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Jane Lumley’s loose translation of Euripides’ Iphigeneia at Aulis depicts the moment 
of Iphigenia’s sacrifice to the goddess Diana so that Agamemnon, her father, 
may undertake ‘a fortunate journie unto Troye’.1 This chapter sets out to explore 
how Lumley employs the relationship between the Trojan War and Tudor female 
identity through the character of Iphigenia. The argument begins with a focus upon 
the text and a series of what might appear to be mistranslations, as well the play’s 
recognized historical allusions to the execution of Lady Jane Grey.2 However, it 
goes on to focus upon the locus of the play’s composition and possible performance 
— Nonsuch Palace — and interrogates what Troy and the Trojan War signified for 
early modern women.

Jane Lumley (1537–78) was the daughter of Henry Fitzalan, Earl of Arundel, and 
Catherine Grey; as such she belonged to a staunchly Catholic family who were 
among the first to support Mary I’s accession to the throne in 1553. Subsequently, 
Arundel was rewarded for his loyalty: in 1556, Mary transferred the lease of 
Nonsuch Palace with its lands from Thomas Cawarden to him and, sometime after 
1553 she also allowed him to acquire Archbishop Cranmer’s extensive library.3 

1	 Jane Lumley, The Tragedie of Euripides called Iphigeneia translated out of Greake into Englisshe (British 
Library, MS Royal 15.A.ix); and in Three Tragedies by Renaissance Women, ed. by Diane Purkiss 
(Penguin Books, 1998), pp. 1–35. Quotations are from this edition.
2	 I have chosen to italicize mistranslations to draw attention to early critics’ hasty dismissal of 
Lumley’s text. See David. H. Greene, ‘Lady Lumley and Greek Tragedy’, Classical Journal, 36 (1941), 
pp. 537–47 and Frank D. Crane, ‘Euripides, Erasmus, and Lady Lumley’, Classical Journal, 39 (1944), 
pp. 223–28. The former comments on her ‘very inaccurate translation’ (543), while the latter judged 
that she knew no Greek and that her play is ‘simply a translation of Erasmus, and a poor one at that’ 
(228).
3	 After Cranmer’s arrest in 1553 his property was confiscated by the Crown, but there is no record 
of the library. Yet, when John Lumley had an inventory made in 1590, called The Red Velvet Book 
because of its binding, those owned by Cranmer are included and the names listed — Cranmer, 
Arundel, Lumley — may still be seen in the works which became the foundation of the Royal 
Collection in the British Library. See The Lumley Library: The Catalogue of 1609, ed. by Jayne Sears 
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Both Cawarden and Cranmer had been leading Protestant figures and so Arundel’s 
procurement of both demonstrates the ways in which material objects and property 
were seen as inextricably bound to politics and faith. Indeed, these associations were 
to have a significant impact upon Jane Lumley’s translation.

For Lumley, the consequence of having access to Cranmer’s library was that it 
allowed her to pursue her scholarship, hone her translation skills and develop an 
interest in drama. Even before the acquisition of the books she had undertaken 
five translations of Isocrates’ dialogues, the rough copies of which may be found 
in her commonplace book (British Library MS Royal 15.A.IX). Her husband, John 
Lumley, shared these academic interests as may be evidenced from their names 
which are inscribed in the books that they added to the library. Iphigeneia is one of 
the pieces included in the commonplace book. The play is written on distinctive 
paper with a watermark showing a f lower emerging from a hand in a glove, which 
had been used by Cawarden in his role as Master of the Revels.4 As such we may 
date the play to around or shortly after 1557 when the Lumleys had already started 
living in Nonsuch. The play may also be linked to Cranmer’s library since Jane 
Lumley translated it from one of his books recorded in the catalogue as Euripidis [et] 
Hecuba Iphigenia tragediae graece.5 This volume includes Euripides’ original Greek text 
alongside Erasmus’s translation into Latin and Lumley used both in her translation. 
Cranmer’s library was, however, extensive and so it is important to understand why 
Jane Lumley chose Euripides’ Iphigeneia over, say, any of the other Trojan stories and 
why she focused — with considerable ambiguity — upon the ‘fortunate’ conclusion 
to the tragedy.6

Certainly, Lumley’s decision to focus upon a translation for which she had both 
the Greek source and the Latin version would have been inf luenced by the use of 
both Euripides and Erasmus in humanist learning.7 That does not mean, though, 

