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Introduction
David B. Goldstein and Julia Reinbhard Lupton

In act 1, scene 4 of Macbeth, Duncan, having declared Malcolm his suc-
cessor, announces that he will be traveling to Inverness as Macbeth’s guest.
Macbeth responds by electing himself the king’s “harbinger”:

The rest is labour, which is not used for you;
I’ll be myself the harbinger, and make joyful
The hearing of my wife with your approach.
So humbly take my leave. (1.4.45-47)"

Although by the end of the play, the word “harbinger” bears our modern
sense of an omen or forerunner (5.6.10), its appearance here is more techni-
cal: the harbinger was the court official who preceded the monarch on his or
her progresses in order to ensure, among other things, that “the bedrooms
had chairs, beds, carpets, and hangings”—tasks gathered under the rubric of
“appareling,” the same term used when great halls and banqueting houses
were set up as theaters using timber frames and handsome textiles to assem-
ble stages and seating.”? Duncan has just spoken of “investing” Malcolm as
heir (1.4.41), one of many references to formal attiring in the play. What
is at stake in the harbinger’s charge is another kind of investiture, not of
persons but of spaces, which will be decked with special fabrics whose affor-
dances of enclosure and warmth also symbolize magnificence and support
the tremulous sense of occasion required by the hosting of a king.> Duncan
will presumably meet his end in a properly outfitted state bed, a confec-
tion of elaborate tapestries hung on a wood frame that erected a chamber
within the chamber, a holy of holies for royal guests.* Duncan is killed as a
guest in his sleep, a violation of the simultaneously social and somatic forms
of trust that the rituals, architecture, and accoutrements of hospitality are
designed to cultivate.

In a similar complex of hospitality rituals and theatrical actions, the stag-
ing of the banquet scene (what kind of table? how is it brought on stage?
how is it angled? what seating will furnish it?) often shapes a range of other
dramaturgical choices in response to the affordances of the theatrical setting.
On one hand, banqueting tables carried in by servant-stagehands and set on
trestles aptly link the great halls of Renaissance England to the fast scene
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changes required of theatrical work; such tables, moreover, with their clear
heads, sides, and lower reaches, also support the hierarchy of formal dining
that is with us still. A round table or even simply an open circle of stools
(as Trevor Nunn imagined it at The Other Place in 1976), on the other hand,
activates a thrust stage or theater in the round and conscripts the audi-
ence as guests at the party, occupying their own outer ring.” However and
wherever it is staged, the scene draws on hospitality’s play between hierar-
chy and equality, both among hosts and guests and between chairs of state
and mere stools, and it builds the hospitable scripts of invitation, greeting,
toasting, and leave-taking into its dramatic action.® The scene incorporates
liturgical and Eucharistic resonances—hosting as Hosting—into its ritual
texture while maintaining those references on the profane plane of exposure
to the forms of creaturely life that hospitality tends to: our need for shelter
and sleep and food and drink as well as recognition and acknowledgement,
and the various ecologies of building types, durable goods, consumable
offerings, and social scripts that communities have composed to shape the
delivery of those benefits.

Macbeth, like many of Shakespeare’s plays, is as fascinated by the failure
of hospitality as by its invocation. Against a set of ideals about the obliga-
tion to shelter, feed, and honor the guest within one’s literal and prover-
bial walls—ideals that early modern England both held sacred and fiercely
debated—Macbeth depicts hospitality in the form of its own undoing.
It “repeatedly evokes the rites and pleasures of conventional hospitality,”
writes James Heffernan, “even as it undermines them.”” The play forms and
dissolves around scenes and spaces of welcome: the castle that is also a trap,
entered through a door whose gatekeeper—the porter—provides comic wel-
come for the audience even as he tries to keep out devils and Jesuits. The
play’s intense focus upon eating and banqueting culminates in the witches’
cauldron, a meal that is poisonously open to anyone—“Open locks, whoever
knocks” (4.1.61). If in King Lear, the door is constantly being shut in some-
one’s (Cordelia’s, Kent’s, Edmund’s, Lear’s, Gloucester’s) face, in Macbeth
it is constantly flung wide open to unsuspecting guests or (in the case of
Lady Macduff) hosts. The dangerous permeability of Macbeth’s spaces
of welcome gives spatial form to hospitality’s most frightening trait—the
absolute vulnerability of guests and hosts to each other. The leap of faith
hospitality demands, noble as it may be, is under constant pressure in the
Shakespearean playworld. Hospitality is the space of negotiation between
subjects. It is the warmth and peril of acknowledging other people.

This collection explores the range of connections between hospitality
and theater in the plays of Shakespeare. The staging of acts of hospitality,
we argue, bids readers and audiences to attend to Shakespearean drama
in manifold ways. As culturally expressive forms of life, hospitality rituals
disclose a historically contingent, time-bound and place-rich world of ritual
and routine. Insofar as acts of hospitality require self-disclosure before an
assembly of others, their staging solicits a theatrical space in which symbolic
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welcome and political and commercial transaction coincide and collide. And
finally, insofar as greeting guests engages foundational questions concerning
the claims of the stranger, hospitality belongs to philosophical inquiries into
the ethics of obligation and reciprocity. Taking up the historical, theatri-
cal, and philosophical dimensions of meeting and greeting in Shakespeare,
these essays explore hospitality as vernacular phenomenology: as a daily
engagement, at once cognitive and embodied, into the conditions of human
co-existence in a world of dearth and plenty as well as risk and trust. In the
process, we aim to test hospitality as a compelling framework for inquir-
ing into the core ethical, political, theological, and ecological questions
of Shakespeare’s time and our own. Who is my neighbor? What is a gift?
Whom should I feed? What is for dinner, where will I sleep, and when can
I leave? These intimate questions, their answers derived from highly coded
social customs composed out of mixed media in response to the available
affordances of particular environments, are at once practical, existential,
and theatrical. It is the constitutive braiding and mutual implication of those
vectors that renders hospitality as a rich terrain for literary and philosophi-
cal exploration and theatrical inventiveness.

The later Tudor and Stuart period was marked by a sense of what
observers decried as the “decay of hospitality and good housekeeping,”
brought about by both the pressures of the Reformation and the rise of
early capitalism.® (See essays in this volume by Andrew Hiscock, Jessica
Rosenberg, and Michael Noschka.) Hospitality drew on the medieval,
chivalric, and Catholic past while also absorbing Renaissance motifs from
the Continent and looking forward to aspects of liberal modernity, includ-
ing discourses of tolerance and pluralism as well as mass “entertainment.”’
In Shakespeare’s England, a decrease in celebrations in the patriarchal old
style elicited fears of declining charity for the poor, diminishing care for
servants, and a general weakening of neighborly generosity—the kind of
crisis that besets As You Like It, a play that begins with Oliver and Duke
Frederick’s renunciations of hospitality, and initiates the process of recuper-
ation with Duke Senior’s offering of hospitality to Orlando and Adam, as
explored by James Kuzner in this volume. If As You Like It reveals itself as
a play intimately engaged with questions of service, sustenance, accommo-
dation, and their interlinked environments, so too does nearly every other
play in the Shakespearean canon, from The Comedy of Errors with its clos-
ing doors and beckoning meals, to King Lear’s poor hovel on the heath, to
Pericles with its seaside and ship-bound scenes of welcoming and care.
In each play, the historical pressures and mixed ingredients of fast-changing
and unevenly developing repertoires of reception and hosting are assembled,
dramatized, resolved, and charged anew.

