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¢
INTRODUCTION

1 know not, reader,

whether you will be moved

to tears by this narrative;

T know I could not write it

without weeping,.
—Cotton Mather,

Decennitim Luctuosum

(1699)

HE TMAGE OF Cotton Mather weeping over the stories of
/& colonial Anglo-Americans held captive by Indians and his subtle in-

junction that readers do the same provokes the simple question
with which T began this project: why docs captivity, particularly the captiv-
ity of women, so often inspire the sentimental response of tears? From the
biblical image of the captive Istaclites weeping on the banks of a river in
Babylon to the sentimental media coverage of Americans held hostage in
the Middle East, the representation of captivity has invariably, it scems,
been accompanied by tears—and perhaps more by the tears of spectators
than by those of the captives themselves. Morcover, those tears historically
have signaled a sensation of belonging that is felt as pleasurable, quite in
spite of the representation of suffering that inspires it. This book repeatedly



2 CAPTIVITY AND SENTIMENT

turns to moments and texts in early American cultural and literary history in
which the figures of captive women have elicited this ambivalent sentimen-
tal response. It repeatedly finds that what is at stake in the fate of these fig-
ures is nothing less than the reproduction of the nation.

Most explanations of sympathy ignore its element of pleasure and ac-

cordingly miss its profound ambivalence. The easiest way to explain sympa-
thy, for example, has been to invoke the seemingly obvious mechanism of
spectatorial identification: if we are moved by scenes of confinement and
homelessness, it is because we imagine ourselves in the place of the suffering
captives. This formula has been repeated from at least Edmund Burke’s 1757
claim that “sympathy must be considered as a sort of substitution, by which
we are put into the place of another man, and affected in many respects as he
is affected” (41), to Philip Fisher’s recent description of sympathy as “equa-
tions between the deep common feelings of the reader and the exotic but
analogous situations of the characters” (118}. But like tears themselves, this
explanation blurs rather more than it clarifies. More specifically, by focusing
on the affective relation of similarity between the captive and her audience,
it obscures the complex exchanges between the captive and her alien cap-
tors. In this respect, the traditional understanding of sympathy repeats the
same strategies of narratives and novels of captivity. Like the media port-
trayal of hostage crises, captivity literature constructs and reinforces a bi-
nary division between captive and captor that is based on cultural, national,
or racial difference. Since captivity typically takes place in colonial contexts
of cultural as well as military warfare, this rhetorical opposition serves to
justify the political and social antagonism that both propels and results from
the sentimental representation of captivity.

One aim of this book is to expose critically this strategic element of ¢cap-
tivity literature but also to complicate it by examining a further dynarmnic ob-
scured by the paradigm of sympathy outlined above by Burke and Fisher.
One symptom of this hidden dynamic is the fascination, the almost subver-
sive pleasure, with which audiences have responded to captivity SCENarios.
After all, a surprising number of the texts studied here —from Mary Row-
landson’s captivity narrative to Uncle Tom’s Cabin—were once popular lit-
erature, tven extraordinary best-sellers. Why and how does captivity litera-
ture function as escape literature, and what might the sentimentality of
these texts tell us about the terms of such escape? What is the source of the
pleasure that underwrites sympathetic response?

The following chapters pursue such questions by examining texts pub-
lished in North America from the seventeenth through the nineteenth cen-
turies that depend on a central and sympathetic figure of a captive woman.
The genres studied are not always easily distinguished from one another
and indeed, their shared political and affective strategies indicate exchanges
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between them that are muted by efforts to contain .thcm wit_hin coherent
generic boundaries. What brings together the colonial 'Amcrlcan‘capuwty
narratives, Anglo-American sentimental novels, and Afncan E}mcncan slz}vc
narratives studicd here is their mutual engagement 11 project much like
the one Cotton Mather invokes in the epigraph above: provoking their
readers to cry for their captive heroines. One key to the cultm'al logic that
supports this response of tears is suggested by the categorics In w.hlch we
place these texts, since describing them .rcqmrcs'ad]cciwcs that amc@atc a
complex network of political and social intersections: colonial _Amcncarl,
“Anglo-American,” “African American.” It is at—or mor¢ preciscly, across
_-such intersections that I locate the sentimentalism of these texts, for their
“moving” qualitics are inextricably linked to the movements in and by the
rexts themselves across various borders. In their narrative content as well as
in their circulation as print commodities, these texts traverse those very Ful-
tural, national, and racial boundaries that they secm s0 indelibly to inscribe.
Captivity literature, like its heroines, constantly negotiates ZOnes of contact
such as the “fronder,” the Atlantic Ocean, the master/siave division, and the
color line. o '
'These borders invoke the specific and intersecting histories of colonial
relations in North America, just as the notion of “contact zonfz” more
broadly does. I take the term from Mary Lou.isc Pratt, who defines 1t as “the
space of colonial encounters, the space In \fvhmh peoples gcograph{caﬂy and
historically separated come into contact with each otl:mr and i:stal:thsh ongo-
ing refations, usually involving conditions of coercion, r_adlcal 1lncquahty,
and intractable conflict” {6). Ethnohistorical studies l1lfemsc remind us that
the exchanges that take place across these carly American zones of Foptac'f
are framed and transected by the practice of and resistance to colonialism.
But it is Homi Bhabha’s theory of interstitiality that points to ic specifi-
cally political possibilitics contained within these sites of col(?nlal contest,
for such “in-between’ spaces provide the terrain for elaborating strategies
of selfhood—singular or communal —that initiate new s1gns ofidentity,
and innovative sites of collaboration, and contestation, 1n the act of dcﬁn—
ing the idea of society itself ® (Location 1-2). Narratives and novels of captiv-
ity demonstrate that crossing transcultural borders exposes the captive to
physical hardship and psychological trauma. But they also reveal that such
crossings expose the captive and her readers to the alternative culrural para-
digms of her captors. In collision with other, more dominant paradigms,
these emergent hybrid formations can generate forms of critical and subver-
sive agency, both within and outside the text. _
These popular texts accordingly function as escape literature because
their heroines so often indulge in transgressive behavior or enact forms f)f
resistant agency, not in spite of their captivity but precisely asa result of it.
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The tears that so often accompany accounts of female captivity both mark
and mask that agency; sentimental discourse at once conceals the move-
ment across such boundaries and legitimizes the transgressive femnale agency
produced by it. When writers from Cotton Mather to Susanna Rowson to
Harriet Beecher Stowe invite their readers to cry, they allow them the dis-
avowed pleasure of indulging in unlegislated escape. But they also invite
their readers into a national community that is experienced affectively pre-
cisely because its claim to integrity (whether geographical or moral) depends

on remembering to forget the border transgressions and colonial violence .

that have secured jt.2 Chapters 1 and 2 trace exchanges between, respec-
tively, scttler and native populations and imperial and colonial English peo-
plein the colonial era. Indian captivity narratives cmerge during this period,
arculating the subversive possibilities of culturat exchange and enlisting
those possibilities in the reproduction of a national community. Narratives
about women, in part because their aggressive acts generally required more
careful justification and posed more danger of subversion than those of
men, acquired a particular cultural appeal. This ambivalent trope of female
captivity becomes refigured in later historical periods to serve—and some-
times to resist— the representational and affective imperatives of American
nation-building in popular sentimental novels of the revolutionary period
(chapter 3), frontier romances of the Jacksonian era (chapter 4), and aboli-
tionist literature of the decade preceding the Civil War (chapters s and 6).%
The traditional formulation of sympathy as an identification with those
suffering figures whom we are or could be like obscures these ambivalent
sites of agency and their colonialist context by positing a model that reifies
and segregates cultural, national, and racial identities, Literary histories and
the categories they produce frequently do much the same thing. American
studies, for example, has only recently begun to reassess and critique its ex-
ceptionalist foundations by examining the ways in which national and local
categories are constructed, revised, and reinvented in a complex of trans-
national and cross-cultural relations.* This project contributes to that re-
assessment by situating captivity literature within jts intercultural context
and by establishing its affectivity as a function of that context. By doing so,
it also interrogates the specifically sentimental appeal of the exceptionalist
myth. Like the texts examined here, cxceptionalist narratives of American
literature and culture have historically obscured their colonialist origins and
the production of cultural difference within them,

Earlier I gestured toward an alternative model for understanding sympa-
thetic tears as a cover for the physical and imaginative violation of borders
of difference. Captivity scénarios and sentimental response are in these
terms mutually constitutive, dependent on the specifically colonial confron-
tations that produce them. This formulation resists the onetime convention
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must be wary of repeating sentimentalism’s own concealment of the “con-

ditions of coercion, radical inequality, and intractable conflict” (Pratt 6)
that characterize colonialist borders.
In this context, Laura Wexler's critique of Victorian America stands out
for its attention to sentimental culture’s well-camouflaged practice of vio-
lence, especially on those “others” who failed to meet its standard of feeling
and selfhood. As much as it Jegitimized those who managed to “accommo-
date to its image of an interior,” sentimental fiction depersonalized those
who could not (17). Wexler’s analysis, developed in response to arguments
by Philip Fisher and Jane Tompkins on behalf of sentimental fiction’s sub-
versive political potential, indicates that radical claims made on behalf of
that fiction have overlooked its practice of “tender violence.” This insight
calls for a skepticism toward the critical tendency to sentimentalize senti-
mental literature, a skepticism that chapter 4, for example, develops more
specifically by investigating how frontier romances and political thetoric in
the 1820s worked to reproduce the contexts of imperialism and nationalism
from which they derived their affective support.” At the same time, how-
ever, this study secks to locate moments of critical resistance enabled by hy-
brid formations generated within scenarios of cultural exchange. In order
to locate and identify those formations, the deconstruction Wexler per-
forms on sentimentalism’s falscly maintained opposition between public
and private must be extended beyond the domestic national borders within
which her analysis remains. Just as captivity narratives have been positioned
within a rhetoric of exceptionalism, American sentimental novels have been
read within isolated national and cultural contexts, encouraging a persistent
lack of attention to the ambivalent products of the contact zone, where cul-
tural difference emerges amid colonial exploitation.