and Francis R. Johnson (Trustees of the British Museum, 1956).
4	 The books are at the Folger Shakespeare Library, MSs L.b.129 and 130, and L.b.24 respectively. 
The watermarks are described in the Gravell Watermarks Database available at the Folger. See 
also Marion Wynne-Davies, ‘The Good Lady Lumley’s Desire: Iphigeneia and the Nonsuch 
Banqueting House’, in Heroines of the Golden Stage, ed. by Rina Walthaus and Marguérite Corporaal 
(Reichenberger, 2008), pp. 111–28 (p. 121).
5	 This work was a Greek companion text to Erasmus’s Latin translation and might well have been 
used by Jane Lumley in her translation since it is the only Greek version of Iphigeneia that appears in 
the Lumley Inventories. See Sears and Johnson, The Lumley Library, numbers 1591a (Erasmus) and 
1736 (Euripides). For a good summation of texts possibly used by Lumley see Purkiss (ed.), Three 
Tragedies, pp. 168–69. On the Greek text and Erasmus’s Latin translations of Hecuba and Iphigenia in 
Aulis in the Lumley library, see also Carla Suthren, ‘Iphigenia in English: Reading Euripides with 
Jane Lumley’, in Acquisition Through Translation: Towards a Definition of Renaissance Translation, ed. by 
Alessandra Petrina and Federica Masiero (Brepols 2020), pp. 73–92 (pp. 81–84).
6	 Elaine Beilin suggests that Jane Lumley chose to translate Iphigeneia on her husband’s suggestion, 
a claim since challenged by Patricia Demers, amongst others. See Elaine Beilin, Redeeming Eve: 
Women Writers of the English Renaissance (Princeton University Press, 1987), p. 157; and Patricia 
Demers, ‘On First Looking into Lumley’s Euripides’, Renaissance and Reformation, 23.1 (1999), pp. 
25–42 (p. 27).
7	 Jaime Goodrich, ‘Returning to Lady Lumley’s Schoolroom: Euripides, Isocrates, and the 
Paradox of Women’s Learning’, Renaissance and Reformation, 35.4 (2012), pp. 97–117; Tanya Pollard, 
Greek Tragic Women on Shakespearean Stages (Oxford Scholarship Online, 2017), pp. 43–56.
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that she undertook what we would consider a literal translation and we should not 
judge that her work is ‘very inaccurate’ or ‘too difficult for her’, as did early critics 
David H. Greene and Frank D. Crane respectively.8 Rather than for educational 
purposes, therefore, it might be that Lumley’s choice of Euripides derived from 
the political events that had led to her father’s ownership of both Nonsuch and 
Cranmer’s library: the accession of Mary I and the execution of Lady Jane Grey. 
This was a personal link for Lumley since Jane Grey was her first cousin and her 
father was instrumental in Grey’s death. Perhaps, for a family that had benefited 
so much from Grey’s death, the presentation of the nine days queen as a justified 
sacrifice for the good of the nation might have appeared both pertinent and 
problematic and this conundrum has been the focus for present-day scholarship.

Critics now commonly accept that Lumley’s translation associates Jane Grey 
with Iphigenia; for example, Stephanie Hodgson-Wright argues that ‘It is not very 
surprising that whilst looking through those books which her father had acquired 
as an indirect result of betraying Jane Grey, Lumley’s attention should be drawn 
to a play which is disturbingly reminiscent of the death of her cousin’.9 At the 
same time, there is considerable uncertainty about the impact of Lumley’s choice 
of text and whether or not it criticized her father, Arundel, for his role in Grey’s 
execution. In the first modern edition of the play, Diane Purkiss points out that if 
the play’s composition post-dates Jane Grey’s execution in 1554 — and we know 
that it does because of the water-marked paper — then ‘it might have made very 
uncomfortable reading for Arundel, and raised questions about just who had been 
sacrificed and how willingly’.10 A year later, in 1999, Patricia Demers pointed out 
the clear connections between contemporary politics and the play’s narrative, but 
argued that Lumley ‘positions Agamemnon, the strategist king, in enough shadow 
to caution against uncritical encomium or clear parallels with her own family’.11 
More recently, Tanya Pollard highlights ‘the complex stakes of Lumley’s critiquing 
a male aristocrat’s politically motivated sacrifice of his daughter, especially in the 
context of her dedication of the play to her father, who had played a key role in the 
recent death of Lady Jane Grey, his niece and Lumley’s cousin’.12 In addition Jaime 
Goodrich argues that

Lumley implies that aristocratic women could transform the domestic sphere 
into an arena for limited political action. This depiction of Agamemnon’s 
family life seems germane to Lumley’s position as the daughter and wife of men 
with established, and sometimes embattled, political careers.13

8	 Greene, ‘Lady Lumley and Greek Tragedy’, p. 546; Crane, ‘Euripides, Erasmus, and Lady 
Lumley’, p. 226.
9	 Purkiss (ed.), Three Tragedies, p. xxv. Stephanie Hodgson-Wright, ‘Jane Lumley’s Iphigenia at 
Aulis: multum in parvo, or, Less is More’, in Readings in Renaissance Women’s Drama: Criticism, History 
and Performance, ed. by S. P. Cerasano and Marion Wynne-Davies (Routledge, 1998), pp. 129–41 (p. 
134).
10	 Purkiss (ed.), Three Tragedies, p. xxv.
11	 Demers, ‘On First Looking’, pp. 25–26 and 37.
12	 Pollard, Greek Tragic Women, p. 49.
13	 Goodrich, ‘Returning to Lady Lumley’s Schoolroom’, p. 113.
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Finally Alynna Ward adds a summation that, while so ‘much work has already been 
done on the relation between Lumley’s play and the circumstances of Lady Jane 
Grey; a connection that can hardly be missed’, the text is ‘less of an attack upon her 
own father’s involvement with her cousin Lady Jane Grey and more of a study on 
the place of women in the sixteenth-century political world’.14 There is, therefore, 
considerable consistency in the analyses of Lumley’s complex depiction of Jane 
Grey’s death, which is seen as ‘uncomfortable’ (Purkiss), ‘complex’ (Pollard) and 
‘limited’ (Goodrich), so that we need to exercise ‘caution’ (Demers) and perhaps 
recognize that the play is not ‘an attack’ on Arundel (Ward). In stringing these words 
together, I have no intention of simplifying the erudite works that I have quoted 
from; rather, I want to suggest that Iphigeneia resists simple categorization because it 
is so replete with surprising interpretations that it defies the expectations of what an 
early modern young noblewoman should be doing. Such mystification begins with 
the outrage of Greene and Crane as they attack the adequacy of Lumley’s translation 
because, within the patriarchal norms of humanist learning, she should not have 
attempted to translate Euripides, even with Erasmus’s version alongside. Subsequent 
feminist criticism registers, as we have seen, surprise — even doubt — that Lumley 
could question her father’s actions because the gender power relationship certainly 
made her both dependent upon, and subservient to, him. Moreover, with regard 
to a possible staging of Iphigeneia, the play has been categorized as a closet drama 
and considered unperformable because early modern women did not write for the 
public stage — an issue I will return to in the next section of this chapter. Yet, the 
evidence shows that Jane Lumley wrote a loose translation of a Greek play from 
the Trojan legend which she imbued with Tudor politics, and that the play was 
imagined for, and perhaps performed on, a specific stage. This conf luence was only 
possible because she had access to Cranmer’s library, an intimate knowledge of one 
of the key political events of her day, and a staging space in front of the banqueting 
house a ten-minute walk from her home in Nonsuch Palace. In order to explore 
these elements and their impact upon sixteenth-century female identity within the 
context of the Trojan narrative this chapter looks first at Lumley’s translation with 
its political import and then turns to the possible use of the banqueting house and 
its spatial relationship with Nonsuch Palace.