If hospitality in Shakespeare’s England has a history, it also evokes a phil-
osophical tradition that crosses periods and places. Biblical and classical
writings on the rights of guests, early Protestant discourses on hosting and
gifting, Immanuel Kant’s essay on “Perpetual Peace,” and Emile Benveniste’s
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philological scansion of hospitality’s internal divisions and reversals (hostis
as host, guest, and enemy) continue to inspire ethical, juridical, and phe-
nomenological responses to the problem of the stranger.' (On this complex
of conversations, see essays in this volume by James Kearney and Sean
Lawrence.) As taken up by contemporary philosophers and critical theorists,
hospitality engages both the most intimate acts of domestic experience and
the broadest platforms of law, diplomacy, theology, and ethics.!! Hospitality
builds its spaces of refuge, succor, and entertainment out of a mix of real
materials (foods, décor, serving implements, lighting techniques) and aspi-
rational desires (for salvation, happiness, love, recognition, or respite from
need). Housing their own incipient theorization in response to the occasion
and resources at hand, such spaces are at once date-stamped by history and
animated by perennial questions around the status of the stranger and the
place of human beings in larger economies of debt and benefit.

Theater itself constitutes a hospitality event, the convening of a com-
pany around an act of entertainment that incubates and amplifies the the-
atricality incipient in all human exchange. Hospitality and theater share a
set of actions, including invitation, approach, entry, welcoming, reception,
and exit—routines that allow persons and things to appear and resonate
in shared spaces that contribute actively to both cognition and action.
(See essays by David Hillman and Thomas J. Moretti on hospitality as the-
ater.) If all men and women “have their exits and their entrances,” as Jaques
famously says in As You Like It, then these comings and goings dramatize
spaces of hospitality, roleplaying, and disappearance—including the requi-
site, if tragic, hospitality of death. As a form of home theater, hospitality
events craft scenes for appearing, whether we are witnessing the tremulous
encounter among persons unknown to each other, or apprehending objects
and environments as supporting actors in the drama of reception. Moreover,
theater as an institution was closely bound up with the entertainment needs
of the court while also contributing to an increasingly commercial hospi-
tality industry. It is no accident that scenes of hospitality and its violation
abound in dramatic literature, since the theater recapitulates the host—guest
relation in its economic transactions and spatial environments.

By reading Shakespeare’s plays in conjunction with contemporary the-
ory as well as early modern texts and objects—including almanacs, recipe
books, husbandry manuals, religious tracts, and other items designed to
support hospitality—this collection reimagines Shakespeare’s playworld as
one charged with the risks of hosting (rape and seduction, war and betrayal,
enchantment and disenchantment) and the limits of generosity (how much
can or should one give the guest, with what attitude or comportment, and
under what circumstances?). This volume addresses the unique ways in
which hospitality toggles between history and its sublations. We aim to
map the terrain of Shakespearean hospitality in its rich complexity, demon-
strating the importance of historicist, rhetorical, and phenomenological
approaches to this multifaceted subject.
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Characterizing the methodological richness of hospitality as an entry into
Renaissance theater, the genres addressed in the volume include comedy ( Tivelfth
Night, The Merchant of Venice, As You Like It), tragedy (Hamlet, Otbhello,
Troilus and Cressida, Coriolanus, King Lear, Timon of Athens, Antony and
Cleopatra), and romance (The Winter’s Tale, and Day, Wilkins, and Rowley’s
The Travels of the Three English Brothers). Historical facets of hospitality
addressed in these pages include the discourse of thrift, the politics of embassy,
and the conventions of greeting before and after the Reformation. Theoretical
issues include the tension between host and guest; the status of otherness; hos-
pitality’s contribution to concepts of charity, service, duty, friendship, and love;
hospitality as theology and phenomenology; and the roles of gender, econom-
ics, and ecological interconnection in hospitality events. Taken as an ensemble,
these essays configure hospitality as a set of responses and routines that draw
hybrid galaxies of objects and ideas into affiliations and antagonisms both his-
torically contingent and existentially persistent. Hospitality—as theme and
ritual, idea, and act—summons us to work between historical and theoretical
paradigms, accessing new archives while forging direct links between the past
and its futures. Historicism provides key way-finding mechanisms for navi-
gating hospitality’s bio—political-theological terrain, but we must also turn to
other resources, including cognitive and phenomenological models, to benefit
from hospitality’s full range of performances.

The collection is organized into four sections that reflect the zones of
action and reflection in which hospitality unfolds. Part I, “Oikos and Polis,”
tracks hospitality’s management of the threshold between private and public
spaces. Overflowing the borders of the household, hospitality concerns politics
insofar as laboring, gendered, and foreign guests come to share with sov-
ereign hosts the eat—work-play spaces convened by acts of entertainment.
Such spaces, often formed under highly regulated, punitive, or conscripted
conditions, become themselves the topic of evaluation, acknowledgment, or
reform within the framework of hospitality, which can also provide occa-
sions for normally silent persons to speak or act in public.

Part II, “Economy and Ecology,” considers hospitality’s organization of
economic and environmental affordances in and around the oikos, whose
efforts are dedicated to the labor of tending to creaturely life. Hospitality
as a form of gifting concerns reciprocity, exchange, and their limits and
failures among human actors. Hospitality’s rituals of sustenance also regu-
late interspecies dependencies within seasonal, regional, and climactic flows
with their own distinctive tempos, durations, and fragilities.

Part III, “Script,” examines the theatrical rhythms native to hospitality
and the manner in which the plays tap those rhythms for dramatic ends.
Theater asks us to respond to an intrinsically open invitation, a form con-
stituted by its constant flux of adaptations and reimaginings as well as com-
ings and goings. All scripts are hospitable scripts, Shakespeare’s most of
all, as seen by the longevity and global reception of his texts in a range of
performance styles and traditions.
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Finally, Part IV, “Scripture,” focuses on the instances of community and
discourses of virtue convoked by hospitality in its theological dimensions.
In Jewish, Christian, and pagan routines of welcome, hospitality events dis-
close a repertoire of mythic scenarios (the disguised guest, the messianic
banquet, the murderous host) that recur in various guises throughout the
historical and geographical record, and that feed both the practical and the
philosophical dimensions of the theater of hospitality.

