuevo espaiiol was prefaced by a list of the
plays whose public performance was banned throughout Spain by the newly appointed

Mesa Censoria of the Junta de Direccién y Reforma de Teatros.'* The general prologue

to the series, ‘Al lector’, which appeared in volume one, made explicit the nature of the
link between the anthology and the reform project, emphasising the integral role of the
plays in the renovation of Spanish theatre and demonstrating the ongins of the

intellectual impetus of the reform enterprise in the Enlightenment emphasis on

didacticism in drama: ‘Las composiciones dramaticas arregladas son el objeto principal
de la reforma, como que de ellas pende el que el pueblo se instruya al mismo tiempo que

se recrea honestamente.’"

However, by effectively juxtaposing condemnation of the old and praise of new
drama, one might argue that the Junta discouraged crtical approval of the works in

literary quarters hostile to the ideological thrust of the reform.' Irrespective of any
claims or statements of intent, the layout of each volume in the series implied that the

new plays were considered as replacements for the prohibited dramas. The anonymous
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author of ‘Al lector’ appeared to sense the tension which might result from this
opposition between old and new, prohibited and approved drama, although the content
of the prologue did little to pre-empt this." In fact insistence on the necessity and validity
of the reform project reaffirmed antagonism between old and new theatre. Efforts to

emphasise positive aspects of the changes seem lacklustre, as the writer was obliged to
acknowledge that hostility to the enterprise was an inevitable consequence of the
reform.'® ]

An air of uncertainty, perceptible throughout the prologue, is particularly in
evidence when the author contemplated the manner in which the plays in the collection
would be assessed:

Es de esperar que el publico sera justo en la graduacion que hiciere del mérito de
las piezas que formen el Zeatro nuevo esparfiol. No ignoran muchos que en toda
Europa no hay una nacion que pueda jactarse de presentar seis tragedias, o seis
comedias perfectas en todas sus partes y sin defecto notable para el teatro. Con
tal que las bellezas sean en mayor nimero que las fealdades, es muy suficiente
para que las composiciones dramaticas den gloria y esplendor al teatro de

cualquiera nacion."’

This thinly veiled entreaty for a moderate critical response was made more explicit later.
However, if the writer was fearful that the plays would be judged harshly, the expression
of these concems in authoritarian terms with a hint of cynicism, appeared destined to
provoke rather than placate: ‘No deben, pues, oirse las satiras de criticos mordaces, y tal
vez mal intencionados, cuyo fruto no es otro que el de infundir en los ingenios una
cobardia perjudicial’ (p.xv1).

The author’s subsequent assertion that sceptical critics would be progressively won
over by the appearance of further volumes in the series, must have seemed unconvincing

in the light of the tacit admission that the plays in this initial tome were less than

impressive, ‘si las piezas que se incluyan en la coleccion no tuvieran todo el mérito que
se desea, a lo menos no seran mostruosas’ (p.xvii). The result was a cautious prologue
which lacked the confident tone necessary to trumpet the appearance of an anthology of

drama which was intended to revive the splendour and glory of the Spanish stage.

Galvez Addresses the Critics

Given the perplexing lack of ambition or enthusiasm for the plays expressed in ‘Al

lector’, it is surprising that relatively few playwrights who contnibuted to the Tearro
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nuevo espariol, accepted the invitation to ‘hacer alguna advertencia, 6 discurso
preliminar sobre sus composiciones, con tal que sea muy breve’ (p.xxv) as a means of
countering the seemingly indifferent note struck in the general prologue.'® Galvez, one of
only five authors who elected to preface their works, perhaps recognised that the
‘Advertencia’ afforded her an opportunity to disclose her priorities in writing Ali-Bek
and to prepare her public for the innovations and experimentation in the tragedy. In
marked contrast to the general prologue, her piece boasted a forthright, confident tone
which was evident from the opening sentence where Galvez paralleled her own unique
status as Spanish dramatist with the originality of the tragedy, insisting on the novelty
and dramatic effect of her adaptation of an historical source: ‘La novedad de ser esta
composicion obra de una sefiora espaiiola, la del asunto mismo, no tratado hasta ahora
por otro’ (p.117). Signalling her Arstotelian credentials, Galvez claimed that her
additions to the narrative embellished fact with fiction in order to transform ‘lo esténl del
asunto’ (p.117) into an engaging and lively piece of theatre."”