This paradigm extends back at least to Leslie Fiedler’s Love and Death in
the American Novel, a text notable not only for its often cited castigation of
sentimentalism bur for its development of a theory of American literature
around the materials of captivity narratives. Fiedler locates “what is pecu-
liarly American in our books” (n.p.) in the culture-crossing adventures of
frontier heroes like Daniel Boone and Natty Bumppo. What makes “the
Americaninovel . . . different from its European prototypes” (11) s its story
of the white male’s flight from the woman-centered home into the wilder-
ness inhabited by dark men. What finally enables the “Amcricanness” of
American literature to be realized, according to this account, is the success-
ful exorcism of the artistically enfeebling influence of sentimental novels.
Fiedler’s flecing frontier heroes are therefore mirrored in the flight of “Amer-
ican” novelists and critics away from the “sentimental travesties” (89) writ-
ten by Susanna Rowson and Samuel Richardson, as Nina Baym first noted
in her classic article on “how theories of American fiction exclude women
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authors” (*Melodramas”). The myth of cxccptiqnah'sm is thf:rcforc founded
on a gesture that, by aligning scndmgntal ficdon bloth \ivn'h women and
with Europe, at once masculinizes and isolates American literature. The ex-
plosion of scholarship on women writers and scnpmcntal .ﬁcnon that ac-
companied and followed Baym’s critique has continued to interrogate aqd
challenge that gendered division.® But this important bosiy of schola.rsh.lp
has given less challenge t© the nationalist division anc_l its segregationist
effect. In fact, the isolationist foundations of American literary hlstory have
been as often reinforced as they have been dismantled by the inclusion of
this once marginalized body of literature. As a result, the ansnatlonal anfi
intercultural origins of sentimental discourse and the very reliance of senti-
mentality on the kinds of colonial relations associated with contact zones
have continued unacknowledged.

In her influential defense of sentimental fiction, for example, ]@c T(?mp-
kins makes a case for its conformity to existing theorics of Amcrlczin litera-
ture, arguing that critics have falsely .dcscnbcc‘l these nf)\:,els as “rurning
away from the world into self-absorption and idle reverie (143). Thus, 2
novel like Undle Tom’s Cabin, she contends, focuses on the home merely as
“the prerequisite of world conquest” (143); no less than cqnt‘errllporgry”do-
mestic advice manuals, Stowe’s novel harbors an “imperialistic drive” t©
“coloniz[e] the world in the name of the “family stgtc’ undcr. the 1ea_dersh1p
of Christian women” (144). This redescription might qual}fy senum_cntal
fiction and the women who wrote it for inclusion within various tbconq of
American literature from which they have been silently f:xﬂed, mch:lc'hng
Sacvan Bercovitch’s study of the uniquely American jcrc?mad or def})mtlons
that insist on the expansionist imagination within American books. Atthe
same time, Tompkins’s description accurg'@ly, if -uncnnc.ally, points to the
ways in which sentimental fiction can participate in a project of cultural anlcti)
religious imperialism that has not only domestic b1‘1t global pretensions.
However “American” a novel like Uncle Tom’s Cabin may be, for exar_nplc,
to isolate it within national borders 1s to miss its colonizing transcontinen-
tal reach into Liberia and the implications of that reach for a.ttohtlc-)msm and
racial ideology within the United States (implications f:xammcd in chap_tc;
5). The moving bodies of captive women documented in the books studic
here are inscribed by tensions between, on the one hand, their service to na-
tional or cultural reproduction and, on the other, the threats they pose to
such reproduction. It is precisely this irresolva'blc tension between national
agents and minonty agency that sentimental discourse adjudicates. As ch‘ap-
ter 3 maintains in its discussion of republican moﬂlcrht?oFi, ag'ex_]cy’s ambiva-

lent oscillation between autonomy and dependence is implicit in 'd}c very
origins of U.S. political formations and their sentimental constructions of
national belonging.
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In his own act of exorcising sentimentalism, Leslie Fiedler makes a con-
fession that betrays a different sort of difficulty posed by writers of sen-
timental novels like Susanna Rowson, one that has nothing to do with
his own overt concerns with standards of aesthetics or masculinity. These
writers, he explains, “sometimes moved back and forth between the old
country and the new with an ease which distresses the classifier” (67). Cap-
tivity and Sentiment is concerned with the interstitial sites marked precisely
by these two paired indicators: the distress of classifiers and the mobility of
bodies. While critics have sometimes placed captivity literature and senti-
mental literature in contest with cach other on a field defined and critiqued
in terms of gender, that field has been consistently surrounded, as it were,
by an isolationist fence that has blurred the relations of contestation that
take place on and across its containing borders. As chapter 2 argues, bring-
ing eighteenth-century stories of female captivity into transcontinental dia-
logue highlights the arenas of friction and exchange that exceptionalist para-
digms of American studies, like sentimental nationalism, conceal. The texts
studied in this book often resolutely inscribe the boundaries on which isola-
tionism and exceptionalism depend, but attending to their transgression of
those same borders encourages them also to circulate as the unwitting bear-
ers of cultural difference within American literary and national histories.

Captivity and Sentiment locates agency at those overlooked sites of cul-
tural difference. The category of agency has been an ongoing source of con-
cern within cultural studies, in large part as a result of the dilemma posed by
the model of agency and its containment associated with the work of Fou-
cault. That model posits a relationship between subject and structure that
operates on the trope of captivity, as Foucault’s interest in institutions of
confinement like the prison, the clinic, and the asylum might suggest. The
prospect of subjects incapable of escaping from or altering the political and
cultural structures in which they are confined has generated, as if in sympa-
thy for those subjects, a substantial and wide-ranging body of critical re-
sponse. Chapter 6 turns to this conceptual border, the dividing line be-
tween subject and structure, in order to demonstrate that debates about
agency have faltered by leaving this boundary intact. It is the hybrid and
unpredictable effects of cultural exchange documented in Harriet Jacobs’s
slave narrative that brings into relief this fissure and its political possibilities,
overlooked equally by the Foucauldian analysis of agency and its Lacanian
critique. Practicing the colonial strategies of resistance that Homi Bhabha
positions within the eclipsed regions of interstitiality, Jacobs’s narrative ex-
poses the limitations to the sentimental sense of national belonging so often
mobilized by the tradition of captivity literature within which it is written.

The example of Harrict Jacobs in the final chapter illustrates that critical
agency is generated in sites of exchange and also that such agency purchases
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2 measure of its efficacy by exploiting the very structures of conﬁncmi)rllt
from which it enables bodies to escape. The resistant and ux;rilclupcar‘la e
surplus of cultural difference always left over by the process (1) C trl:tEmZ§_
change finally speaks to the ;ilucml necessity of identifying what s¢
ity hides as well as what it allows. .
tall’tI‘yhl-::jSonclusion turns to two examples, Briton Hmon’s o.bscuﬁf_n e’llgh-
teenth-century slave narrative and the popular 1991 science ﬁcglpn ! Cert
minator 2, which illustrate what can get jost bc?hmd the blmd ng vel ':;125
by tears. It argues for sustaining an mtercultura!lsm that “{331 engl,a'gi:ﬂs:u s
of exchange between and within texts, alongsu:lc? ?.nd wi ndmu (':cllcd1 e
alism’s sometimes sentimental emphasis on_tradmons dczﬁnc anc 521:1
guished by coherent cultural, racial, or national categories. The inter o
tural spaces that sometimes go mremchd bc‘twcen.those. catsgcg}?es cs_
a history of colonialism in North Amenca, 2 history in whllcl? 0I c;(:s
cultural captivity and sentimental discourse have 'tl-lcu origins. In : ;::11,
these ambivalent colonial arenas call for a more critical assessment O :i
role of sentimentalism in U.S. nationalism. They also call for an increase
attention to the ways in which those representations 2 spf;:ctato:is :r::)st
identifies with, is most moved by, have been, in Gayatri Spivak’s words, “s¢-

cured by other places” (269)-



Chapter 1
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CAPTIVITY,
CULTURAL CONTACT,

AND COMMODIFICATION

begins with her careful recollection of the violent scenc of Indian

attack on her Lancaster, Massachusetts, home, where she watches
her own imminent fate rehearsed as nearby houses burn and their inhabi-
tants are killed or taken captive. “At length,” she writes, “they came and
beset our own house, and quickly it was the dolefullest day that ever mine
cyes saw” (118).! For two hours, she estimates, the Indians “shot against the
House, so that the Bullets seemed to fly like hail; and quickly they wounded
one man among us, then another, and then a third” {118—19). She watches
her sister and her nephew die, while a bullet passes through her own side
and wodnds the daughter she carries in her arms. When the Rowlandson
hou§e is set on fire, she is forced to take her children and depart, with “the
ﬁre increasing, and coming along behind us, roaring, and the Indians gap-
ing before us with their Guns, Spears, and Hatchets to devour us” (119).
Mary Rowlandson’s abandonment of her “roaring” home and her entrance
into the hands of the “gaping” Indians retrospectively marks her transition
into a physical and cutrural homelessness that would resist psychological

and ic(iieologi_cal closure long after her experience of Indian captivity came to
anend.

NARY WHITE ROWLANDSON’S 1682 captivity narrative
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Within a short time after this raid but in what seems an immeasurable
cultural distance, Rowlandson would be sewing shirts for and declining to-
bacco from the Wampanoag sachem Metacom, whom the English called
King Philip. King Philip’s War erupted in June 1675 and was followed by a
series of surprise raids like this February 10 one by Narragansctt Indians on
the fronticr settlement of Lancaster. A number of southern New England
tribes had joined with Metacom’s Wampanoags to resist the effects of grow-
ing Euro-American hegemony in the region, including diminished land,
contests over political power, and property disputes.2 But because the Indi-
ans typically ook English captives away with them after skirmishes such as
the Lancaster one, the conflict between these two cultures was often repre-
sented in terms of another kind of property: human property. Captives
served as tools of economic negotiation and as figures of political and reli-
gious significance as they circulated between the New England tribes and
the New England colonists. The body of the captive, exchanged as an un-
usual sort of commodity between two social and military antagonists, con-
sequently told a history in which often contradictory economic, cultural,
and religious signs were articulated.