Iphigenia and Translation

One of the most straightforward ways to explore how Lumley updates Euripides’ 
original play for a sixteenth-century readership/audience of women is to locate 
where she transposes historical Greek materiality and custom into those more 
suitable for her contemporaries. Take, for example, Clytemnestra’s comment to 
Iphigenia when they first arrive at the Greek camp:

trulye it is a token of good lucke that so manye noble women meate us. 
Let us therefore comme downe from our charet, that they may bring us to 
Agamemnons lodginge.15

14	 Allyna E. Ward, Women and Tudor Tragedy: Feminizing Counsel and Representing Gender (Fairleigh 
Dickinson University Press, 2013), n. pag.
15	 Purkiss (ed.), Three Tragedies, p. 19.
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Here, Lumley makes significant changes. First, as throughout the play, she excises 
the Chorus’s long poetic speeches, so that Clytemnestra responds to a group of 
women who have seven lines of prose rather than thirty-three lines of poetry. 
Moreover, Lumley transforms the Greek Chorus, more usually represented as 
common people, into ‘noble women’, thereby reworking the imagined setting 
into an early modern scenario in which an aristocrat and her daughter are met and 
welcomed by an assembly of similarly upper-class women. This image is reinforced 
by Lumley’s use of ‘charet’ and ‘lodginge’. By the mid-sixteenth century richly 
embellished chariots had become the preferred means of transportation for noble 
women, especially when they were visiting one another, since such expensive 
vehicles were seen to denote wealth and power. It is hardly surprising, therefore, 
that Lumley chose to place Clytemnestra and Iphigenia in a ‘charet’, in reference to 
this favoured means of transportation in aristocratic circles and in her transposition 
of Erasmus’s currus (812, 820) and vectabulum (818), which can be translated either as 
‘waggon’ or, more obviously, ‘carriage’.

In Lumley, Clytemnestra and Iphigenia go to the ‘lodging’. The shift here is 
significant. The Greek word μέλαθρον (612) refers to a beam supporting a roof 
so that it could therefore mean ‘house’ but could also mean ‘tent’. Erasmus uses 
‘atrium’ (813), which can be metonymically used for a house. Lumley’s ‘lodginge’ 
emphatically suggests a building in which it is possible to reside, even if only 
temporarily.16 Indeed, an excellent pictorial example of a queen arriving in a chariot 
at her lodging may be seen in Joris Hoefnagel’s The Progress of Queen Elizabeth I to 
Nonsuch Palace (1568), where Elizabeth is depicted being driven past the south wall 
to the Palace.17 Even if Lumley was not referring to this specific visit, Hoefnagel’s 
drawing evidences the manner in which noblewomen travelled to Nonsuch in the 
mid-sixteenth century. I shall return to the conf luence between the translation and 
the palace in the next section. Here, it is important to recognize that this is not 
a set of mistranslations, but rather a deliberate presentation of Clytemnestra and 
Iphigenia as wealthy early modern noble women.

However, Lumley’s focus upon nobility, wealth and material goods is not 
confined to the introduction of Clytemnestra and Iphigenia; rather, it re-emerges 
into one of the most important and powerful speeches of the play — when Iphigenia 
proclaims to her mother that she is prepared to be sacrificed:

I muste nedes die, and will suffer it willingelye. Consider, I praie you mother, 
for what a lawfull cause I shalbe slaine. Dothe not bothe the destruction of 
Troie, and also the welthe of grece, whiche is the mooste frutefull country 
of the worlde, hange upon my deathe? And if this wicked enterprise of the 
Trojans be not revenged, than truly the grecians shall not kepe neither their 
children, nor yet their wives in peace: And I shall not onlie remedie all thes 
thinges withe my deathe: but also get a glorious renowne to the grecians for 
ever. Againe remember how I was not borne for your sake onlie, but rather for 
the commodite of my countrie.18