From this self-conscious statement of her competence as an author, 1t is clear that
Galvez’s preface was directed primarily at the critic rather than the general reader. She
adopted a lively, combative stance in the face of the likely reception of her tragedy,
which she hoped would be ‘juiciosa y urbana’ (p.118), and remarked, with ironic
humility, that she would welcome constructive comments and responses to her work,
‘admitird gustosa qualquiera advertencia razonable; y ofrece, con tal que lo sea,

aprovecharse de ella para corregirse en otras composiciones en que actualmente trabaja’

(p.118).
To a certain extent these words echoed the sentiments expressed in the general

prologue. Yet where Galvez aimed to provoke, the anonymous author wavered between

pleading and preaching:

Un prudente disimulo, 6 una advertencia atenta y juiciosa anima & los poetas, les
abre los 0jos, y no los intimida, y retrae como una satira avinagrada, mordaz, y
aun maligna. Critiquense enhorabuena las piezas del Teatro nuevo, pero hagase la
critica con aquel juicio, atencion y urbanidad a que son acreedores de justicia los

que por su parte hacen cuanto pueden en obsequio del Rey y de la patria. °

Thus, although different in tone, both Gélvez’s ‘Advertencia’ and ‘Al lector’ testified to
a shared concern with critical reaction to the Teatro nuevo espaiiol. However, if the
intention was to circumvent adverse criticism, the effect fell short of this. The curious
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blend of supplication and exhortation in the general prologue established an awkward,
confrontational relationship between writer and reader which must have deepened
existing antipathy towards the plays in the collection suggested by unprecedented low
ticket sales on their performance.?! Although the tenor of Galvez’s prologue differed
significantly from the dominant hectoring tone in ‘Al lector’, the tragedy was nonetheless

ruthlessly criticised.

A Contemporary Reaction to Galvez and Ali-Bek

Setting a precedent which Quintana and others followed in subsequent years, the
contemporary review of Ali-Bek opened with a lengthy discussion of the aptitude of
women for ‘el cultivo de las letras’ (p.10).* From the outset, the tone of the piece was
heavy-handed and sardonic. The author did not attempt to disguise his gender, but rather
emphasised the male assumptions and attitudes on which his opinions were founded.” It
1s clear that despite his protestations to the contrary, the brief analysis of Galvez’s
tragedy in the final four paragraphs, merely served to justify the rehearsal of ‘la giiestion
de si las mugeres son 0 no aptas para las ciencias’ (p.10) which formed the central plank
of the piece.

The critic proclaimed the mediocrity of much female writing, although he conceded
that women surpassed that which might be expected of their sex in the composition of
epistolary narrative, novels, short stories and light verse which ‘requieren viveza,
sensibilidad, imaginacion y gracia’ (p.11). In damning with faint praise, the reviewer
vaunted his credentials as literary critic, and more significantly, bolstered his primary

contention that women were incapable of writing tragic drama. Finding it impossible to
argue that there were no female playwrights, he observed that their success was limited
to a narrow sphere of theatrical production, ‘sencillos dramas’ written ‘en prosa lisa y
lana’(p.12), a clear allusion to sentimental comedy. By according women writers a

degree of eminence in a literary field considered to be less intellectually demanding, he
subtly affirmed the hierarchy of genre in which male writers occupied an exclusive
position as tragedians and authors of serious drama.

These sneers and jibes, which served as a prelude to the critical assessment of A/i-
Bek, dissuade the modern reader from accepting the reviewer’s opinion of the tragedy at
face value. Beyond the relentless attempt to colour with cynicism the tone of the piece,

the author raised few expectations, either in respect of Galvez’s play, or his own

45