Rowlandsoir’s narrative ends with a tone of calm and a noticeable ab-
sence of descriptive detail, in striking contrast to its opening representation
of the violent attack on Lancaster. Two woodcuts in a 1771 edition of Row-
landson’s narrative nicely illustrate this stylistic shift from her narrative’s
first frantic scenc to its rather orderly and routine conclusion. The first por-
trays the fearful chaos of the Lancaster raid, as figures raise their arms in
grief and flight from a collection of burning houses (fig. 1). A second wood-
cut that appears near the end of the narrative portrays the captive calmly dis-
cussing the terms of her ransom with the Indians Tom and Peter (fig. 2).?
Rowlandson barely records her return to the Puritan community and does
not mention at all her reunion with her husband and children. Instead,
she closes the narrative with a list of providences that retroactively expose
God’s plan to test severely but ultimately deliver the Puritan project in New
England.

This interpretive framework is consistent with that supplied in the pref-
ace to her book, which is signed “Ter Amicam” and has been attributed to
Increase Mather. Mather’s preface reinforces the theological significance of
Rowlandson’s experience by presenting her story as singular example “of
the wonderfully awfull, wise, holy, powerfull, and gracious providence of
God,” which should “be exhibited to, and Viewed, and pondered by all,
that disdain to consider the operation of his hands” (114).* If Rowlandson
experienced conversion through captivity, Mather implies, then her readers
should experience conversion as a result of reading about her captivity:
«Reader, if thou gettest no good by such a Declaration as this, the fault
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FIG 1. Woodcut of the raid on Lancaster, from A Narrative of the Captivity Suf-
ferings and Removes of Mys. Mary Rowlandsen (Boston, 1771). Photo courtesy of
Edward E. Ayer Collection, The Newberry Library.

must needs be thine own. Read therefore, Peruse, Ponder, and from hence
lay by something from the experience of another against thine own turn
comes, that so thou also through patience and consolation of the Scripture
mayest have hope” (117). In Mather’s view, the vivid details offered in
scenes like the opening description of Indian attack would, if read properl

inspire this edifying result. ’ P
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FiG2. Woodautof the captive Mary Rowlandson with the Indians Tom and
Peter, from A Narvative of the Captivity Sufferings and Removes of Ms. Mary Row-
Iandson (Boston, 1771). Photo courtesy of Edward E. Ayer Collection, The New-

berry Library.

1t is difficult to know, however, whether readers responded as Mather
insisted they should. His preface was eliminated from later editions of the
narrative, and Rowlandson’s initial self-proclaimed statement of purpose
emphasizes not the conversion to spititual propriety but the relation of a
personal history: «snd that T may the better declare what happened to me
during that grievous Captivity,” she writes, «I shall particularly speak of the
severall Removes we had up and down the Wilderness” (121). Rowland-
som’s narrative retroactively attempts to collate and comprehend the mean-
ing of her unprecedented culrural circulation as a commodified captive. She
ived and traveled with her Algonquin captors in the New England wilder-
ness for nearly threc months, and the narrative she wrote upon her return
records her extraordinary experience of cultural contact. For the most part,
that contact was characterized by perpetual conflict, for the captive was
daily forced to confront the incommensurability berween the English cul-
ture she left behind and the Algonquin one she was forced to inhabit. This
Puritan Englishwoman’s extended habitation within the radically alien cul-

ture of her Indian captors necessarily makes her narrative a history of trans-
culturation and of a subjectivity under revision.
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Such conflict and its effect on the texture of Rowlandson’s account has
F)ccomc, for recent readers, the most fascinating aspect of her text, and the
instant popularity of her narrative suggests that seventeenth-century read-
ers also responded to those elements in her story that set it apart from much
of the literature available in Puritan New England.5 Indeed, the circulation
of her text is no less important than Rowlandson’s own circulation. Her
book was one of the most popular in seventeenth-century New England
and was read widely in both the old and the new worlds. Charles H. Lin-
coln suggests that “[n}o contemporary New England publication com-
ma.ndcd more attention in Great Britain or in America” {110} than her fiar-
rative, and Frank Luther Mott lists the book as the first prose best-seller in
America (20). The first edition of her narrative was reputedly exchanged
between so many hands that no copy of it survives.

- This link between Rowlandson’s experience and her culture’s fascination
with it is perhaps best expressed in the irony that what may have been the
first example of escape literature in America was a narrative about captivity.
Even as the Puritans and the Algonquins negotiate the possession of this
captive-commodity, Rowlandson’s text, in its effort to “the better declare
wha.t happened to me,” documents her own attempt to negotiate between
PurlFan and Algonguin cultural practices. This entangled exchange produces
tensions and contradictions in her narrative, such as the difference between
the urgently narrated opening scene of fire, bloodshed, and death and the
composed complacency of those concluding passages acknowledging the
work of providence. Such contradictions in turn carve out transgressive
spaces that resist definition by or accommodation within cither Algonquin
or English cultural paradigms, spaces that therefore unwittingly escape dom-
inant Puritan ideology and theology. The dangers and possibilities of cul-
tur;:_dlcxchangc within the colonial contact zone would generate literary and
political strategies associated with the secular genre of the novel, within
whose sentimental discourse scenarios of captivity and escape would con-
tinue to be explored and exploited.

The Mitror of Typology

Mary White Rowlandson was the wife of Lancaster’s Puritan minister, the
daughter of the town’s wealthiest original landowner, and the mothc’:r of
three surviving children. Other than these familial relations, alimost nothing
is known of Rowlandson’s life before her captivity. When she peered from
her Lancaster home onto the scene of “gaping” and “devouring” Indians

what did this New England woman know about those men and womu;
who were t6 become her captors? Given the language barrier and the Puri-
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tan aversion to the Papists, it is unlikely that she was familiar with the repre-
sentations of Indians in earlier captivity narratives written by French Jesuits
and Spanish conquistadors. English people were forbidden to live with the
Indians (Vaughan 208-9), but Indians were sometimes employed as ser-
vants or apprentices in New England homes or businesses, and there is evi-
dence to suggest that the Rowlandson household contained at one point
such an Indian servant.% These indentured Indians were usually Chnstian-
ized, and they constituted a group for whom Rowlandson clearly had litde
affection or respect, for in her narrative she singles out betrayals of the En-
glish by various “Praying-Indians” (152) and particularly rematks on the
“savageness and bruitishness {séc] of this barbarous Enemy, 1 [aye], even
those that seem to profess more than others among them” (122).7
When Puritan New Englanders like Rowlandson happened to employ
or meet individual Indians, they were likely to be such Christianized Indi-
ans who, at least since the Pequot War several decades earlier, had been in-
creasingly compelled to abandon their traditional cconomies (Salisbury,
Maniton 238). Furthermore, the religious typology that structured Puritan
hermeneutics encouraged the colonists—especially during periods of war-
fare— to petceive the Indians as agents of Satan, designed to tempt and test
the election of individual Puritans and the integrity of the New England
project as a whole.? Tt is clearly by way of such typology that Mary Row-
fandson orders and understands her own experience with her captors. In
the introductory section of her narrative, for example, before it becomes
structured into a series of “removes” that recount Rowlandson’s stages of
trave} through the wilderness, she compares the destruction she has wit-
nessed to the misfortunes of Job, whose possessions were destroyed by
agents of Satan as 2 test of faith. OF the thirty-seven inhabitants of her
houschold, Rowlandson notes, twelve were killed, twenty-four taken cap-
tive, and “one, who might say as he, Job 115, And I onlyam escaped alone to
tell the News” (120). In similar fashion, Mather in his preface likens her trial
“to those of Joseph, David and Daniel” (114). .
Rowlandson refers to the Indians in these first few pages as “murtherous
wretches,” “bloody Heathen,” “merciless Heathen,” “Infidels,” “a company
of hell-hounds,” “ravenous Beasts,” and “Barbarous Creatures” (118-21).
During the first night of her captivity, she observes “the roaring, and sing-
ing and danceing, and yelling of those black creatures in the night, which
made the place a lively resemblance of hell” (121). Such descriptions are con-
sistent with typologically informed perceptions of the Indians such as those
offered in contemporary accounts of King Philip’s War,’ and the Puritan
Rowlandson repeatedly casts her experience in terms of both specific and
general biblical precedents. In this context, Rowlandson’s captivity repre-
sents a version of the Babylonian or Egyptian captivity of the Israelites at
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the samne time that, as David Downing notes, she “presents her captivity as
an image of the unredeemed soul in the hands of the devil” (256).
Typology ideally operates through a structure of equivalence, in which
events in scripture reflect and foretell the outcome of events in the world,
just as figures and incidents in the Old Testament prefigure those in the
New Testament. This process, which Erich Auerbach refers to as figural in-
terpretation, requires the substitution of a biblical event or person with an
earthly event or person, “in such a way that the first signifies not only itself
but also the second, while the second involves or fulfills the first” (73).19 Ty-
pology’s central mechanism, therefore, is something like a mirror, allowing
one set of events to be substituted for another provided the two bear some
reciprocal resemblance. Once made, that substitution facilitates the predic-
tion of secular history by providing a model within which to interpret the
significance of historical outcomes. If Mary Rowlandson’s trial mirrors that
of the captive Israelites, then her own good piety coupled with God’s provi-
dence should lead her to redemption. As Auerbach explains, “an occurrence
on earth significs not only itself but at the same time another, which it pre-
dicts or confirms, without prejudice to the power of its concrete reality here
and now. The connection between occurrences is not regarded as primarily
a chronological or causal development but as a oneness with the divine
plan, of which all occurrences are parts and reflections” (ss5). History be-
comes mediated through and is made comprehensible by its analogy to
scripture, just as the figures of William Bradford and John Winthrop in Cot-
ton Mather's Magnalia Christi Americana are representative types that alle-
gorize New England’s history even as they repeat the histories of Moses and
Nehemiah. Once the initial typological substitution is made, the Puritan
struggle in the New World comes to seem no less inevitable than its even-
tual success.