16	 Unless otherwise indicated, references to the Greek text are to Euripides, Bacchae. Iphigenia at 
Aulis. Rhesus, trans. by David Kovacs, Loeb Classical Library 495 (Harvard University Press, 2003).
17	 Joris Hoefnagel, The Progress of Queen Elizabeth I to Nonsuch Palace, 1568, drawing, The British 
Museum, Prints and Drawings, ref. 1943, 1009.35.
18	 Purkiss (ed.), Three Tragedies, p. 30.
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This is a long quotation and needs to be unpacked carefully because Lumley 
includes here several disconcerting or, perhaps, unexpected elements as she 
transforms Euripides’ original Greek and Erasmus’s Latin version into an English 
sixteenth-century drama. First, Lumley chooses English words that suggest material 
wealth: Iphigenia claims that if she is not sacrificed the ‘welthe’ of Greece, the 
‘mooste frutefull country’, will be threatened, and that she has been born for the 
‘commodite of her country’. These words, ‘welthe’, ‘frutefull’ and ‘commodite’ 
are ambiguous and problematic. Wealth can mean prosperous in the sense of 
both happiness and aff luence. Fruitful suggests being either abundantly beneficial 
or highly remunerative. Commodity may be interpreted as a general help or a 
commodity that may be used or sold. Moreover, these words coalesce into two 
distinct discourses. Either Iphigenia sees herself as someone who can help her 
country, so that her death benefits Greece and ensures its continued happiness, or 
she presents her body as an object that may be used in order to pay for the continued 
success and aff luence of the state. Returning to Euripides, the original text suggests 
that Iphigenia offers advantages to Greece and these are specifically linked to the 
narrative event of allowing the ‘sailing of her galleys’ in order to defeat Troy, 
while ‘commodite’ may be aligned with Ἕλλησι κοινὸν (1386), which might be 
translated as ‘for all the Greeks in common’, or ‘the common good of the Greeks’: 
Erasmus’s ‘communiter’ similarly implies a sense of shared or public benefit. In the 
Greek text, therefore, there is very little that suggests that Iphigenia’s identity is 
connected to monetary value or material wealth. Erasmus’s Latin translation follows 
Euripides more closely than Lumley, so that Greece becomes the first and greatest 
of countries, Graeciae primum illa tellus, quae quidem est amplissima (1960) — amplissima 
is what Lumley translates as ‘most fruitful’.19 Lumley’s translation thus suggests a 
mastery of subtleties of Erasmus’s text and an ability to transpose this to her own 
environment; with its opposing discourses of moral worth and material value, it 
suggests that the idea of commodity needs further investigation.

Intriguingly, the word commodity is used by two critics in their analyses of 
Lumley’s play. First, Demers uses the term when discussing Lumley’s upbringing; 
she notes ‘the commodity value of Jane Lumley’s education’, and she goes on to 
quote Purkiss on how that learning would have had, for Arundel, a value of ‘wealth, 
prestige, power and fashionableness’.20 Second, Trudie Messent discusses how 
Iphigenia is treated as a ‘commodity’, while also drawing attention to Iphigenia’s 
use of the word ‘purchase’ when she asks the Greek women to sing of her death; 
she also notes that Iphigenia repeats that her sacrifice is ‘for the commodite of 
all grece’.21 Similar to Purkiss’s reference to Lumley’s education, Messent points 

19	 All quotations are from Euripides, Iphigenia in Aulis, ed. by Christopher Collard and James 
Morwood (Aris and Phillips, 2017).
20	 Demers, ‘On First Looking’, p. 28.
21	 Trudie Messent, ‘The Tragic Heroine as “cõmoditie”: Iphigeneia by Lady Jane Lumley and The 
Execution of Lady Jane Grey by Paul Delaroche’, Vides, 3 (2015), pp. 213–27 (pp. 219–20). Purkiss (ed.), 
Three Tragedies, pp. 33–34. Messent’s main purpose in the article is to compare Lumley’s play with 
Paul Delaroche’s painting, The Execution of Lady Jane Grey, and, therefore, she does not need to draw 
out the full economic implications of her perceptive use of quotation.
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out that these words link the play to ‘Jane Grey’s importance as a commodity to 
family ambition’.22 It is significant that Iphigenia repeats the reference to herself 
as a commodity and adds further monetaristic value to her death as a means to 
‘purchase’ victory. Tellingly — although this is not noted by Messent — the word 
‘purchase’ is not used in either Greek or Latin source texts and, in both, the rites 
of sacrifice described by Euripides and Erasmus, including ‘garlands [...] f lowers 
[...] [and] blossoms’, are omitted by Lumley. Instead, the early modern text strips 
Iphigenia of any ritualistic imagery and denies her the poetic speech in which she 
lays claim to a beautiful eulogy, leaving the harsh and realistic prose assertion of 
woman as commodity. Combined, the words wealth, fruitful, commodity and 
purchase suggest that Lumley has replaced the ritualistic tenor of the original with 
a distinctly early modern understanding of how noblewomen were used as material 
objects within political negotiations. Moreover, as Purkiss and Messent point out, 
this objectification was equally applicable to both Lumley and Jane Grey; the 
former’s classical education making her attractive on the marriage market, and the 
latter’s execution becoming a political expediency in the ascent of Mary Tudor to 
the throne. There is, however, one further commodity — the text itself.