Part I: Ozkos and Polis

Regulating the relationship among strangers in prepolitical regimes such as
those depicted in Homer’s Odyssey and the Hebrew Scriptures, hospitality
cultivates the threshold between the oikos or household and the polis or city,
bidding a provisional politics to pitch its tent upon scenes of sojourning, sup-
plication, and bodily care. The first set of essays examines the status of the
oikos as a scene of immanent politics. Andrew Hiscock establishes the Greek
origins of Renaissance hospitality in a reading of Troilus and Cressida; Jessica
Rosenberg traces the resonances of husbandry and housekeeping in Hamilet;
and Thomas P. Anderson looks at the politics of friendship in Coriolanus.
Using a range of sources and approaches that include sixteenth-century
household tracts, classical philosophy, and contemporary theory, this trio of
essays establishes the domestic grounds and political stakes of hospitality in
Shakespearean drama and the worlds on which it drew.

In ““Will You Walk in, My Lord?’: Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida
and the Anxiety of Oikos,” Andrew Hiscock turns our attention to the
Greek oikos as a source of Western hospitality paradigms, drawing upon
writings of antiquity (with their specific cultural concerns about gendered
spaces and religious commitments in their understandings of hospitality and
household) as well as early modern cultural debates surrounding the neces-
sary actions and obligations of the host. His essay considers the ways in
which militarism, community-building, and the erotics of chivalry enable
Shakespeare to diversify the conceptualization of home and hospitality in
Troilus and Cressida. Paying particular attention to the trafficking of land,
goods, and bodies, his discussion analyzes the ways in which fugitive images
of the family and household become basic building blocks in the construc-
tion of cultural mythologies of belonging among both Greeks and Trojans.
These in turn are played off against compelling concerns onstage through
violent displacement, violated hospitality, and the pleasure principles associ-
ated with opportunism and appropriation.

In “A Digression to Hospitality: Thrift and Christmastime in Shakespeare
and in the Literature of Husbandry,” Jessica Rosenberg places Renaissance
husbandry and housekeeping discourses at the center of theatrical consider-
ations of hospitality by taking up Hamlet’s retort to Horatio as a key to
the home economics of hosting: “Thrift, thrift, Horatio, the funeral baked
meats / Did coldly furnish forth the marriage tables” (1.2.178-180). With these
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lines, Hamlet charges his mother with both good housekeeping and bad
hospitality: she has observed the everyday imperatives of thrift but bro-
ken the ritual calculus of mourning. Though critics have suggested that the
play distances itself from the mundane principles of household wisdom
(most often ventriloquized by Polonius), Rosenberg proposes that Hamlet’s
conflicted moral economy in fact repeats and extends a tension already central
to the printed advice literature of husbandry and household management.
Reading texts by Fitzherbert and Tusser, Rosenberg argues that hospitality
holds an often-embattled position in husbandry manuals of the sixteenth
century, pitting a neighborly impulse to spend against the basic imperative
to save. In Tusser’s popular book of household rules, what Derrida calls the
antinomy between the law of unlimited hospitality and the multiple and
conditional laws of its application are echoed in the arrangement of the text
itself. Returning to Shakespeare’s vivid image of leftover flesh, Rosenberg
rereads Gertrude’s thrift and Hamlet’s superfluous mourning in light of the
temporal politics of household economy. She reveals the play’s engagement
with the aporia of hospitality already theorized in early modern practices
of everyday life.

In ““Here’s Strange Alteration!’: Hospitality, Sovereignty, and Political
Discord in Coriolanus,” Thomas P. Anderson reads Levinas and Derrida
in order to analyze and evaluate the politics and theology of hospitality.
His essay forges a relationship between hospitality, as that which requires
no invitation and is subject to no laws or limitations, and friendship in
Shakespeare’s Coriolanus. He argues that the play offers an affirmative
politics imagined in the portrayal of the intimate encounter between Aufid-
ius and Coriolanus in act 4. The scene of absolute hospitality between the
two warriors destabilizes friendship as a political force at the same time
that it allows us to glimpse its liberating potential. More precisely, Corio-
lanus’s new relationship with Aufidius reconceptualizes the logic of hospi-
tality common in the early modern period, suggesting that the play disrupts
the communitarian space imagined in the classical rhetoric of friendship.
In reconfiguring classical notions of friendship common during the early
modern period, Shakespeare makes the case that sovereign absolutism is,
in fact, nourished by hospitality characterized by consensus and fraternity.
Coriolanus, by contrast, represents a concept of hospitality fraught with
division and violence. Drawing on recent accounts of the influence of an
early modern politics of conflict, this chapter makes the case that the play’s
representation of a dissensual politics of hospitality redistributes the force
of sovereign absolutism by disrupting community in favor of division, dis-
agreement, or, according to the play, “perpetual spoil” (2.2.119). Anderson’s
focus on the constitutive condition of friendship’s failure as a sustainable
force that shapes political sovereignty in Coriolanus suggests that the play’s
commitment to a dissensual politics generates an agonism that precludes
rapprochement and establishes a form of contested friendship, or absolute
hospitality, as a counter to political absolutism.
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Part II: Economy and Ecology

As Andrew Hiscock demonstrates in his essay, oikos is the root of economy.
Hospitality as the art of the oikos touches on a range of economic,
proto-economic, and aneconomic issues that stem from the reciprocity of
the gift and the dream of a gift without exchange. Oikos is also the root of
ecology, pointing to hospitality’s management of and interaction with mixed
populations of plants, animals, humans, and things that coexist in complex
terrains and climates. Essays by James Kearney and Sean Lawrence track
the ethical challenges posed by exchange in The Winter’s Tale and Antony
and Cleopatra.

In “Hospitality’s Risk, Grace’s Bargain: Uncertain Economies in The
Winter’s Tale,” James Kearney draws on a long history of thought on hos-
pitality and obligation from Seneca to Luther to Derrida in an effort to
grapple with the ways that hospitality crosses discursive registers—ethical,
economic, and theological. Economic logic haunts the ethical in The Winter’s
Tale, shaping notions of love and service, friendship and fidelity, and devo-
tion and grief. A crucial feature of this staging of a pervasive economic logic
is the evocation of an idealized hospitality threatened by overwhelming obli-
gation. The Winter’s Tale begins and ends with scenes of hospitality that are
concerned with the possibility of expenditure without exchange. But if this
is a play in which an idealized hospitality promises to escape economies of
debt and obligation, it is also a play in which hospitality is always threat-
ened by the possibility of the poisoned cup. Kearney’s contention is that
Shakespeare’s desire to think with and through hospitality in The Winter’s
Tale stems, in part, from hospitality’s peculiar position between idealized
and agonistic relations, between the disavowal of the economic and the
acknowledgment of the economic as an inescapable horizon.