Early criticism of Rowlandson’s narrative tended to highlight her use of
typology and, as a result, to place her text within an orthodox Puritan liter-
ary and theological rradition.!! More recently, however, this narrative has
gained interest and status as a text that unwittingly breaks with and even
subverts that tradition. This subversion, however, does not result from Row-
landson’$ misuse o1 abandonment of typology. It occurs rather because her
use of typology begins to fracture, to fall in upon itself. Increasingly, to-
ward the end of her narrative, where her recourse to scriptural quotations
and analogies multiplies, typological relations become unable to contain
the accumulation of details and events she has recorded. The assumed equiv-
alence between her categorical knowledge grounded in Puritan English cul-
ture and her daily experience gained among the Indians begins to collapse.
The simple substitution of experience for knowledge and of the Algonquin
cultural practices she encounters for her Puritan assumptions and beliefs
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about the Indians becomes suspended in a moment of negotiation that re-
sists the closure that typology would imposc on it. And -bccausc substitu-
tion fails, succession fails; the anticipated outcomes pr.cdlctcd by typologi-
cal relations are not only delayed, but they rls.k nonarrival. lec integrity ot;
Puritan epistemology and the teleology of hlstgry stall at t.hlS moiment O
undecidability, when the mirror of typology begins to r‘.:ﬂcct distortions.
Those distortions result from Rowlandson’s liminality, from her partial
and stunted transculturation to Algonquin tribal life; they i:nark the subjec-
tivity effects of her experience of cultural exchange. The pﬂuence o{l her
unprecedented cultural mobility on her text and on the Puritan Enghs_ s0-
ciety in which that text circulated has been undcresnma'tcd in critical discus-
sions of this narrative, which for the most part have assigned contradictions
in the parrative to Rowlandson’s psychological trauma rather .than to her
cultural circulation. At least since Richard Slotkin’s c.aml'ly analysis of the dis-
crepancies in Rowlandson’s narrative technique, crn:Ecal gttentlolx;. has fo-
cused on what is often referred to as the two “vou:esf’ in this text,'? a narra-
tive dichotomy whose most striking effects occur 1n the moments when
Rowlandson’s description of her participatory experiences contradict the
interpretive conclusions she draws from them, when her rccox;cl of an iln—
dian’s sympathy and generosity nevertheless leads h.cr paradoxically to cl:
clare the universality of Indian savagery and barbarity. These are preascly
those moments of inequivalence, those moments of typology’s reflective
faﬂ]lsl‘fc:ausc there is absolutely no acknowledgment of such failures in the
text itself, it is difficult to determine whether its au_thor ar}d its ea‘rhcst read-
ers were fully aware of these contradictions, There is nothing io cither Rot\;r-
landson’s prose or Increase Mather’s preface to indicate an awareness of the
dissonance between her portrayal of the Indians as savage and Frucl and her
descriptions of individual Indians who are kind and sympathetic. How tk;lcn
are we to cxplain the emergence of this representation of the Indian.s_;:\?Jl u-
mans, as a culture rather than as a type, within a text that cannot artic ate
such a possibility? How do these figures escape their containment, their
own captivity, within Puritan ideology? Mitchell Breitwieser locates this
“realism” in a conflict between the individual psychology of its author and
the demands of her Puritan culture, arguing that Row!andson’s unsuccess-
ful attempts to repress her grief enable “a human Indian figure ['f:)] come
into view at the margin of perception” (132) 13 Yet the absence of “human
Indians from other captivity narratives, an €normous r‘mmbcr‘ of whl_ch
were told or written by grieving mothers whose infants died during captiv-
ity, suggests that such trauma cannot fully account for t.hC Fcahsm of Row-
landsom’s text. It is necessary to consider as well the significant cffects of
transculturation, the inevitable exchanges of language, material goods,
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modes of behavior, and ideological orientations that characterize the scene
of Indian captivity. In this context, Mary Rowlandson’s captivity narrative
stands out not because of her experience of grief but because it records so
many of these kinds of transactions. The recollective language of her text
reveals the effects of cultural liminality, of a functional adaptation, how-
ever partial, to Algonquin tribal life. Rowlandson’s psychic disorientations

rhcrcf_orc, indicate the anxiety of adjustment to an alien culture as much a.;
they ggnify a response of grief at the loss of a familiar one, and it may in fact
be this transculturation as much as her mourning that Rowlandson feels she
TMUSE repress. In other words, when typological equivalence fails or faltets

it signals the activity of other forms of exchange. ,

'The Friction of Exchange

Rowlandson acknowledges her commodity status as a captive, her simulta-
neous use value and exchange value for her captors, when she observes that
her mistress, Weetamoo, a Pocasset Indian married to the Narragansett
sachem Quinnapin, refused to lend her to another Indian for fear of losing
“not only my service, but the redemption-pay also” (151). The practice of
capqvc-taking predates European contact, when, as Colin Calloway notes,
captives were usually either adopted or tortured to death as a way of replac-
ing or avenging the death of a family member lost in war. That practice per-
sisted but was also revised within the new colonial economy that emerged
between natives and settlers, when a developing market value for European
captives prompted Indians to begin selling them for ransom (“Uncertain
Destmy” 195). Although hardly a commodity in the sense that a gun or a
piece of gold is, in this hybrid colonial economy the captive nevertheless cir-
@atcd as an object of trade subject to some of the same cross-cultural trans-
lations and investments that inscribed other commodities. In periods of
warfare, captives became one of many common objects of exchange be-
tween Europeans and Indians, who, despite the lack of a shared language or
culture, had always participated extensively in trade with each other.
SPeciﬁc accounts of exchanges between them illustrate, however, that cer-
tain values could not and need not be so casily agreed upon. When they
were acquired by the Indians, for example, items such as gold pieces were
pertorated and strung onto wampum necklaces, and gun barrels were sawn
off so -that they could be played as flutes or whistles. Copper kettles were
sometmes cut up into arrowheads ot game pieces (Axtell, European 256),
and sometimes placed on the heads of the dead, while stockings were used
as tobacco pouches {Sturtevant 86-87). When Henry Hudson gave the
Delaware Indians iron hoes, they wore them about their necks until sailors
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who artived the next year taught them how to make handles (Axtell, Exro-
pean 256).1% As Alden Vaughan suggests, the Europeans’ desire for land and
their practice of placing beaver pelts on their heads may have struck the In-
dians as equally absurd (329). Though it did not produce the practice of tak-
ing captives, colonialism did produce the market for capuives, just as it pro-
duced the market for these other goods. And by situating the Indian captive
within this arena of exchange between cultures, the fluctuating movements
and values prompted by that exchange come vividly into relief.

Rowlandson notes that although her master is the Narragansett sag-
amore Quinnapin, she was “sold to him by another Narrhaganset Indian,
who took me when first 1 came out of the Garison” {125) in Lancaster. Al-
though she does not mention the terms of that first sale, her record of it in-
dicates a relatively common phenomenon of Indian captivity in colonial
America: captives often underwent a series of exchanges and owners, some-
times traded within the tribe and sometimes between tribes. Her son Joseph,
for example, after tarrying too long during one visit with his mother, angers
his master who “beat him, and then sold him. Then he came running to tell
me he had a new Mastet” (144}. This scrial process of successive exchanges
established through relations of equivalence is overshadowed in Rowland-
son’s narrative by the protracted negotiations leading up to her eventual
ransom, when as a commodity she is substituted for another whose value
she mirrors.!S Her narrative in fact stands as a record of the precarious sta-
tus of the captive-commodity within the suspended period and the hybrid
space thar precedes her removal from the borderland of cultural exchange.

If Rowlandson’s nagrative brings our attention to this moment, it also

requires that we extend the concept of exchange to include not merely eco-
nomic transactions but also cultural and linguistic transactions. The tradi-
tional as well as the coerced mobility of the Algonquins necessarily brought
them into frequent contact with foreign groups, encouraging not only the
exchange of products but the assessment of values that are not merely eco-
nomic. The work of anthropologists in general and of ethnohistorians of
colonial North America in particular attest to the existence and significance
of such exchanges.'6 The trade of goods is only one aim or result of caltural
contact; education or religious conversion were often equally predominant
goals, and changes in language, attitude, or behavior were as frequently
their effects. James Axtell calls this process “cultural warfare™ (Invasion
Within 4), and indeed these other forms of exchange—social, ideological,
linguistic—reveal the conflict that underlies any seemingly placid process of
exchange, for such transactions are frequently unsolicited, accidental, even
violent and are seldom entered into with the pleasure one might associate
with the marketplace of commodity exchange. As a result, these transac-
tions indicate the friction at the center of any act of exchange.
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This friction characterizes the suspended moment of substitution; it
marks the struggle between cultures, languages, or commodity owners for
power, predominance, or profit. In the process the friction can produce
emergent forms, new linguistic or behavioral modes that come to occupy a
space between the cultures or languages that frame them. The friction of cul-
tural conflict opens up spaces that escape and frequently transgress those
structures whose contact produces them. My analysis of Rowlandson’s text
focuses on precisely this site of conflict and exchange, where the process of
substitution has commenced but is not yet complete, where the stasis of ne-
gotiation forestalls the movement of succession. This liminal site, this hinge
that both separates and joins two collaborators who are at the same tme
opponents, is the site of the captive. Within such a space and at such mo-
ments in the process of exchange, the captive is effectively between owners,
between cultures, between identifiable values. As long as negotiation con-
tinues, the relation of equivalence that determines economic value—and
cultural values—remains unestablished.