Jane Lumley’s translations need to be considered together, so that Isocrates’ 
dialogues are set alongside Iphigeneia. Goodrich argues persuasively that these 
‘schoolroom productions’ should be compared to the more mature work derived 
from Euripides with its ‘political commentary’ and that ‘Lumley translates her 
sources in ways that emphasize their political applications, showing an interest 
in commonwealth theory and, eventually in her Iphigeneia, its ramifications for 
aristocratic women’.23 One of these ‘ramifications’ may be ascertained from the 
dedication to her father that prefaces the second and third orations, in which she 
offers the work to him as a ‘donno’ or gift.24 Lumley, therefore, acknowledges the 
classical education provided for her by Arundel and demonstrates that his money 
has been well spent by presenting him with the fruits of her labour. While there is 
no matching dedication for Iphigeneia, the play would certainly have been known 
about by her father and she may have thought of him as either a reader of the text 
or one of the spectators at a possible performance. Indeed, Goodrich argues that 
both the Euripides and Isocrates translations might have offered ‘political guidance 
to her father’.25 Lumley’s play-text thus becomes a further commodity in the library 
that Arundel had seized from Cranmer, a text that could be considered alongside 
the Trojan narratives by Euripides and Erasmus as a way to engage in early modern 
political discourses, but one which was particularly relevant to women.

At this point, however, I would like to return to Iphigenia’s speech when she 
proclaims her sacrifice to be worthwhile because there is a further difference from 
both Euripides and Erasmus. Iphigenia claims that, ‘if this wicked enterprise of the 
Trojans be not revenged, than truly the grecians shall not kepe neither their children, 

22	 Messent, ‘The Tragic Heroine’, p. 34.
23	 Goodrich, ‘Returning to Lady Lumley’s Schoolroom’, pp. 98–99.
24	 Goodrich, ‘Returning to Lady Lumley’s Schoolroom’, p. 113.
25	 Goodrich, ‘Returning to Lady Lumley’s Schoolroom’, p. 102.
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nor yet their wives in peace’. In contrast, Euripides makes it clear that Iphigenia’s 
death will save Greece’s γυναῖκας (women or wives, 1382), from ὄλεθρον (‘ruin, 
destruction, death’, 1382) brought on by βάρβαροι (‘the barbarians’, 1380), and again 
links the idea to the wider Trojan story recalling Helen, whom ‘Paris abducted’ 
(ἣν ἀνήρπασεν Πάρις, 1382).26 Erasmus again follows Euripides referring to the 
use of force (‘vim ferentes’, 1964) and threat of abduction (‘raptu abducere’, 1965). 
Of course, it is not surprising that Lumley omits any reference to rape; as Demers 
notes, ‘when it comes to representing the sexual betrayals that have necessitated a 
virginal daughter’s sacrifice, Lumley is much less explicit’.27 Such careful excision of 
inappropriate material is echoed by Lumley’s omitting any reference to, as Alynna 
Ward notes, ‘Euripides’ wanton Clytemnestra’, pointing out that perhaps she ‘was 
reluctant to use the language of promiscuity in a play presented to her father as a 
new year’s gift that might perhaps one day be staged within their household and 
potentially before England’s queen’.28 However, I would like to suggest that Lumley 
does more than excise any allusion to rape or adultery; rather, she reinterprets the 
effect of Iphigenia’s sacrifice: the focus is upon ‘peace’ and the protection of the 
family — ‘children’ and ‘wives’.29 Lumley, therefore, makes alterations that shift the 
focus of Iphigenia’s speech away from the Trojan War narrative and turn it towards 
a discourse more appropriate for sixteenth-century English politics. And, here, it is 
illuminating to undertake a second comparison, this time not with the Greek and 
Latin source texts but with the contemporaneous speech made by Lumley’s father to 
his fellow peers as he persuaded them to support Mary Tudor instead of Jane Grey:

the forces of this crown [ Jane Grey’s rule] will fail, owing to such dissension, 
which will ultimately bring into the Country foreign armies, and we may 
expect to find ourselves at the mercy of the foreign soldiers, with our properties, 
our children and wives, with the complete ruin of our nobility.30

Note that Arundel makes no mention of faith. Instead, he claims that if allowed 
to remain as queen, Grey’s rule will lead to ‘dissension’ and war that will threaten 
‘our properties, our children and wives’. In Lumley’s play, Iphigenia makes a 
similar claim that the ‘welthe of grece’ and the safety of the Greeks’ ‘children 
nor yet their wives’ depend upon her sacrificing her own life. This comparison 
suggests that, only by the elimination of Iphigenia/Grey can Greece/England 
secure their wealth and keep their families safe. Indeed, the death of Jane Grey did 

26	 See Chapter 7 (Alison Findlay) in this volume for a discussion of the complex representations 
of Helen in the early modern world.
27	 Demers, ‘On First Looking’, p. 33.
28	 A. E. Ward, Women and Tudor Tragedy, n.pag.
29	 Purkiss (ed.), Three Tragedies, p. 30.
30	 Incidentally, this is very different from Jane Grey’s own opinion of her execution. In a letter to 
her father she blames him and categorically asserts her innocence: ‘Father, although it hath pleased 
God to hasten my death by you, by whom my life should rather have been lengthened; yet can I so 
patiently take it, as I yield God more hearty thanks for shortening my woeful days [...] in this I may 
account myself blessed, that washing my hands with the innocency of my fact my guiltless blood 
may cry before the Lord, Mercy to the innocent!’ See John Foxe, The Church Historians of England: 
The Acts and Monuments of John Foxe (Seeleys, 1858), vi, ii, p. 417.
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lead to Arundel’s acquisition of considerable ‘welthe’, an extensive library and an 
impressive property — Nonsuch — as well as security for his family, in particular 
his daughter, Jane Lumley. Perhaps, then, the conf luence of Euripides’ text and 
Lumley’s own political and personal circumstances make her choice to translate 
Iphigeneia doubly ‘fortunate’. Yet, that reading would rely upon accepting that Jane 
Lumley supported her father’s treatment of her cousin, Jane Grey, something that, 
as we have seen, is not endorsed by current scholarship. Moreover, if we return 
to the analyses of the play as ‘uncomfortable’ and ‘complex’ with its ability to 
challenge gendered early modern conventions, it becomes essential to consider that 
final surprise: Jane Lumley certainly imagined Iphigeneia as suitable for acting and, 
given her geographical proximity to a staging space, the play might well have been 
performed.

