
Luis Vélez de Guevara en Écija is a tremendous scholarly accomplishment and will
be of enormous value to scholars interested in the life or works of Luis Vélez de Gue-
vara, scholars of comedia or early modern theater and history in Spain or elsewhere, as
well as historians of Iberian middle-class life. This volume will also be an asset in class-
room use, as the extensive primary sources would make excellent resources for grad-
uate and undergraduate students.

Margaret E. Boyle, Bowdoin College

El mayor monstruo del mundo y El mayor monstruo los celos.
Pedro Calderón de la Barca.
Ed. María J. Caamaño Rojo. Biblioteca Áurea Hispánica 114; Comedias completas
de Calderón 16. Madrid: Iberoamericana Vervuert, 2017. 418 pp. !44.

Amor, honor y poder. Pedro Calderón de la Barca.
Ed. Zaida Vila Carneiro. Biblioteca Áurea Hispánica 115; Comedias completas de Cal-
derón 17. Madrid: Iberoamericana Vervuert, 2017. 298 pp. !36.

These two volumes, published in the series Comedias completas de Calderón, offer good
critical editions of Calderón plays of interest within and beyond the community of schol-
ars of early modern Spanish drama, both for the quality of the dramas and their subject
matter. El mayor monstruo del mundo (The world’s greatest monster) is a tragedy cons-
tructed on Herod the Great’s obsessive love for his wife Mariene and the jealousy that
drove him to decree her death if he were killed. Or rather, two tragedies, since Calderón
rewrote his first formulation some three decades after its initial 1637 publication, chang-
ing the title in his partially autograph manuscript to El mayor monstruo los celos ( Jealousy,
the greatest monster). Camaaño’s edition is the first to publish both versions together.

Like other early modern European dramatizations of the Herod-Mariene story by
Ludovico Dolce, Tirso de Molina, Alexandre Hardy, and Elizabeth Cary, Calderón’s
plays drew on Flavius Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities, freely modified to his own dramatic
purposes. Calderón distances Herod from the historical-biblical figure, calling him
Tetrarca (Tetrarch) rather than Herod and silencing most of his crimes, to concentrate
on his fatal adoration of Mariene, whom he wishes to see queen of the world. To that
end, he supports Anthony against Octavian, hoping both will be destroyed, that he
might be crowned emperor with her at his side. Fate plays an ambiguous part in this,
as in other Calderón tragedies, and increases dramatic tension as it does so. Striving
to disprove the prophecy that Mariene would be killed by the greatest monster in the
world, and that the dagger Herod carries would kill what he most loved, he contributes
to its fulfillment. A portrait of Mariene—a detail perhaps suggested to Calderón by
Tirso de Molina’s very different play La vida y muerte de Herodes, which Calderón ap-
proved for publication in 1635—serves to link rival personal passions and political am-

1204 VOLUME LXXI , NO. 3RENAISSANCE QUARTERLY

https://doi.org/10.1086/700535 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1086/700535


bitions. Herod, seeing Octavian in possession of a miniature of Mariene and a large
copy, hurls a dagger at the emperor that knifes the large portrait instead.

Caamaño, along with most recent critics, defends the existence of Golden Age Span-
ish tragedy against previous naysayers, and considers various critics’ views of how to clas-
sify Mayor monstruo within the genre, concluding reasonably that judging it by rigid
classical criteria of tragedy ignores its generative principles. In her textual study, she de-
tails Calderón’s changes in the second version: better structured with an added second-
ary plot, more historical references including one to Herod’s slaughter of the innocents,
more references to his inferior Idumean origins, and heightened emphasis on the role
of fate.

The comedy Amor, honor y poder (Love, honor, and power), dealing with the pas-
sion of Eduardo, rey de Inglaterra (Edward III, king of England), for the Countess of
Salisbury, was performed in the Palace during the 1623 Madrid visit of Charles Stuart,
Prince of Wales, pursuing marriage with the princess María. The play, as its title indi-
cates, features preoccupations Calderón explored throughout his career: the conflicting
claims of personal desires, the public exigencies of the honor code, and the demands—
and limits—of royal and paternal power. They crisscross here in the relationships of
Estela, the countess, her brother Enrico, the king, his sister, the infanta Flérida, and
her Hungarian prince suitor Teobaldo, well seasoned throughout by the comic misun-
derstandings of the appropriately named Tosco (crude), Estela and Enrico’s servant.
That the foreigner Teobaldo’s suit fails seems to link the play to prevailing skepticism
over another royal English-Spanish marriage.