Once negotiation ceases and the course of a transaction is complete, each
commodity becomes something else, for the process of substitution and suc-
cession necessarily produces continual transformation, the change within
exchange. As commodities change hands, the commodity itself changes,
becomes inscribed by the friction of exchange. When the commodity ex-
changed is a human subject, such inscription can not only alter the subject
itself but can disturb or confuse the discourse and culture that finally in-
corporate it. If subjectivity, like value, is formed through relations of equiv-
alence with others,1” then circulation within a foreign system of value(s)
necessarily reassesses and revises that subjectivity, just as value is reassessed
and revised when commodities are put into circulation. Once value has
been determined and substitution has taken place, the friction of exchange

appears absorbed within the sceming stability of commodity ownership or
of cultural coherence but not without having created a potential out of
which new types, new subjectivities, and new positions for resistance and
power can emerge. Thus, with the eventual exchange of Mary Rowlandson
for twenty pounds, her suspended cultural identity and liminal subjectivity
appear’esolved; she is purchased by her husband and reclaimed by Puritan
New England. The seeming simplicity of such 2 transaction belies, how-
ever, the residual inscription of her body, her text, and her subjectivity by
the experience of Indian captivity.

In other words, cultural exchange produces a supplement, an extraordi-
nary kind of surplus. The cultural or ideological surplus resulting from the
circulation of the captive is profoundly ambivalent; it constitutes not a dif-
ferential that leads to addition but an “additional” that significs difference.
The production of this cultural supplement is the production of cultural dif-
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ference, in the sense Homi Bhabha gives it: cultural difference “addresses
the jarring of meanings and values generated sn-between the v‘ancty'ancc‘l di-
versity associated with cultural plenitude”; cultural difference inhabits “that
intermittent time, and interstitial space, that emerges as a structure of un-
decidability at the frontiers of cultural hybridity” (“DissemiNation” 312;
emphases added). Thus, the surplus left over after the event of cultural ex-
change is like the “difference’ of cultural knowledge that ‘adds to’ but does
not ‘add up’” and therefore “is the enemy of the im‘?licz't generalization of
knowledge or the implicit homogenization of experience” (313). This sup-
plement inhabits that contested space marked out by the act of cxcl?ange,. a
space often characterized by an extreme anxiety. Such anxiety, cvgdent in
Rowlandson’s text as well as in Increase Mather’s preface to it, highlights by
concealing the fact that this surplus can threaten to disrupt the apparent ho-
mogeneity and stability of the system that absorbs it. Tam m_tcrcstcd here,
then, in what the stories of captives tell us about the economics of cultural
exchange and about what might be called the cultural anthropology of cap-
tivity as a kind of economic exchange. 18 Ttis precisely such crosg-.cultural ex-
changes that can produce a surplus able to contest and destabilize the pre-
sumed autonomy and homogeneity of monocultural systems.!?

Liminality and Transculturation

Indian captivity, as it was documented in colonial America, was an oc'casion
for the simultancous invention and destruction of the self. The captive o¢-
cupies a liminal position, suspended in the cleavage that divides one cultm:al
paradigm from another, and this tenuous and anxious status neccssar%ly
inflects the discourse of the recently redeemed captive. The anthropologist
Victor Turner positions liminality as the second of three stages in rites of
initiation, as the margin or threshold between separation from a commu-
nity and reaggregation into it (196).20 Unlike Turner’s model, however,
Rowlandsor’s experience of liminality is not a process that takes place \z\nt'lun
a single culture but one that places her between two separate and distinct
cultures, a site produced by colonialism. Far from rcprqducmg the recog-
nizable patterns of social ritual, her dramatic and traumatic event of hmmal.—
ity oscillates between two systems of belief and ritual in a constant cogdb
tion of the unexpected. By faichfully recording the resultant interactions
and conversations between herself and the Indians, Rowlandson’s captivity
narrative reveals the challenge these exchanges and dialogues Poscd to Puri-
tan ideology. This text’s narrative dichotomy and its ideological contradic-
tions are grounded in the linguistic and cultural exchanges that make up so
much of the detail of Rowlandson’s story.
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The captive’s journey separates her from English culture, the Puritan

community, and the domestic family. The division of her narrative into “re-
moves” enhances the sense that with each successive departure the captive
becomes increasingly distant from her own culture and moves further and
further into a wilderness familiar only to her Algonquin captors. That sepa-
ration necessarily produces changes in the captive’s behavior, attitudes, and
subjective sense of self, changes evident in her detailed record of the gradual
process of transculturation she undergoes over the twelve weeks of her cap-
tivity. Resistant as she is at first to Indian food, she grows accustomed to it,
and while it was at first “very hard to get down their filthy trash,” by the
third week that which “formerly my stomach would turn against” became
“sweet and savoury to my taste” (131). Although she remains all but deaf to
her captors’ humor, she does become increasingly sensitized to the intrica-
cies of Indian cultural expression. Early in her captivity Rowlandson hears
an account of a female captive who, along with her child, complained of
homesickness so frequently that the Indians finally “made a fire and put
them both into it” (120), a story she relates with unqualified horror and fear.
Much later in her narrative, when the Indians tell her that they have roasted
and eaten her son, she skeptically dismisses the tale after “consider[ing]
their horrible addictedness to lying, and that there is not one of them that
makes the least conscience of speaking the truth” (141).

Her skill in sewing and knitting allows Rowlandson to begin to assume a
distinct role within the Indian community.2! Not only does her production
of clothing, stockings, and hats increase her interaction with the Indians,
but it gives her a significant position within their economy. She is paid for
her work, and she reintroduces that payment back into the tribe, either by
trading for other goods, sharing her edible earnings, or simply offering her
payment—“glad that I had anything that they would accept of ? {136) —to
her master. Several times, Mary Rowlandson refers to the Indian camp as
“home” (136), and she notes that one particularly dreary campsite was
blessed with nothing but “our poor Indian cheer” (129). Her inconsistent
use of pronouns likewise reveals an often confused cultural identification.
During the seventh remove, for example, she begins by associating herself
with tlie Indians: “After a restless and hungry night there we had a weari-
some time of it the next day.” However, as the group arrives at “a place
where English cattle had been,” at “an English path” and “deserted English
fields,” it is the objectified Indians who take “what they could” from the for-
saken land (although Rowlandson admits that “myself got two ears of In-
dian corn™). At the end of this scene she suddenly identifies herself instead
with the English, claiming that the stolen corn would serve as “food for onr
metciless enemies [the Indians],” though she goes on to conclude that “that

Caprivity, Contact, Commodification 23

night we had a mess of wheat for eur supper” (132-33, emphases added), in-
cluding herself again among the Indians. _

In two of the later removes, Rowlandson betrays the extent of her 1m-
mersion in Indian society. During the seventeenth remove, after a day of
travel, she remembers that “ye came to an Indian Town, and the Indians
sate down by a Wigwam discoursing, but 1 was alm0§t spent, and could
scarce speak” (148). Such a claim suggests that the captive »zouid on chcr
occasions “discourse” with the Indians, but was too “spent” to participate
this time. Similarly, during the nineteenth remove, when the captive 1s called
to a counsel, she notes that she “sate down among t!mcm, as ] was wont to
do, as their manner is” (151), again suggesting a comfortable unders@ndmg
of at least the basic tribal customs and language. Though the Indian lan-
guage is transcribed only once {148), Rowlandson repeatedly refers, l_aoth
directly and indirectly, to conversations between herself and t'h.c Indians.
These conversations reveal a development in Rowlaquon’§ ability to con-
verse with her captors, as well as a growing complexity of interaction that
involves both a greater mutual interest and a greater shared l'lmstlhty. ‘

Rowlandson’s first recorded dialogue with her captors 18 characmnzed
by the mutual suspicion that marks their earliest exchanges, for in responsc
to the Indians’ request that she “[cJome go glong with us,” Rowlandson ex-
tracts a promise that if she complies she will not.bc hurt {120). Later tl:lat
first night the Indians deny her request to sleep in an abandqncd En“ghsh
house, insisting that she share their conditions rather than continue to love
English men still” (r21}. By the third remove, hqwevcr, an Ind1.an. makes a
remarkable concession to her own cultural requirements by (_)ﬁc'rmg her a
Bible and promising that she will be permitted to read it, v.vh-llc in the sev-
enth remove another Indian is visibly intrigued by her willingness to cat
horse liver, which, Rowlandson recalls, “I told him, I would try, if he: Wt?uld
give a picce, which he did” (132-33). These two cxc_h:mgc's alone s:gn‘lfy a

fascinating process of growing cross-cm:cural recognition, if not one 0@ c-ui-
ture blending, that was hardly operative at the outset of her captivity.
Meanwhile, her relationship with her master, Quinnapin, dcvcllops”to thc
point where he “secmed to me the best friend that I had of an Indian,” while
that with her mistress, Weetamoo, degenerates to such a level that f.ow-
Jandson’s complaints and requests arc met with slaps, cl'cmals, and an “mnso-
lency [which] grew worse and worse” (139). By the t[’nr'tccm?h remove, the
captive’s emergent ability to negotiate the cultural and hngmsttc divide be-
tween herself and her captors allows her to serve as a mediator and perhaps
as a translator between the new English captive, Thomas Read, and the In-
dians, who were “all gathered about.. ... asking him many Questions 7 When
Read, “crying bitterly,” tells Rowlandson his fears that he will be killed, she
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“asked one of them, whether they intended to kill him; he answered me,
they would not” (142). This remarkable exchange suggests that Rowland-
son had a capacity to communicate with the Indians that Read, for one,
lacked.

The narrative’s language of recall and its record of linguistic exchanges
reveal that Rowlandson’s immersion in Amerindian culture places her in a
culturally liminal subject position that is no longer commensurable with,
though by no means alien to, the Puritan and English subjectivity with which
she entered captivity. However, as transculturated as Mary Rowlandson be-
comes and as much regard as she grows to assume for her Indian master,
she hardly becomes Indianized and certainly does not find a replacement for
her domestic tics among the Indians. While many Anglo-American captives
were adopted and underwent a process of cultural integration by ultimately
joining the tribes that took them captive, Rowlandson remains in a resistant
liminal state, that “no-man’s land betwixt and between™ (Turner 41) onc
cultural paradigm and another. Later captives, like Eunice Williams and
Mary Jemison, married Indian men, spent the remainder of their lives as
members of the Indian tribal community, and repeatedly refused pleas to
return to white settlements. Their illiteracy and, in Williams’s case, loss of
facility with the English language leave their experiences a difficult matter
of historical reconstruction.?2 Amid that silence, Rowlandson’s narrative
offers one account of such exchange and the friction thar characterizes it.