In “Hospitality in Anthony and Cleopatra,” Sean Lawrence contrasts the
approaches of Emmanuel Levinas and Marcel Mauss in order to address
the politics and theology of a play saturated with unsatisfying acts of host-
ing. Shakespeare’s play alternates between two different worlds, Rome and
Egypt, which both express their values by consumption and elaborate acts
of hospitality. The triumvirs demonstrate their brief solidarity with Pompey
by common inebriation in an all-male, all-night party aboard his ship. The
canons of hospitality overrule even Pompey’s ambition when he refuses to
kill his guests, although doing so would leave him, as Menas the pirate
promises, “lord of the whole world.” For their parts, the Egyptians feast
with competitive enthusiasm; even Cleopatra’s death is surrounded by imag-
ery of breast-feeding and is associated with figs. Yet all the relationships
built on hospitality seem basically unstable. The alliance between the trium-
virs and Pompey, or even between the triumvirs themselves, barely outlasts
their hangovers. Anthony explodes in rage at Cleopatra’s suspected perfidy
at least three times, despite all their partying together. Lawrence argues that
not only do the characters of Shakespeare’s play fail to create stable rela-
tionships through hospitality, but in fact they must fail. While a relationship
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can be built on exchange, it can never overcome the suspicion of being
merely tactical, self-serving, or temporary. Whereas Levinasian hospitality
may not realize itself in a clear political expression, instead collapsing into
competitive exchanges that constitute the Maussian gift, its radical perspec-
tive nevertheless allows a judgment of hospitable practice both in Mauss
and in Shakespeare’s play.

Part III: Script

Composed of entries and exits, greetings and valedictions, anticipations,
main events, and dénouements, hospitality is always incipiently theatrical,
and relies on inherited routines and images for its deployment. The set of
essays in Part Il address the performative dimensions of hospitality. David
Hillman analyzes greetings in Othello; James Kuzner tracks hospitality as
the ability to entertain the scripts of others in As You Like It; and Thomas
J. Moretti attends to the temporal dimensions of Lear as an event that must
be endured.

In “Ave Desdemona,” David Hillman focuses on hospitality as a script
that shapes the routines of coming and going. Greetings and leave-takings
are key moments in every hospitality event, moments that encapsulate the
paradoxes of hospitality as a whole—its ambivalence and equivocations, its
heartfelt generosities and subtle power plays, its profound tensions between
amity and enmity, servility and mutuality, spontaneity and calculation, and
improvisation and rule. Salutations also manifest hospitality as dramaturgy
(both theater and hospitality are structured around exits, entrances, and the
forms of gesture and speech that they afford). Hillman’s essay examines a
single, curious instance of greeting in Shakespeare—Cassio’s elaborate flour-
ish upon the arrival of Desdemona in Cyprus (“Hail to thee, lady! and the
grace of heaven”). This salutation invokes the Ave Maria—a paradigmatic
instance in Western culture of the greeting of the other as constitutive of their
subjectivity. Cassio’s Ave, in evoking the idea of Mary as mediatrix, alerts
us to a crucial feature of Othello: the role of intercession in the downfall of
all the play’s protagonists. Hillman argues that it is through turning away
from the directness of engagement potentially manifested in the moment of
greeting that the play moves from comedy toward tragedy.

In “As You Like It and the Theater of Hospitality,” James Kuzner pays
close attention to the way in which the play’s distinctly theatricalizing scenes
of hospitality involve not so much individual inventiveness (as manifested in
Rosalind’s self-authoring feats) as a willingness to welcome the pretensions
and expectations of others. Being hospitable, Kuzner argues, means helping
another person craft a scene in which to appear. The ultimate gift is to enter-
tain and acknowledge the fantasies that others hold about themselves, an
ethical and political gesture that Kuzner sees at work in scenes involving the
person of Orlando as he responds to Adam, Duke Senior, and Rosalind. As You
Like Tt, Kuzner suggests, asks us to explore how to be hospitable when we
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don’t mean it, “when the best we can do is play along,” and he suggests the
relevance of this ethic to our practice of quotidian hospitality today.

In “Hospitable Times with Shakespeare: A Reading of King Lear,”
Thomas J. Moretti shifts our focus to the act of theater as itself an hospi-
table event subject to the tensions of timing. Moretti argues that one of
Shakespeare’s key theatrical projects was and is to make the theater inhospi-
table enough to accommodate insight, depth, and awareness. Theater com-
panies could be hospitable so long as they helped audiences to pass the
time. And yet, certain of Shakespeare’s plays are often inhospitable precisely
because they force audience members to dwell on excruciating moments of
violence, loss, and grief. Moretti reads Jacques Derrida’s On Hospitality
alongside Henri Bergson’s phenomenology of time to emphasize that timely
affect is at stake during moments of hospitality in and outside the theater.
He demonstrates how King Lear’s hastenings and delays directly signal to us
what Shakespeare would have readers, auditors, and actors endure.

Part IV: Scripture

Hospitality is a theological as well as an economic and political category.
These final essays examine the role of Scriptural motifs in shaping the scripts
of Shakespearean dramas of hospitality. Sheiba Kian Kaufman effects an
interweaving of Kantian cosmopolitanism and a scriptural account of hos-
pitality to explore the nature of Elizabethan pluralism. Joan Pong Linton
traces the Susanna story in the messianic moods of Twelfth Night, and
Michael Noschka uses Biblical stewardship to evaluate hospitality and ser-
vice in Timon of Athens.

In ““Her Father Loved Me, Oft Invited Me’: Staging Shakespeare’s
Hidden Hospitality in The Travels of the Three English Brothers,” Sheiba
Kian Kaufman addresses the cosmopolitan dimensions of hospitality that
precede and follow from Kant, drawing on theologian Richard Kearney’s
discussion of the anatheistic wager: the foundational moment in Abrahamic
religions when the divine stranger manifests as an unheralded sacred guest.
Her chapter considers the dramatic portrayal of an improbably hospitable
Persia in The Travels of the Three English Brothers (1607) by John Day,
George Wilkins, and William Rowley; and in dialogue with the seemingly
hostile Venetian terrain found in Shakespeare’s Othello and The Merchant
of Venice. An integral component of peaceful and just coexistence is exer-
cising hospitality toward the stranger, yet in Othello and Merchant such
hospitality is merely narrated, while hostility is frequently performed.
Ultimately, Kaufman argues that by reading Shakespeare’s narrations of
hidden hospitality through parallel scenes of manifest hospitality between
English Christians and Persian hybrid-Muslims in Travels, a more nuanced
vision of early modern religious pluralism emerges.