Iphigeneia and Performance

The debate about whether or not plays written by early modern Englishwomen 
are capable of being acted has long been decided in favour of performability. In 
the case of Iphigeneia Marta Straznicky has argued that ‘readerly and performative 
devices’ suggest that ‘the play was designed for performance’, and there have 
been several successful recent productions/readings: the Rose Theatre Company 
(2013–14), Female Experience in Early Modern England Conference (2020) and 
A Script-in-Hand (2023).31 This chapter, however, does not engage with present-
day performances, but rather seeks to explore the significance of Nonsuch as a 
possible imagined site for a contemporaneous production of the play and how that 
material space interacts with the Trojan narrative. Since the relationship between 
text and geographical site is central to the argument here, it is useful to have a 
detailed understanding of the palace and its grounds. Nonsuch was built in the 
early 1540s by Henry VIII and immediately attracted lavish praise; for example, 
John Leland is credited as writing, ‘The Britans oft are wont to praise this place, 
For that through all The realme they cannot show the like, and Nonesuch they 
call it’.32 The first pictorial representation of the palace was made by the Flemish 
artist, Joris Hoefnagel, in 1568, which clearly depicts the numerous carvings and 
representations that adorned the walls.33 A more detailed engraving was made in 
1610 for John Speed’s map of Surrey Described and Divided into Hundreds.34 In each 
case the magnificence of the palace is clear, but I would like to focus on the colour 
of the walls, because they are white. The reason for the colour is given by Anthony 
Watson in his description of Nonsuch Palace and gardens in 1582; he explains 
how the decorated panels have been made: ‘From the powdered ashes of stones, 
carefully moistened, a substance was made which was suitable for taking any kind 

31	 Marta Straznicky, Privacy, Playreading, and Women’s Closet Drama, 1550–1700 (Cambridge 
University Press, 2004), p. 44.
32	 John Dent, The Quest for Nonsuch (Hutchinson, 1962), Plate 1.
33	 Dent, The Quest, p. 61. Although, as Dent points out, these words were ascribed to Leland by 
William Camden.
34	 John Speed, Theatre of the Empire of Great Britaine ( John Sudbury & George Humble, 1611–12).
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of impression’.35 The colour is further verified by Thomas Platter, a Swiss visitor 
to Nonsuch, who noted that ‘the Palace exterior is built entirely of great blocks 
of white stone’.36 Given the play’s Trojan narrative it’s interesting to think about a 
possible connection between the walls of Nonsuch and contemporary depictions of 
the walls of Troy and ask: was there any way that the Tudor palace could be seen 
to represent the ancient city?

There are no descriptions of Troy that would equate to Nonsuch in classical 
literature, in particular, in the plays of Euripides. Instead, it is more pertinent 
to explore what images Jane Lumley would have had access to from the library 
purloined from Cranmer, and this is where John Lydgate’s Troy Book becomes 
significant. One of the most richly illustrated manuscript versions of this work 
belonged first to Cranmer, then to Henry Fitzalan and finally to John Lumley; we 
know this because pictorial figures depicting the Arundel and Lumley arms are 
successively recorded in BL MS Royal 18 d ii. Jane Lumley would have certainly 
known of the work, which was clearly of importance to her father and husband, 
and when translating one of the stories of the Trojan War, she could have either 
consulted it or recalled its detailed and sumptuous images. The work contains a 
number of representations of Troy (fols 82v, 66v, 87v, 123v, and 124v) and in each 
case the walls are coloured white. It is important to point out that mid-sixteenth 
century Tudor palaces were not generally white — one of the reasons for Nonsuch’s 
fame — nor are there significant literary or pictorial precedents for depicting Troy’s 
walls as white — certainly not from the texts and images in Cranmer’s library. 
This significant pictorial parallel between Troy and Nonsuch is one element of the 
argument that I will return to later when considering the whole of the estate. But 
before that point, I would like to move away from the house in order to explore 
the relevance of the gardens and banqueting house.

Banqueting houses were, as W. R. Streitberger notes in his book, Court Revels, 
1485–1559, ‘used for dinners, suppers, banquets, and for revels’.37 They were 
constructed to various designs but had a single feature that allowed the diners 
to eat within the privacy of a sheltered building while being able to watch a 
performance of some kind either through windows or from viewing platforms. 
The first recorded use by Arundel of the banqueting house at Nonsuch was as 
part of the entertainments provided for Elizabeth I in August 1559. Indeed, Pollard 
argues persuasively that Lumley’s Iphigeneia might well have been envisaged for a 
performance before Elizabeth and calls attention to the ‘presentation of the heroic 
powers linked with both virginity and maternity’ that would have made the play an 
apt production to stage before the Queen.38 The entertainments included a masque, 
a play, a view of the hunt and music. By this point, Jane Lumley had been living 
in Nonsuch for at least two years, so that her familiarity with the performance 
possibilities of the banqueting house must have been clear, a fact evidenced by the 
sophisticated use of the building in 1559.