Mary Rowlandson recorded her experience as a captive in the postlimi-
nal period following her return to Puritan society, and her narration of past
events is inflected both by a residual cultural liminality and by the dominant
Puritan cufture from which she was removed and to which she returned. In
retrospect, her captivity seems to her a type of spiritual pilgrimage during
which her sanctity and election were tested, “in which the Lord had His
time to scourge and chasten me” (167). Yet it was not only the individual
Puritan Mary Rowlandson who was tested during this journey; her dis-
course was tested as well. By the time she wrote her narrative, the daily chal-
lenge that Amerindian culture posed to that discourse had receded, and her
Puritan worldview — like her family — had been largely restored. Yet the chal-
lenge té New England Puritan discourse, as remote as it may have seemed
to Mary Rowlandson once she was ransomed and to the English once they
have won King Philip’s War, is nevertheless recorded in the intercultural di-
alogue inscribed in her best-selling narrative. The very urge to write of her
experience in order to “the better declare what happened to me” attests to
her memory’s resistance to easy containment within available Puritan
modes of understanding, perhaps in part because her experience of transcul-
turation led her to encounter examples of female political and economic au-
tonomy that transgressed the roles for women defined by her own society.
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Transgression and the Anxiety of Motherhood

Mary Rowlandson’s captivity narrative entered public circulatiop only with
some degree of anxiety. Despite his explicit conviction that this ’text con-
tains an important and exemplary lesson in piety, Increase Mather’s preface
is littered with apologetic justifications for its publication. Not surprisingly,
these anxious apologies collect around the issue of gender. Ma_thcr seems to
want to protect this female author from aspersion and to deliver hcr from
rumor. “I hope by this time,” he writes, “none will cast any rc_ﬂe.ctlon upon
this Gentlewoman, on the score of this publication of her affliction and de-
liverance” (115). He claims that “this Gentlewomans .[n's‘] modcsti would
not thrustit [her narrative] into the Press™ except at th-c insistence of “[sjome
friends” (115), and he therefore insists that “[n}o serious spirit, icn (espe-
cially knowing any thing of this Gentlewoman’s piety) can Imagine but that
the vows of God are upon her. Excuse her then 1f she come thus into puro-
lick, to pay these vows™ (116). It is as if, by describing circalation in the spir-
itual terms suggested by the act of “paying vows,” Mather hopes to detract
attention from the circulation of both Rowlandson and her narrative.
Mather’s apologies signal a common seventeenth-century anxicty in New
Engtand about the conjunction of publicity and women, an anxicty exem-
plified by Anne Bradstreet’s brother when he responded to the publication
of her poetry by claiming that “[y]our printing of a Bpok, beyond the cus-
tom of your sex, doth rankly smell” (Parker 63; qrd. in Kochley 31) and by
the Puritan authorities in their earlier condemnation and cxile of Anne
Hutchinson. The public mobility of women led to suspic%ons of, if not ac-
cusations against, their virtue. Such rumors also characterized the response
to Mary Rowlandson’s captivity and redemption, for one of the several nat-
ratives of King Philip’s War published in London in 1676 claims that

There was a Report that they had forced Mrs Rawlinson to marry the one-
eved Sachem, but it was soon contradicted; For being a very pious WO@@,
and of great Faith, the Lord wonderfully supported her under this afftiction,
so that she appeared and behaved her self amongst them with so much
courage and majestick gravity, that none durst offer any violence to her, but
on the contrary (in their rudc manner) seemed to shew her great respect.
(New and Further §)

Clearly there was some speculation-~on both sides .of the f‘\ﬂant.ic and long
before the publication of her narrative—about this gaptwcﬁs virtue. Such
speculations are hardly surprising considering that circulation by women
has as often been perceived as a threat to society as the exchange of women
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has been called the fundamental basis of it. What is surprising s that no
public record, to my knowledge, announces such speculations about Row-
landson without dismissing them in the same sentence. This example might
be taken to illustrate a remarkable rule: transgression by female captives re-
peatedly escapes the kind of censure that accompanies so many other kinds
of female transgression; transgression within captivity is always, sometimes
quite amazingly, legitimated. One critic argues that Rowlandson escapes
censure because she appears to accept the patriarchal arrangement of Puri-
tan society and to adopt the commensurate role of Puritan goodwife (Davis
50). This assessment fails to note, however, that Rowlandson’s nartative
teeters on the very edge of telling an entirely different story about women,
quite in spite of its explicit acceptance of the Puritan social order,

Mary Rowlandson’s was the first captivity narrative written in English,
and it was also the first book originally published in New England that was
written by a woman.? Her narrative is unique not only for its account of
cultural exchange but because it delivers an carly and rare female voice to
the textual documents of Puritan America. It is therefore necessary to be at-
tentive to the gendered accents that inflect the cultural dialogue between
Puritan and Indian inscribed jn her text. Her narrative not only records a
specifically Puritan Englishwoman’s view of her Algonquin captors but
documents her assumption of a role among them that is a radical alternative
to available roles for colonial New England women. If the cultural surplus
contained in this text registers an incipient critique of Puritan ideology, it
also harbors a potential feminist critique of Puritan society. Again, this sur-
plus is largely concealed, since the narrative does not overtly stage these cri-
tiques so much as it unwittingly performs them by putting the material for
such critical positions into circulation. In this case, that material resides in
the contrast between Rowlandson’s goodwife status in patriarchal Puritan
society and her status as independent producer-exchanger within the In-
dian community, revealed in the careful depiction of her daily life among
the Algonquins. If the effects of Rowlandson’s cultural circulation some-
times escape their containment by scripture, typology, and conventional

seventeenth-century literary forms, the cffects of her circulation as a Puri-
tan wdman threaten to escape her insistent and anxious self-definition as a
mother and as a dependent Puritan wife.2*

The experience of captivity involves a constant oscillation, not only be-
tween Puritan and Indian subjectivities but between a whole series of self-
doublings. One of the most fascinating of these is Mary Rowlandson’s si-
ultaneous occupation of the noncirculating position of the mother and
the exchangeable one of the captive. Following Levi-Strauss, Luce Ingaray
argues that Western patriarchal society “is based upon the exchange of
women” (This Sex 170), who circulate as commodities between men. In-
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garay goes on to divide these “women-as-commodities” into the categorics
of private use value and social exchange value, represented by th.c figure of
the mother and the virgin. The mother’s status is analogous to private prop-
erty, unavailable for exchange; whereas the virgin who awaits exchange on
the marriage market represents, Jike the captive, pure exchange value. Row-
landson’s status as both mother and captive introduces to this model a com-
plicating revision that locates resistance within the confining patriarchal or-
der outlined by Irigaray.

From the very beginning of her narrative, Mary Rowlandson dcﬁncs
herself as a mother. She writes that at the approach of the attacking Indians
“] took my Children . . . to g0 forth and leave the house,” but her escape 1s
cut off by a barrage of bullets, one of which penetrates “the bowcls_and
hand of my dear Child in my arms” (119). The ensuing captivity cffectively
begins for Rowlandson with a violence directed against her motherhood,
for she claims that “[t]he Indians laid hold of us, pulling me one way, and
the Children another” {120). The carly part of her narrative focuses on
Rowlandson’s concern for her wounded daughter Sarah, whom she cpntm-
ues to carry in her arms. After Saraly’s death, Rowlandsonjs concern imme-
diately shifts to her other two children, who are held captive among dlfff:r-
ent but nearby groups of Indians. She struggles to maintain contact with
them, and even when that contact becomes impossible, she continues to
worry over their physical and spiritual welfare. Captivity thus removes
Rowlandson’s children from her sight and subjects them to the surveillance
of the Indians. Her dead daughter Sarah is taken and burif:d‘w%thout her
knowledge, while her other children are subjected to the discipline pf dis-
tant and alien others, Rowlandson laments the absence of her children,
claiming that “I had one Child dead, another in the Wilderness, I knew not
where, the third they would not let me come ncar to”; but sh-e also expresses
amxiety that she “should have Children, and a Nation'which I knew not
ruled over them” (126). Her motherhood has been usurped and her mater-
nal supervision over her children incapacitated. o -

Yet Rowlandson’s maternity is not erased so much as it is held in suspen-
sion. As she represents it, her maternal gestures appear to her captors as
ineffectual and senseless as her orthodox Puritanism. In response to her
wounded daughter’s incessant moaning, her captors warn her that “your
Master will knock your Child in the head” (125); and when she goes to visit
her daughter Mary after Sarah’s death, “they would not let me come near