In “Hospitality in Twelfth Night: Playing at (the Limits of) Home,” Joan
Pong Linton combines Tracy McNulty’s gendered intervention into the
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hospitality relationship with treatments of the messianic by Walter Benjamin
and Giorgio Agamben. In Twelfth Night, Olivia’s household exemplifies
Illyrian inhospitality, being headed by an unmarried hostess who has clois-
tered herself from the world. Closer examination reveals a noble house in
disrepair, overrun by male dependents all having designs on her body as
property up for grabs. Yet in the first meeting between Olivia and Viola
(disguised as Cesario), the two quickly fall to playful mockery of hospital-
ity and courtly rituals. In this face-to-face encounter, the two women play
at the limits of home and hospitality, each bringing “home” a stranger as
an anagrammatic version of herself. Their encounter brings into play two
biblical unveilings that locate home and hospitality within a larger political
theology. The first links Olivia to Susanna, the biblical heroine and Christ
figure in a long tradition of sermons and ballads, whose public unveiling in
a rigged trial re-poses Olivia’s domestic predicament as a question of justice.
The second is the Pauline anticipation in 1 Corinthians of seeing God face
to face, a subtext emerging in Feste’s last song, which recalls Paul’s use of the
image of the child becoming man. Even as Paul’s message—also a focus of
Kaufman’s essay—culminates in a call to love as the force drawing together
the community of Christians, so Feste’s song, in mediating between the play
and the audience, calls both communities, imperfect as they are, into their
messianic potential. Attention to biblical connections allows us to discern
a subtextual, figural energetics of the theater, rendered through devices of
comic disproportion and sacred parody, where the Shakespearean whirligig
is charged with shards of messianic time, and small shifts in positions and
dispositions register perceptible and purposeful difference.

In “Thinking Hospitably with Timon of Athens: Toward an Ethics of
Stewardship,” the closing essay of the volume, Michael Noschka rethinks
hospitality in the present moment by way of a return to an earlier definition:
hospitality as stewardship. Stewardship is used here in the Judeo-Christian
scriptural sense of the term, as respect for and care of an other. Hospital-
ity as stewardship emphasizes relationality over economic arrangements,
whereas hospitality in our contemporary milieu typically tends toward
an economic register that is decidedly materialist. Monetized definitions
fall short of hospitality’s ethical imperative, because they do not consider
human personhood beyond material bodies and material needs. An alter-
native means of recouping hospitality is available via stewardship in its
scriptural inflection. Noschka’s essay considers hospitality in a composite
archive: Timon of Athens, cognitive theories of hospitality management,
and Judeo-Christian scripture. Theater both enacts and promotes reflective
thought, and as Shakespeare’s most steward-centric play, Timon represents
the problem of materialist hospitality in distinctly visceral fashion. Cogni-
tive theories of hospitality management provide terminological frameworks,
while also revealing the ethical limitations of materialist thinking about
hospitality. Cognitive research in hospitality management shows that we
think about hospitality in relation to “servicescapes” before we experience
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emotional responses to hospitable actions. Noschka argues that Timon’s
failure to enact hospitality beyond the material stages our own contempo-
rary misapprehension of what hospitality is and could be.

The question of what might make a hospitable text is implied throughout
this collection, in which a number of scholars shelter, spinning out tales and
commentaries for the reader. It is our hope that we editors act as harbingers—
not, let’s hope, of Macbeth’s variety, but rather in the sense of rushing ahead
to fashion a welcoming space to consider hospitality as a subject of present
importance. How does one make a place for another, in acts of dialogue
and exchange, in the space of the page? How do writers and readers (and
playwrights and directors and actors) create scenes and acts of hospitality?
How does the inhospitable sometimes aid this process, as the inhospitality of
Macbeth’s characters encourages the hospitality of being its audience? Here are
some tapestries, some forks and plates. Enter, sit. Make of them what you will.

Notes

The idea for this collection developed out of a seminar on Shakespeare and
Hospitality held at the 2013 Shakespeare Association of America conference; we
are grateful to the Association, and to the seminar’s participants and auditors for
contributing to a lively and lasting conversation. The editors also wish to thank
Shaina Trapedo for her help in preparing the manuscript.
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1 “Will You Walk in, My Lord?”

Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida
and the Anxiety of Oikos

Andrew Hiscock

Thy Tigrish mind who could haue well detected?

In mortall breasts so great barbaritie?

What forward sprite could haue such spight suspected?
In hospitalitie hostilitie?!

Here, the grieving Croesus, eponymous hero of one of William Alexander’s
“monarchicke tragedies” (1604), gives way to an outpouring of vitriolic
outrage against his guest—a guest whose desire for a boar hunt unwittingly
brought about the very thing that the king had long sought to avert, the death
of the royal heir. In direct comparison with a host of early modern texts,
notably playtexts, this key moment of narrative crisis in Alexander’s closet
drama urged early seventeenth-century readers to interrogate the culturally
charged commitment of hospitality—how the yielding of time, space, and sus-
tenance might impose acutely frictional obligations of investment, custody,
stewardship, and public witness. Indeed, such dramas as Croesus intervened
in a vigorous, if thorny debate in post-Reformation Britain in which if the
clergy were forsaking their ethical and spiritual duties of keeping a good table
for guests and strangers, those who came to replace them among the ranks of
the nation’s elite could prove equally unforthcoming in their offerings of good
cheer: Elizabeth’s premier minister, William Cecil, Lord Burghley, cautioned
his eldest son, “Touching the government of thy house, let thy hospitality be
moderate and according to the measure of thine own estate, rather plentiful
than sparing—but not too costly.”> Given this parlous state of affairs, it may
come as no surprise that one J. B., “Doctor of Phisicke,” chose to include “hos-
pitalitie” (“Entertainement of strangers, good house keeping”) in his English
expositor teaching the interpretation of the hardest words vsed in our language
(1616); and it has remained one of the most anxiety-ridden undertakings on into
the twenty-first century where the welcome extended to the guest, the stranger,
xenos (EEvog), continues to test sorely the many and various understandings
we may have of the cultural scaffolding which supports our collective lives.’
Building upon the ideological foundations of ancient Greek society
where both mortals and disguised immortals might present themselves in
need of a domestic haven and just treatment (dikaiosuné), the Latin world
also came to invest deeply in the ius hospitii not only as an axis along which
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to gauge the mores of human exchange in a given society, but also as one
of the organizing principles that should define the mission civilisatrice of
the Roman cultural project. Indeed, Ladislaus J. Bolchazy argued forcefully
that “The ius hospitii brought Romans from magico-religious xenophobia
to altruism ... with its insistence on kind treatment of a stranger, and its
latent concept of the brotherhood of man, the ius hospitii became one of
the factors which paved the way for the reception of the more advanced
and reasoned teachings of Stoicism and Christianity.”* Arthur Golding’s
translation of the stoical Seneca’s De Beneficiis (1578), for example, not
only acknowledged “how sacred a thing the table of hospitalitie is,” but
reminded its early modern readers strategically of the manner in which the
poor scholar Aeschines paid most fulsome tribute to the great Socrates:
“Syr, I fynd nothing of sufficient worthinesse too bestowe vppon you, and
by that meanes I feele myself too bee poore. Therfore I giue vntoo you the
only thing that I haue, euen myself.”> Whereas Seneca concerned himself
with the moral treasures that might be secured by adopting the identities of
host, patron, and donor, Cicero was more given to appreciating at length
the social value of “this bond of hospitalitie.” In early modern translations
of works such as De officiis and the Epistles by the revered “Tully,” the
reader was repeatedly reminded that hospitality was not only an obliga-
tion and a fundamental adhesive agent in Roman culture, but that this
“domesticall friendship” might operate as a remarkably efficient vehicle for
social preferment:

For it is (as methinketh) verie seemlie, noble mennes howses to be
open for noble geastes. And y* also is an honour to the state: that
outelandish men in our cite do not want this kinde of liberalitie. It is
also exceeding profitable to them, who honestlie desire to be able to
do much: to preuaile in power, and fauour, by their geastes, amonge
forein nations.®

With the rise of Christianity, the most cursory glance at the New Testament
would encounter an analogous veneration for the rites of hospitality:
“And whosoeuer shall giue to drinke vnto one of these litle ones, a cup of
cold water onely, in the name of a disciple, verily I say vnto you, hee shall in
no wise lose his reward” (Matthew 10:42); “Use hospitalitie one to another
without grudging” (1 Peter 4:9). Moreover, among a number of the Church
Fathers, Ambrose pondered with due care and attention the obligations of
what Seneca’s Aeschines had proffered as an ultimate gesture of magnanim-
ity (magnus animus, greatness of spirit), the absolute extension of the self to
the other: “It is most seemly in the eyes of the whole world that the stranger
should be received with honour; that the charm of hospitality should not
fail at our table ... A man ought therefore to be hospitable, kind, upright,
not desirous of what belongs to another, willing to give up some of his own
rights if assailed, rather than to take away another’s.”” Lest it should slip the
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attention of the early modern reader, Erasmus for his part also underlined in
his Paraphrases “vpon the Newe Testament” that the Old Testament equally
paid long and ample tribute to the virtue of generous welcome: “hospitalitie
is highlye commended before God, in so much that hereby Abraham dese-
rued to receyue vnwares Angels to lodgyng when he thought he had done
that good tourne and pleasure vnto men.”®

Interestingly, it is becoming increasingly apparent that such acts of hos-
pitality (often with mixed responses among the host population) were
being practiced at a national level in the second half of the sixteenth cen-
tury. Bindu Malieckal has estimated recently, for example, that “between
1550 and 1585, up to 50,000 refugees may have entered England, includ-
ing Dutch and Belgian Protestants fleeing Spanish persecution, as well
as Italian Protestants.”® Thus, if Robert Robinson’s allegorical treatise
The vineyarde of vertue (1579) drew attention to the “plant Hospitalitie”
(“Hospitalitie is so thankfully acceptable before God, that not so much as
a cup of colde water giuen with good wil, but it shall bee rewarded againe
and recompensed five folde”), in his own textual hortus conclusus, William
Vaughan went one step further at the turn of the century, contending in The
golden-groue moralized in three bookes (1600) that this “plant” constituted
“the chiefest point of humanity.”'°

Resisting Welcome

At the dawn of the modern period, George Bernard Shaw argued that Troilus
and Cressida was a work that revealed its author to be “ready and willing
to start the twentieth century if the seventeenth would only let him”!'; and
indeed it is this classicized, medievalized play’s arresting ability to engage at
very close quarters with the traumas with which early modernity and late
modernity was/is wrestling that will govern the present discussion. If, later
in that twentieth century which Shaw evoked, Walter Benjamin urged pre-
sciently that “the ‘state of emergency’ in which we live is not the exception
but the rule,” in later decades Jacques Derrida, among a number of eminent
thinkers, sought precisely to anatomize this state of emergency in terms of
the contrary motions that might lie at the heart of the relationship of host
and guest, of “hostipitality.” ' If Derrida insisted that “what belabors and
concerns hospitality at its core ... like a promise as much as like a threat,
what settles in it, within it, like a Trojan horse, the enemy (bostis) as much
as the future, intestine hostility, is indeed a contradictory conception ... a
contradiction of welcoming itself,”!3 Shakespeare’s own theater of hospi-
tality (which is enacted both within and without the Trojan walls) focuses
most particularly upon the figures of the resisting host, the unruly guest
and the violation of sacred obligations: we are transported to a dramatic
world where an unreceptive “Achilles stands i’th’entrance of his tent” and
his overlord Agamemnon is advised “to pass strangely by him, / As if he were
forgot” (3.3.38-40).1
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In direct comparison with these Greek practices of izhospitality, within
the walls of Troy the “stubborn-chaste” Cressida has to be cajoled to involve
herself in the more intimate hosting envisaged by her uncle Pandarus for
Prince Troilus: “Yet I hold off. Women are angels, wooing; / Things won
are done” (1.1.93, 1.3.277-278). Indeed, later in the narrative, her father,
the xenos, the defector Calchas is compelled to bargain with the distracted
Greeks to press his demands for recompense as their agreed guest: “I have
abandoned Troy, left my possessions, / Incurred a traitor’s name ... / And
here, to do you service, am become / As new into the world, strange, unac-
quainted” (3.3.5-6, 11-12). In these ways, Shakespeare’s play unveils a
human environment deeply exercised by excessive appetites for control and
subjugation—for the righting of past wrongs, the claiming of territories and
bodies—and thus one wholly unfitted for the enacting of the sacred rites
of hospitality. This is a world in which households are constituted on stage
through bitter flyting, conspiratorial conniving, and physical menace:

AJAX: Thou bitch-wolf’s son, canst thou not hear? Feel, then.
THERSITES: being beaten. The plague of Greece upon thee, thou mongrel
beef-witted lord!
(2.1.10-13)

Interestingly, if the Latin hostis perplexingly sustained meanings of both
alien and enemy, Daryl W. Palmer has signaled an additional equivocation
that lays at the heart of the early modern cultural lexicon: “The word host
derives from the Latin hospes and hospitis. In these etymological origins and
in Renaissance usage, the single term host signifies both host and guest.”
Indeed, the present inquiry into one of Shakespeare’s problem plays pro-
poses that the thorny contemporary debate (in which thinkers such as
Derrida, Lévinas, and Ricoeur have been notable participants) concerning
the volatile power relationships between the welcomer and the welcomed
and the uncomfortable kinship of “hospitalitie hostilitie,” was already being
shaped and developed in early modern performative cultures some four
hundred years before.