As Vila Carneiro reports, the story of King Edward and the purported Countess
derives from the fourteenth-century Chronicles of Jean Froissart, then developed by
Bandello in his Novelle (Part 2, 27) and more directly from its Spanish translation
as “Eduardo, rey de Inglaterra” in theNovelas morales of Diego de Agreda y Vargas, pub-
lished in 1620. Vila also explores an intriguing link with the anonymous history play
King Edward III published in London in 1596, which seems to include some contri-
butions or revisions by Shakespeare (Richard Proudfoot and Nicola Bennett, eds.,
King Edward III, [2017], 49–80). In that play, the king’s secretary is Lodewick; Calde-
rón gave his King Eduardo an adviser named Ludovico, the Spanish equivalent. More-
over, the name Teobaldo echoes the name of King James’s favorite residence, Theobalds,
given himby the first earl of Salisbury (DonCruickshank, “Calderón’sAmor, honor y poder
and the Prince of Wales, 1623,” BHS 77 [2000], 83). Calderón could have read King Ed-
ward III, or known of its plot, since in 1621 he entered the service of the sixth Duke
of Frias, whose father, Don Juan Fernández de Velasco, the fifth Duke, a devoted bib-
liophile, had built up his collection of English books while in that country as ambassa-
dor extraordinary in the early seventeenth century (Cruickshank, Don Pedro Calderón
[2009], 68).

Both El mayor monstruo del mundo and Amor, honor were published in Calderón’s
Segunda parte, the second in a twelve-play anthology compiled by his brother José
(with publishing rights in Pedro’s name), of which two genuine editions and one false
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edition were published, dated 1637 and 1641. The Segunda parte was reedited by Juan
de Vera Tassis in 1686. Both editors rightly base their editions of Amor, honor and El
mayor monstruo del mundo on the QC version of its texts, the initials indicating its
publisher, María de Quiñones, and bookseller, Pedro Coello. But they correct its er-
rors judiciously from other early editions. For Amor, honor, the two earliest editions
were sueltas (pamphlets) included in anthologies purported to be the Parte 23 (P23)
and Parte 28 of Lope de Vega, which give the play the title La industria contra el poder
y el honor contra la fuerza (Ingenuity against power and honor against force). The
suelta in Parte 28, however, correctly attributed the play to Calderón, as do two other
undated suelta editions (SU and SU1) that contain significant variants, including cer-
tain verses omitted in QC, as does P23. Vila thus faced the challenge of deciding which
of those thirty verses to incorporate and which Calderón might have eliminated had
he revised the text for publication, something she thinks more likely than I do.

For El mayor monstruo, Caamaño deals with the contamination of the textual tradi-
tion in two Vera Tassis editions, and in two manuscript copies: partially autographM1,
and M2, an early eighteenth-century copy. After publishing his Segunda parte based
on the false edition known as Q, Vera Tassis, having found M1, published another
edition with a new version ofMayor monstruo, also dated 1686, of which only one copy
is presently known. Unfortunately, in doing so, he conflated the two versions of the
play. Caamaño observes that Vera followed the first version closely for act 1, but in
act 2, in which Calderón made increasing changes, Vera’s text coincides closely with
the second version. M2, which derives from M1, is similarly contaminated by passages
from the play’s first version. Caamaño’s double edition sorts them out with care and
commendable critical intelligence.

Margaret R. Greer, Duke University

Poétiques médiévales de l’entre-deux, ou le désir d’ambiguïté.
Dominique Boutet.
Essais sur le Moyen Âge 64. Paris: Honoré Champion, 2017. 486 pp. !75.

This far-reaching work persuasively describes a medieval poetics of ambiguity: it dem-
onstrates how, in a wide-ranging selection of medieval texts, meaning is indistinct and
indeterminate. Falling between generic and stylistic distinctions, whether of chronicle,
hagiography/historiography, theater, roman, or lyric, these texts blur significance, multi-
plying possible readings. This volume proposes to explore not what may be ambiguous
for modern-day readers, but rather instances of “authentic ambiguity” (12) intended by
the author and received as such by readers. As such, it insists upon the plurality of this
poetics. Rather than a study of such mixed genres as the fantastic, comic, or fabliaux, it
examines works that 1) are intentionally at the border of distinct genres, 2) mix styles
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