her, but bade me be gone” (126). Recause the Indians appear not to under-
stand, or at least do not respond propetly to, Rowlandson’s mat‘crr.lal or re-
ligious gestures, those gestures inevitably fail to produce their intended
effects. Tn the terms of the model proposed by Irigaray, Rowlandsorr’s use
value is effectively suspended along with her motherhood. From the per-
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spective of the Puritan society from which she has been abducted, her ma-
ternal use value becomes eclipsed by 2 reinstated exchange value f(;r as soon
as she is taken captive, Rowlandson is quite literalty put back on’thc market
Because _thc captive must be purchased by her Puritan husband from heL:
new Indian master, she becomes once again a commodity for exchange be-
tween ma!es. :Thl:ls, Mary Rowlandson undergoes, as a captive, a symbolic
r;mwmalzzutm_z i .the sense that she once more becomes an c;bjcct of ex-
1(_:] Cﬁ%% séng this shift is evident in her home culture’s patent concern aver
Indeed, Rowlandson’s narrative betrays its own concern with the threat
to the exchange value of female captives, even or especially to captives who
arc mothers. At one point Rowlandson relates a story about a pregnant
worman whom the Indians reputedly “stript . . . naked, and set ' in the
midst of them; and when they had sung and danced about hCI: » they
knockt her on head” (129). Perhaps in response to such tales as well. a.s m dc)-
fengc of rumors about her own virtue, Mary Rowlandson more than once
insists that “not. one of [the Indians] ever offered me the least abuse of un-
chastity to me, in word or action” (161). Clearly, Rowlandson is defendin
less her captors than herself from the accusations of seduction, or cven ra f
that she expects from her own society. Such defenses of her c,hastity migh;
also be seen as a means through which Rowlandson maintains her exchange
value. Her captors force her to estimate that value when they call her in%o
an Indian council and ask her to declare “how much my husband would
give to redeem me” (151). Her own price quote is then duly delivered to
B_.ostoll:, as part of the negotiations between her Indian owners and her Pu-
rRu:(;"i\nv 1 al;ljin;gd over the sale and repurchase of the recommodified Mary
Yet while she is constituted as a passive commodity in relation to the two
cultures between which she circulates, Rowlandson’s record of her daily life
among the Algonquins reveals her participation in a radically indcpcn)!icnt
role, Aftcr M.ary Rowlandson crosses the Connecticut River with her cap-
tors to join King Philip’s crew, mention of her economic activity amon tlE':e
India.n; begins to abound. She notes, for example, that s
Du_rmg my abode in this place, Philip spoke to me to make a shirt for his bo
which I did, for which he gave me a shilling: T offered the mony to my mas-y’
ter, but he bade me keep it: and with it I boughta piece of Horse flesh. After-
wards he asked me to make a Cap for his boy, for which he invited me ‘to Din-
ner. . .. There was a Squaw who spake to me to make a shirt for her Sannup
[hl_Jsband], for which she gave me a piece of Bear. Another asked me to knit a
pair of Stockins, for which she gave me a quart of Pease: I boyled my Pease
and Bear together, and invited my master and mistriss to dinner. (135)
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Such examples support Laurel Thatcher Ulrich’s claim that “Rowlandson
survived because she knew how to use English huswifery in the services of
her captors” (227). Yet while the skills Rowlandson employs may be those
of the English housewife, her structural deployment of those skills moves
away from the Anglo-American model and toward conformity with the
Amerindian culture in which she was living.
Colonial American women were by no means exempt or excluded from
economic activity; on the contrary, they performed vital production and
management functions in the houschold and frequently bartered goods
precisely as Mary Rowlandson does. Nevertheless, a married woman'’s role
as producer was always conditioned by her legal subordination to her hus-
band, and even though her position in the household was integral and val-
ued, it was always one of an assistant or “helpmeet” to the patriarch of that
household. When a Puritan woman assumed complete management of her
husband’s business or homestead during his absence or after his death, it
was perccived not as a permanert control but as a kind of deputized author-
ity that she would relinquish in the event of his return or her remarriage.
Marriage may have been a colonial New England woman’s primary means
of economic improvement, but marriage hardly constituted economic i0-
dependence. “To talk about the independence of colonial wives,” as Ulrich
notes, “is not only an anachronism but a contradiction in logie,” since to be
a wife was to be defined legally and economically in terms of one’s husband,
in whose name property was held and to whom the wife’s income Jegally —
if not always in practice —belonged (37-46). Mary Rowlandson is probably
petforming a very familiar social gesture, then, when she offers Philip’s pay-
ment for the shirt to her master. Although he rejects the money, insisting
that she keep it, she offers her next two payments in the form of a meal and
later gives to her miaster a knife that she receives in exchange for 2 shart,
“glad that I had any thing that they would accept of, and be pleased with”
(136).

Yet Rowlandson’s cfforts to contribute her earnings to the household of
her Indian master gradually diminish, and her economic activity takes on an
increasing autonomy. Later in her captivity she accepts an Indian’s request
to reknit a pair of stockings only on the condition that she be released from
her master’s wigwam, where she has been put under house arrest for speak-
ing and supposedly conspiring with another English captive. She barters
her next series of garments for a hat, a silk handkerchief, and an apron for
hersclf. The activities Rowlandson petforms were probably familiar ones,
but the structural framework of independent producer-exchanger within
which they are performed is 2 marked change from the role of Puritan
goodwife that she occupied when she was taken captive.

Unfortunately, it is difficult to determine with convincing accuracy how
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characteristic this new role might have been for women in the southern
New anland tribes with whom Mary Rowlandson traveled. After King
Philip’s War, tllnc remaining population of those tribes largely dispersed
among other tribes to the north or west or underwent significant transcul-
turation through contact with and conversion by Euro-Americans. These
Ipdlall-ls lcft, of course, no written texts, and a certain amount of hi‘storical
SImphﬁf:auon and error inevitably compromised characterizations of their
domestic and- tribgl cconomies. Historical evidence does show, however
that Algonquin tribes were, if not matriarchal, certainly far less })atriarchai
than Puritan New England. While land in Anglo-American familics was
owned by the husband, most Indian property was owned by families and
was usually under the control of the Indian women who farmed it and in-
herited nglh'.cs to it (Sturtevant 167). Moreover, evidence of the practice of
female political power and of matriarchal kinship systems has been found
a.monglsouthem New England tribes (Salisbury 41). Laurel Thatcher Ul-
nc-h claims tha'F “[a]mong [Rowlandson’s] many losses was a role shift from
mistress to maid” (228}, but that loss is accompanied by a potental gain in
!:he shift to a culture in which “{w]omen were mistresses of their own bod-
ies” (Jennings 46).

Mary Rowlandson never explicitly admits that such an alteration has taken
place in her‘ status, much less stages a critique of Puritan gender roles b
overtly valuing her unusual economic independence. Nevertheless, all bu};
one record of her trading activity is immediately followed by a rcquf;st oran
attempt to see her son, the only child with whom she has been able to main-
tain contact, After feeding her master and mistress dinner with her first
earnings, Rovylandson, “Th]earing that my son was come to this place
welt to see him” (135); almost immediately after exchanging a shirt fc;r.a;
knife, she “asked liberty to go and see” (136) her son; following another ex-
c_hang‘c of a shirt for some broth, she asks an Indian for news of her son
since “I had not seen my son a pritty while” (140); and not long after trad-
ing some stockings for some groundnuts, “my Son came to sec me, and I
asked his master to let him stay awhile with me, that I might comb his head
and look over him” {144 }.2¢ This pattern suggests that her participation in
mdcgcnﬂcnt acts of economic exchange may have generated an anxiety over
thucl displacement og her motherhood, manifested by the immediate and im-
pulsive assertion of her maternal identity fc i i
activity as producer-exchanger. o following representations ofher

If her narrative exhibits an insistent maternalism at those moments that
record her economic autonomy, it exhibits fierce hostility at those moments
that _record the antonomous authority of her Indian mistress. Margaret H
Davis suggests that while Rowlandson submits to the authority of male In:
dians, she resists that of female Indians “because her training as goodwife
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assigns her the position of mistress in her household, equal to female peers
and head of servants and younger women” (55). The Rowlandson house-
hold did contain an Indian servant, which doubtless influenced the captive’s

‘attitude toward her captors. But significantly, the Indian who lived with the

Rowlandsons was male, and Mary Rowlandson seems otherwise resigned
to her status as servant to Quinnapin and Weetamoo, whom she calls “mas-
ter” and “mistress,” traditional appellations by which New England ser-
vants referred to their employers. There is clearly something more than
goodwife training or even jealous competition for the artention of her mas-
ter at work in her depictions of her Indian mistress. The narrative tells us lit-
tle of Weetamoo’s social status other than describing her as “King Phillips
wives Sister,” a description Lincoin supplements in a footnote by explain-
ing that she was the widow of Alexander, Philip’s brother, and that she was
called “the Queen of Pocasset” (125). In fact, Weetamoo was what New
Englanders called a “squaw sachem” (Leach 5). The sachem occupies the
position of highest authority in the Indian community, and Weetamoo,
though nominally subject to Philip, had elected to combine her Pocassct
wribal forces with the alliance forming under Philip, and shared leadership
responsibility with him during the war. Weetamoo probably joined the
Narragansctts in August 1675, and at least by the time of the Lancaster raid
in February 1676 she was, Leach notes, “the wife of sachem Quinnapin of
the Narragansett tribe” (164).
Narratives of King Philip’s War, such as the 1676 Present State of New-
England, frequently refer to an wnnamed “Squaw Sachem (i.c., 2 Woman
Prince, or Queen) who is the Widow of a Brother to King Philip” (unpagi-
nated). None of those narratives, however, makes the connection between
this powerful Indian leader, who believed that her first husband was poi-
soned by the English,?” and Mary Rowlandson’s recalcitrant mistress. Row-
landson certainly never mentions such a connection not, rather incredibly,
does Leach in his history of the war. However, Leach’s evidence of Weeta-
moo’s remarriage to Quinnapin affirms that it was precisely this pair with
whom Rowlandson journeyed as captive and servant through the New Eng-
Jand wilderness. The political identity of Wectamoo suggests that Rowland-
son’s hostility may be in responsc to the example of a woman whose power
and status exceeded that of most of her male company, including her hus-
band, Quinnapin, and far exceeded that imaginable by a woman in Puritan
society. It is Weetamoo who refuses to eat the dinner Rowlandson cooks
for her master and mistress “because [ served them both in one Dish” (135),
it is Weetamoo who “gave me a slap in the face” (139) when Rowlandson
complains of the load she was made to carry, and it is Weetamoo who in-
censes Rowlandson by deciding to turn back from the direction in which
the group is traveling (139}- When Rowlandson refuses to give a piece of her
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apron to Philip’s maid, Weetamoo “rises up, and takes up a stick big
enough to have killed me, and struck at me with it™ (142).