The Theater of War

Dramatic narrative, whether presented on page or onstage, offers a perfect
medium for such inquiries given that the medium in question thrives upon the
enacting of oppositional values, beleaguered human experience, and beguil-
ing modes of seduction. As we have seen, the performance, or what Julia
Reinhard Lupton has persuasively termed the “domestic theatre,”'® of hos-
pitality is envisaged by Derrida as one riddled with internal contradictions:

on the one hand, hospitality must wait, extend itself toward the
other ... But, on the other hand, the opposite is also nevertheless true,
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simultaneously and irrepressibly true: to be hospitable is to let oneself be
overtaken ... Visitor and invited, visitation and invitation, are simulta-
neously in competition and incompatible.!”

It swiftly becomes apparent that this attritional cycle of systolic and dia-
stolic human exchange dominates William Alexander’s account of progres-
sive collapse in a culture of hospitality: here, at the joyless court of Croesus,
guests such as Solon, Aesop, and Adrastus find themselves alienated in quick
succession and, to crown the royal achievement, the whole realm finally
succumbs to Persian invaders. However, elsewhere, in the midst of the seem-
ingly ceaseless butchery that Troilus and Cressida evokes, audiences are
also repeatedly called upon to ponder the performative status and func-
tion of hospitality in a strife-ridden landscape. Indeed, whether the focus is
upon armed hostilities led by Darius or upon spectacular acts of aggression
between Trojans and Greeks, in both texts we are introduced into morally
unremarkable dramatic worlds where everyday life is governed by ruthless
competition and the premature inheritance of superlative identities and
privileged claims to ownership.

At the opening of Shakespeare’s play, we are presented with jaded politi-
cal communities compromised by impure motivation, political lethargy, and
failing humanity: the Greek commander Agamemnon bears ample witness
to the fact that “we come short of our suppose so far / That after seven
years’ siege yet Troy walls stand” (1.3.11-12). If the Volscian servant in
Shakespeare’s later Coriolanus insists “Let me have war, say L. It exceeds
peace” (4.6.218), such sentiments would garner little support in the war-
weary communities on the Dardan Plain in the earlier play. Troilus him-
self queries, “Why should I war without the walls of Troy, / That find such
cruel battle here within?” (1.1.2-3). Moreover, late Elizabethan audiences
were thoroughly acquainted with the tribulations surrounding failing mili-
tary campaigns and the reluctance of a great many to enter the profession
of arms, as the Captain in Robert Barret’s The theorike and practicke of
modern warres (1598) bore witness: “For long peace hath bred Securitie;
securitie, carelesse mindes; carelesse mindes: contempt of warre; contempt
of warre, the dispising of souldiarie and Martiall discipline; the dispising of
Martiall discipline, vawilling minds.” '8

“Beginning in the middle,” Shakespeare’s bitter dramatic narrative com-
pels us into the company of “princes orgulous, their high blood chafed”;
and the subsequent “broils,” or theaters of choler, with which we are con-
fronted are wholly shaped by the trafficking of bodies, whether initially
across the waters of the Aegean or subsequently across the waters of the
Styx (Prol. 28,2, 27). Unsurprisingly, in this iron age of war, households are
among the first casualties when everyday selves are translated into warriors.
The abduction/seduction/reduction of Troy’s newest citizen and trophy wife,
Helen, is merely a re-enactment of the spiriting away of Priam’s sister, Hesione,
a generation earlier in retaliation for her father’s, Laomedon’s, broken vows
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to the Gods and to Hercules. If Paris’s later supplication to the Greeks for
the return of his aunt Hesione proved fruitless, he remained determined
to return home with a woman of royal blood, namely, Menelaus’s queen
of Sparta: “To ransack Troy, within whose strong immures / The ravished
Helen, Menelaus® queen, / With wanton Paris sleeps; and that’s the quarrel”
(Prol. 8-10). In due course in Shakespeare’s play, as in every other account
of Troy’s demise, this brokering of political ambitions back and forth across
the Mediterranean with the currency of female bodies leads to the relin-
quishing of the trunks of dead warriors year after year from both Troy and
Greece to the doleful waters of the Underworld.

In The Politics, Aristotle construed the “war-mad man” in consciously
Homeric terms as “having no family, no law, no home,”'? and thus draws
particular attention to the ways in which recourse to violence burns away
and dissolves what he viewed as the fundamental principles of life in
human society. If Shakespeare’s medievalized dramatic world may bear
little evidence of an acquaintance with Aristotelian argumentation per se,
it is thoroughly conversant with the realities of failed states and fugitive
existences that the theater of war engenders. Equally significantly, the riven
nature of Shakespeare’s warring societies is repeatedly expressed in terms
of the crises being negotiated within the microcosm of the elite household—
oikos (or in the later Latin world, domus). The oikos was widely conceived
as the basic building block of a city-state or polis: in the ancient world,
it emerged both as the powerfully symbolic distillation and negotiation
of the primary animating forces within a given society. Moreover, such
thinking formed an integral element of the cultural legacy that antiquity
was seen to have bequeathed to succeeding ages. The celebrated Spanish
humanist Juan Luis Vives asserted authoritatively in De officio mariti
(1529), “what a commoditie is the wife vnto y¢ husband, in ordering of
hys house, & in gouerning of hys familie & housholde? by this cities are
edified & buylded;”?° and, at the close of the sixteenth century, John Dod
and Robert Cleaver contended without fear of contradiction in A godly
forme of houshold government (first published 1598) that “An Houshold is
as it were a little Commonwealth, by the good gouernment whereof, Gods
glorie may be aduanced, and the commonwealth which standeth of seuerall
families benefited; and all that liue in that familie receiue much comfort
and commoditie.”?!