35	 Quoted in Dent, The Quest, p. 58.
36	 Quoted in Dent, The Quest, p. 63.
37	 W. R. Streitberger, Court Revels, 1485–1559 (University of Toronto Press, 1994), p. 13.
38	 Pollard, Greek Tragic Women, p. 55.
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At this point it is useful to explain the location of the banqueting house 
in relation to the palace. Here the archaeological digs at Nonsuch provide 
invaluable information, in particular the exemplary work of Martin Biddle in his 
comprehensive and informative account of the gardens at Nonsuch that includes a 
plan which reconstructs the layout.39 Arundel’s guests would have left the palace 
by the southern entrance and walked west along a path through the wilderness in 
order to reach the Grove of Diana. We can be fairly certain that this is the route 
they would have followed since it correlates with the tour recorded by guests at 
Nonsuch.40 The most detailed account and that which is closest to Iphigeneia’s 
composition date was Magnificae et plane regiae domus quae vulgo vocatur Nonesuch 
brevis et vera descriptio (c.1582), by Anthony Watson.41 Watson describes the grove and 
refers to a tableau of Diana and her nymphs bathing, followed by Acteon being trans
formed into a stag. Subsequently, emerging from the trees the guests would have 
reached the banqueting house, which was set on a small mound that was enclosed 
with brick walls with viewing platforms at each corner. The balconies allowed 
guests to watch various entertainments such as hunts, chivalric re-enactments and 
plays, as were performed for Elizabeth in 1559. By examining the plan, it becomes 
possible to identify two sites that have relevance to the Trojan story both in Iphigenia 
and the wider narratives: the grove of Diana and the white Troy-like walls of 
Nonsuch.

First, the grove of Diana: at the end of Lumley’s play Iphigenia is led away to be 
sacrificed, so that she is probably taken eastwards from the performance space in 
front of the banqueting house back towards the grove, since that would make most 
sense in terms of the plot. Immediately, however, the Nuncius returns to declare to 
Clytemnestra that a ‘wonder hathe happened at the sacrifisinge of your daughter’.42 
The description of that ‘wonder’ is worth quoting in full because it provides another 
moment when Lumley alters her Greek and Latin sources in order to present an 
imaginative scene that would have resonated with an early modern audience.

The preste taking the sworde in his hande, began to loke for a place convenient, 
wher he might sle your daughter; soddenly there chaunced a grete wonder, for 
although the people harde the voice of the stroke, yet she vanished sodenlye 
awaye. And whan all they mervelinge at it, began to give a greate skritche, then 
ther appeared unto them a white harte lieinge before the aultor, strudgelinge 
for life.43

Euripides’ original and Erasmus’s translation both specify a sword. Surprisingly, she 

39	 Martin Biddle, ‘The Gardens of Nonsuch: Sources and Dating’, Garden History, 27.1 (1999), pp. 
145–83 (p. 163). Further details about the house itself may be found in Martin Biddle, Nonsuch Palace: 
The Material Culture of a Noble Restoration Household (Oxbow Books, 2005).
40	 Biddle points out that ‘the natural route’ from palace to banqueting house must pass through 
the Grove of Diana and that of the fourteen extant travel diaries that record a visit to Nonsuch the 
path ‘appears to have been more or less the same’. Biddle, ‘The Gardens’, p. 159.
41	 Anthony Watson, Magnificae et plane regiae domus quae vulgo vocatur Nonesuch brevis et vera descriptio, 
Trinity College Cambridge, MS R.7.22. See Biddle, ‘The Gardens of Nonsuch’, pp. 168–78.
42	 Purkiss (ed.), Three Tragedies, p. 33.
43	 Purkiss (ed.), Three Tragedies, p. 34.
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omits the word ‘throat’, used both by Euripides and Erasmus, and replaces it with ‘a 
place’, which she would have found in Erasmus, ‘locum’, which he uses in addition 
to ‘throat’. In Lumley’s play, it is almost as if Calchas looks about him to find a 
‘place’ or site ‘wher’ he may go to sacrifice Iphigenia. This squeamishness is noted 
by Demers, who writes that, ‘Lumley’s details of the death are minimal, omitting 
any reference to the knife and how the priest searches the young woman’s neck for 
the best place to strike’.44 Demers’s overall interpretation of Lumley’s shying away 
from grisly details is correct and suggests a pervading reluctance to represent the 
actual death of a young woman. This discomfort is, I think, mirrored in another 
divergence from Euripides and Erasmus when she substitutes the male hart for 
the female doe/hind. Euripides’ μεγίστη διαπρεπής (1588), which David Kovacs 
translates as ‘a doe, large and conspicuous to behold’, and Erasmus translated as 
‘cerva’ (2288), emphasizes the animal’s female gender and dwells on its exceptional 
size, which is replicated by Erasmus’ reference to bulk. In addition, neither of the 
sources refers to the deer as white. For an early modern writer, a white hart and/
or hind would have symbolized Christ and Pollard points out that ‘critics have 
observed the Christ-like imagery linked with Iphigenia’s voluntary sacrifice’.45 
Yet, when Lumley substitutes a ‘harte’, her source might also have been Lydgate’s 
Troy Book which refers to how Diana would not ‘suffre a maide ful of Innocence’ 
to be slain in her temple and so ‘in hir stede unwarly cast an herte’.46 Altogether, 
Lumley retains the noble death-by-sword, but substitutes a Christianized white 
hart for a large deer, thereby allowing her audience to imagine the noble execution 
of a young woman espousing martyrdom.47 Moreover, the possible allusion to the 
Troy Book suggests that Lumley envisaged such a sacrifice within the grounds of 
Nonsuch with its grove of Diana and the white walls of the palace.