Rowlandson clearly dislikes this woman, not simply for her power but
for her social status, for she singles Weetamoo out from her master’s “three
squaws” as a “severe and proud dame . . . bestowing every day in dressing
her self neat as much time as any of the Gentry of the land: powdering her
hair, and painting her face, going with Neck-laces, with Jewels in her ears,
and Bracelets upon her hands: When she had dressed her self, her work was
to make Girdles of Wampom and Beads” (150).2# The captive recognizes
that she, like the decorative jewels and makeup, is a sign of her mistress’s
soctal status and wealth, for she observes that “Wettimore thought, that
if she should let me go and serve with the old Squaw [another of Quinna-
pir’s wives], she would be in danger to loose, not only my service, but
the redemption-pay also” (1so). This comment also conveys crucial infor-
mation about domestic economic relations among the specific Algonquin
women with whom Rowlandsen lived, for it indicates that each of Quin-
napin’s wives holds property separately. Furthermore, if Weetamoo is in
danger of losing her servant’s value to another of her husband’s wives,
Quinnapin at best jointly owns with his wife the captive and her value.

A record of Weetamoo’s appearance in a Plymouth court in 1659 con-
firms this evidence of her property ownership. She entered a complaint
then, and again in 1662, against her first husband, Wamsutta (or Alexander)
“for having sold, six years previously, some lands which she claimed be-
longed really to her, and for which he had never paid her her share” (Some
Indian Events 21). Furthermore, another colonial record contains a letrer
written by a “Merchant of Boston™ claiming that Weetamoo “is as Potent a
Princess as any round about her, and hath as much Comn, Land and Men at
her Command” (Seme Indian Events 21)— details consistent with other evi-
dence of matrilinearity among the Narragansett (Sturtevant 193).

Whether Rowlandson recognizes the extent of Wectamoo™s power as a
sachem or not, she is certainly aware that this woman exercises autonomeous
authority and accumulates social wealth. The very excessiveness of her hos-
tility to her mistress suggests thar the example of Weetamoo disturbed her,
not just because she was one of countless Indians who exercised power over
a captive Englishwoman but because she was a woman with power over
men. By contrast, the captive’s representation of powerful male Indians
such as Philip or Quinnapin is marked by a distinct regard if not explicit
affection. The example of Weetamoo, like the example of Rowlandson exer-
cising her own economic independence, might have had subversive poten-
tial in the Anglo-American culture where this narrative circulated. Such

subversion is disabled by the hostility and anxiety that tends to revise or
mask any explicit critique of Puritan gender roles that this text might have
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inadvertently staged. Yet her strategic assertions of an anxious motherhood
and her unaccountable aggressiveness towarda powerful Indian fcmal,c, who
might have unconsciously and disturbingly reflected Rowla.ndson s own
newfound autonomy back at her, mark the site of a surplus in het narrative,
a surplus that has been generated by her experience of cultural cxcha'ngc _and
that resists containment by the legitimating force of her recuperation 1nto
Puritan society. ' - .

On the one hand, captivity puts Mary Rowlanc!S(‘)n into circulation as a
passive object of exchange; on the other hand, captivity allows Rowlandson
an cconomic independence that permits her a klmd. of temporary escape
from patriarchal subordination. The fcrr}ale captive is, in Irlgaray’s terms,
subject to male specul(ariz)ation, “a] hinge bending according to the cx-
changes™ (Speculum 22) of men; but as an autonomous agent of exchange,
Rowlandson threatens to #nhinge the basis of a mgle—control_lcd cconomy
and symbolic order. Mary Rowlandson’s capFivity is both an inscription of
Puritan patriarchal law and an escape from it. The mother/virgin filchot-
omy that, for Irigaray, marks the malc-cor%tr'ollcd economy of c'ic.slrc col-
lapses within the transcultural scene of captivity and opens a feminist space
within the dominant patriarchal order. , .

Yet what becomes of that temporary producer-exchanger role excmpll—
fied by the captive once the doubled self reintegrates as a result of patriar-
chal redemption? Mary White Rowlandson returns to Massachusetts and
records her experience in an effort to “the better dc3clarc what happlencd to
me during that gricvous Captivity” (121). She writes a text that six years
after her return from captivity enters the marketplace as a commodlty,.and
it does so between the texts of two men. A preface written by the religious
patriarch Increase Mather precedes her own text, and. a Fast Day sermon
written by her husband, Joseph Rowlandson, follows it. Itis as though the
printed book mirrors Rowlandson’s condition as a body exchlangcd. be-
tween males. Nevertheless, the publication of her book also puts into cireu-
{ation a record of female escape from commodification from w1.th|n cotn-
modification. By doing so it generates possibilities for a strategic feminist
critique not accounted for in the restrictive mark_ctP‘la'cc that Irigaray in-

herits from Levi-Strauss. These critical social possibilitics, set loosc'by the
cultural surplus of Rowlandson’s parrative, furthermore characterize the
content of what would later come to be called the genre of the novel.

Dialogism and the Novel

The protofeminist content of Rowlandson’s narrative, like its mconsistenit
and multiple narrative voices, results from the series of exchanges prompted
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by h.cr captivity among Algonquin Indians. But if her partial transcul-
turation necessarily removes her from the cultural practices of seventeenth-
century Pgritan New England society, it also moves the form of her captiv-
ity narrative away from traditional seventeenth-century literary genres
CI'lt-lCS who have, quite correctly, aligned her narrative with such farnilia£
Puritan genres as the spiritual autobiography, the conversion narrative, and
the jeremiad nevertheless concur that, while these generic structures im’corm
Rowlandson’s text, no one of them sufficiently describes it. Some conse-
quently have claimed that it constitutes its own genre; others separate indi-
vidual narratives into smatler, already established genres, and still others
define it as multigeneric.?? ,

Any dc_:ﬁnitive generic categorization of this text runs the risk, however
of repeating Rowlandson’s own anxious and insistent self-align:ncnt witl;
those values and categories, such as the Puritan goodwife and orthodox Pu-
ritanism, valued by and identified with the community from which Indian
captivity removed her. What gets overlooked thereby is that her narrative’s
particular significance for genre studies lies precisely in its resistance to stan-
dard c'lassiﬁcationﬁo Her text accommodates her individually experienced
paradigm crisis only by moving between and forming combinations from
among severa% traditional narrative forms, and as a result available vehicles
of representation necessarily become distorted or revised. Emphasizing her
use of recognizable genres such as the sermon is therefore like emphasizing
her use of _typology: while both observations are accurate, both tend to align
her narrative with a project of recuperating and reproducing dominant cul-
tur;-al fOl‘Il:lS and values, rather than with provoking an inadvertent crisis or
sch1§m within them. Rowlandson’s narrative certainly relies on such legiti-
mating forms, but it also puts into circulation a cultural friction that chal-
lenges and disrupts those forms. If redefining genres or creating new ones
will not re§qlvc the question of how to classify Rowlandson’s text, it is be-
cause captivity narratives—like the captives who wrote them—occupy a
space ;uspcndcd between coherent generic forms. That space is not only
one aligned with the genre of the novel but one created by the practice of
colonialism.

Whilet many earlier critics frequently claimed that captivity narratives
fulfilled a novelistic need in a society otherwise devoid of such amusements
more recently thesc texts—and Rowlandson’s in particular--have been ex-
plicitly aligned with the genre of the novel.3! This classification would scem
to rcsplvc the dilemma the captivity narrative has long posed to traditional
generic categories. Bakhtin, for instance, posits as the origin of the novel a
scene of contact between two dramatically different classes and languages
The heteroglossia that results from such contact is, for Bakhtin, the funda-
mental characteristic of the novel form, which dialogically inc,orporates a

b
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variety of languages and genres. Rowlandson’s text certainly exhibits the
linguistic and cultural dialogism that would characterize it as a type of proto-
novel since it mixes the discourse of an orthodox Puritan woman, the dis-
course of that Puritan woman undergoing the process of transculturation,
and conversations berween that woman and individual Indians who speak
an entirely different language. But like Turner’s model of liminality, Bakh-
tir’s description of the novel scts the scene of dialogic conflict between
classes within a single culture rather than berween two separate and distinct
cultures. This latter site is specific to the history of colonialism in New Eng-
land, which inevitably resulted not only in violent conflicts between native
and settler populations but in the kinds of contested cultural exchanges
recorded in Rowlandson’s captivity narrative.

Despite such notable exccptions as John Eliot and Roger Williams, by
the time of King Philip’s (or Metacom’s) War few Puritan colonists in New
England Lived in close contact with substantial groups of Amerindians, and
even fewer knew their language. By the 1670s, those Indians who inhabited
Anglo-American communities tended to do so as individuals in socially and
economically subordinate roles (Sturtevant 177), such as the Indian servant
in the home of the Rowlandsons. In fact, Rowlandson repeatedly records
her fear and astonishment at seeing enormous numbers of Indians together,
as though she had no idea that they existed in such quantities. Upon her ar-
rival at one Indian town her surprise and terror is palpable: “Oh the number
of pagans (now merciless encmies) that there came about me” (124)- Atan-
other temporary abode she remarks that “[t]he Indians were as thick as trees:
. if one looked before one, there was nothing but Indians, and behind
one, nothing but Indians, and so on either hand, [ my self in the midst”
(132). When she meets King Philip and his crew, she “could nor but be
amazed at the pumerous crew of Pagans that were on the Bank” (134).

As the lone Christian Englishwoman at these gatherings, her assump-
tions about national distribution, and hence about cultural power over
what for her was New England, become threatencd by a sudden and terrify-
ing reversal. The colonialist hicrarchy that Mary Rowlandson carried with
her into captivity threatens to topple when this Puritan Englishwoman
stood “alone in the midst” of such large numbers of Indians. Indeed, itis at
one of these sudden meetings with a large crew of Indians that, Rowland-

son remembers, “my heart began to fail: and I fell a weeping which was the
first time to my remembrance, that [ wept before them™ (134). The captive’s
tearful response here indicates not only grief or trauma buta frightening re-
alization that English supremacy is less stabie and English victory less as-
sured than this Englishwoman once believed. These tears mark precisely
one moment when typology threatens to fail, when the promise of Puritan
history foretold by the biblical history of the Israelites stumbles over the