*  *  *  *  *

The conf luence of text, dramatic impact and geography suggests that Iphigeneia is 
very far from being a mistranslation. Rather, Lumley’s translation suggests, as Carla 
Suthren observes, that her

experience of Euripides was shaped not only by the Greek and Latin words she 
read, but also by the traces left by previous readers. She was encouraged to read 
Euripides in certain ways by Erasmus, whose comments on the style of Iphigenia 
in Aulis may have inf luenced her own choice of stylistic register.48

Through her translation, Lumley brought together the accessibility of Cranmer’s 
library and Cawarden’s estate to posit new questions about the ways in which 

44	 Demers, ‘On First Looking’, p. 36.
45	 Pollard, Greek Tragic Women, p. 49. See also notes to the excerpt in Early Modern Catholicism: An 
Anthology of Primary Sources, ed. by R. S. Miola (Oxford University Press, 2007), pp. 338–43.
46	 Lydgate’s Troy Book, ed. by Henry Bergen (Early English Text Society, 1906), Part i, p. 322.
47	 For a discussion of this, see also Suthren, ‘Iphigenia in English’, who suggests that ‘Lumley’s 
“white herte” is a placeholder for both Christ and Iphigenia’, pp. 89–90 (p. 90).
48	 Carla Suthren, ‘Shakespeare and the Renaissance Reception of Euripides’ (unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, University of York, 2018), p. 97.
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women’s lives were sacrificed and families were driven asunder by the political 
machinations of the dominant hierarchy. Indeed, a number of critics have suggested 
that the play’s conclusion presents a challenge to patriarchal expectations. Patricia 
Demers argues that ‘an ambivalence about the value or disposability of a woman’s 
life is at the heart of this tragedy’ and that Iphigenia’s free choice, thereby allowing 
the Greeks to continue to Troy, ‘subverts commonplaces about a woman’s negligible 
worth’.49 Hodgson-Wright points out that ‘the demand for Iphigenia’s death is 
fashioned exclusively by men’, so that her body’s ‘assumption into heaven’ on 
‘Diana’s’ wishes ‘frustrates the male characters’ truth claims’.50 Pollard concludes 
that ‘the play insists not only on women’s capacity for moral and rhetorical 
greatness, but also on their right to claim the glory that this capacity can confer’.51

Remember, however, that after the conclusion of a performance at the 
Banqueting House the impact of the Trojan narrative would not have concluded, 
any more than Iphigenia’s sacrifice ended the Greek’s quest for vengeance against 
Troy. Instead, the audience would have had to retrace their steps through the grove 
of Diana, past the artificial wilderness, until they emerged to face the splendid 
façade of Nonsuch Palace. Just so, Iphigenia’s death would have liberated the Greeks 
so that they could depart from Aulis on their ships, now blessed with the winds 
procured by Iphigenia’s death, but only so that they could sail towards the walls 
of Troy. Every participant at a staged — or imagined — performance would have 
known the story of Troy, would have known that the locational movement from 
Aulis, liberated by the sacrifice of a young woman, would lead to a further battle, 
the siege of the Trojan city, a devastated nation, with women raped, enslaved, and 
slaughtered. Remember, too, that the co-text in the Euripides volume Lumley used 
for her translation was Hecuba, that together with Iphigeneia, bookend the Trojan 
War with female sacrifice. Indeed, this knowledge of the Trojan War narrative 
suggests a deeper ambiguity of Lumley’s translation, because any performance, 
imagined or otherwise, leads to the conundrum that is Nonsuch.

Here is the point at which text and library collide with place and palace. For, 
if Nonsuch may be linked to Troy — and its white walls suggest that it is — then 
Arundel, Jane Lumley’s father, becomes associated with downfall and destruction 
rather than pugilistic dominance and triumph. As such, there is a contradiction 
embedded in Jane Lumley’s translation of Euripides’ Iphigeneia at Aulis because, 
through the contemporary political allusions in her play, she demands that both 
benefits and dangers are recognized. Yes, the death of Jane Grey/Iphigenia might 
bring peace to families, those ‘Mothers and children’, as well as the sustaining of 
the property interests and ‘welthe’ of the supposed victors, but at the same time 
cataclysm beckons. If we set Iphigeneia alongside Hecuba and combine those plays 
with the pre-knowledge of any audience of what happens to women in the Trojan 
War, the play offers a stark reminder of what could happen to early modern women, 
like Jane Grey, who were caught up in the power play of the Tudor court. Finally, 

49	 Demers, ‘On First Looking’, pp. 35–36.
50	 Hodgson-Wright, ‘Jane Lumley’s Iphigeneia’, p. 136.
51	 Pollard, Greek Tragic Women, p. 56.
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think back to the white walls of Nonsuch and add in the fabled destruction of the 
walls of Ilium. Perhaps Jane Lumley’s translation suggests, not so much her family’s 
victorious show of power and wealth, but rather a Cassandra-like prophecy that 
the hubris of her father might be based upon a substance as insubstantial as the 
‘powdered ashes’ of the figures depicted upon the walls of Nonsuch.