If the concept of oikos nourished a mythology of belonging in the ancient
world, linked to reserved spaces of dwelling (of family, property and
buildings—oikia kai chorion®?), it was evident from the founding of this
mythology that the household community and estate supported multiple
functions of reception and entertainment as well as opportunities for with-
drawal (otium) and intimacy. This division of the spoils of domestic life was
widely appreciated in the early modern period, as Francis Bacon indicated
in his Essayes: “Houses are built to Liue in, not to Looke on ... I say, you
cannot haue a Perfect Pallace, except you haue two seuerall Sides; A Side
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for the Banquet ... And a Side, for the Houshold: The One for Feasts and
Triumphs, and the Other for Dwelling.”® At the outset, immanent in such
symbolic figurations of oikos was the assertion that the survival of these
little commonwealths remained apotropaic, keeping death (that is, the
deadly competition for space and bodies) at bay. Nonetheless, if this cultural
ideal was deployed conceptually as a prime guarantor of a society’s enduring
integrity, it also frequently became the scene in which bitter conflicts of legal,
political, spiritual, and kinship allegiances might be contested—conflicts
which in the ancient world, as Richard Seaford has persuasively demon-
strated, could be communicated in the shape of the unruly god Dionysus.
This wayward son of Zeus, source of the frenzied bakkbeia, might simulta-
neously be viewed as “destroyer of the household” and, in his associations
with the unruly collective life of the thiasos, as “a god of the whole polis.”**

In the conflicted world of postwar theorizing, Michel Foucault insisted
that “the anxiety of our era has to do fundamentally with space.” However, he
(in direct comparison with Shakespeare’s play) did not restrict the parameters
of his investigations to questions of topographical, architectural, or somatic
spaces—though these spaces certainly do exist in Troilus and Cressida as we
are invited imaginatively to penetrate “Priam’s six-gated city— / Dardan and
Timbria, Helias, Chetas, Troien / And Antenorides—with massy staples / And
corresponsive and fulfilling bolts” (Prol. 15-18). Indeed, elsewhere, there are
scenes of teichoskopia (or military spectating from vantage points) where
Pandarus, for example, tempts Cressida to “an excellent place” (“Shall we
stand up here and see them as they pass toward Ilium?’ 1.2.172-175),
or Helen and Hecuba are known to have resorted “to the eastern tower, /
Whose height commands as subject all the vale, / To see the battle” (1.2.2-4).
Rather, Foucault’s readers were forcefully reminded that “we live inside a
set of relations that delineates sites which are irreducible to one another
and absolutely not superimposable on one another ... Thus it is that the
theater brings onto the rectangle of the stage, one after the other, a whole
series of places that are foreign to one another.”?® The theatrical analogy
which Foucault pursues here, drawing attention to the slipping and sliding
of material and ideological spaces upon each other as human experience is
constituted, is of particular interest when considering a work such as Troilus
and Cressida—a work that is profoundly concerned with the construction
of social spaces of reception in and exclusion from matrices of intimate
relations. In Shakespeare’s play world, ambitions to illuminate the dark
corners of these ancient societies may, and frequently do, come to fruition
with the assistance of intermediaries, eavesdroppers, and voyeurs with the
invaluable resources of the unfettered imagination. Indeed, Pandarus occu-
pies himself throughout the dramatic narrative with his self-appointed role
of host to the illicit loves of the protagonists: “I will show you a chamber
with a bed; which bed, because it shall not speak of your pretty encounters,
press it to death: away!” (3.2.202-204). Elsewhere, the petulant Achilles,
for example, “Grows dainty of his worth and in his tent / Lies mocking our
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designs. With him Patroclus, / Upon a lazy bed the livelong day / Breaks scurril
jests,” while Ajax too is “grown self-willed, and ... / ... keeps his tent like him”
(1.3.145-148, 188-190). In his Essayes, mindful of Aristotelian thinking,
Francis Bacon argued that “Whosoever is delighted in solitude, is either a
wilde Beast, or a God. For it is most true, that a Naturall and Secret Hatred,
and Auersation towards Society, in any Man, hath somewhat of the Sauage
Beast.”?® Achilles clearly assumes both of these identities at different points
and communicates them most often in his unwillingness to share his dissaf-
fected oikos with the broader society of the Greeks. At such points, we may
be reminded of a similarly rebellious lord who found himself holed up with
his familiars in the aftermath of a flawed demonstration of military leadership:
“the Earl of Essex is now returned to London, and it is much noted how his
doors are set open to all comers ... many captains, men of broken fortunes,
discontented persons.”?’

More generally in Shakespeare’s bitter comedy, two warring societies are
yielding simultaneously to the beguiling pleasures of military and erotic ser-
vice in order to safeguard key cultural investments and to gratify cherished
pleasure principles. Nonetheless, in the midst of this tale of abductions,
invasions, and parleys, it matters little whether we keep company with the
besieged Trojans or the estranged Greeks; we are forced to engage with
the overarching narrative of violent trauma from a markedly domicentric
perspective.?®

Broken Vows and Broken Laws

When early modern minds contemplated these remote societies locked in
combat over the fates of Hesione and Helen, they were often little given
to celebrating the decorum with which the hostilities unfolded—certainly
not the chivalric courtesies that Chaucer and Shakespeare introduced into
the emotionally charged intrigues of Troilus and Criseyde or Troilus and
Cressida. While much has been justly made of the Tudor mythologizing of
its Trojan origins looking back to the flight of Brute from the Mediterranean
world of his forefathers and to the founding of Brutayne, there is every rea-
son to believe that the immured space of the Priam’s six-gated city may have
generated a much greater breadth of response in Tudor and Stuart society
than signaling a powerful site of cultural belonging. Indeed, immured spaces
might constitute on certain occasions the precise inverse of the early modern
subject’s desired state of well-being. In an ambitious and revealing discus-
sion, Mary Thomas Crane has underlined in a timely manner that “Critics
have paid less attention to the fact that real privacy, especially for illicit activ-
ities, was, until well into the seventeenth century, most often represented as
readily attainable only outdoors.”? Turning in a more focused manner to
those locked in war-torn societies, we may be reminded that Marlowe’s
Tamburlaine rails at those who live “idle in the walled towns, / Wanting

both pay and martial discipline”°; and, with just a little less vehemence,
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William Harrison submitted in his account of castles and fortified places in
his Description of England (1587):

it is not the nature of a good Englishman to regard to be caged vp as
in a coope, and hedged in with stone wals, but rather to meet with his
enimie in the plaine field at handstrokes, where he may trauerse his
ground, choose his plot, and vse the benefit of sunne shine, wind and
weather, to his best aduantage & commoditie.3!

Here, Harrison is thinking specifically about the playing out of armed hos-
tilities, but may also be offering food for thought more generally about
the varietas in early modern constructions of belonging and dwelling. The
slippery nature of such discourses has been revealingly highlighted by
Michael C. Schoenfeldt, for example, in his account of Spenser’s Castle of
Alma in The Faerie Queene (“surrounded by enemies and under constant
siege”) to which even the knights errant Arthur and Guyon initially fail to
gain access (2.11.10): “An ethic of hospitality here collides with an image of
self in a continual state of war.”3? Like Spenser, Shakespeare in Troilus and
Cressida has a consuming interest in unpicking the ethics of hospitality for
wider scrutiny in scenes of siege warfare and in those of potentially equal
import unfolding in domestic chambers privy to the inspection of fewer
pairs of eyes. Interestingly, if, during the reign of Henry VIII, Sir Thomas
Wyatt sailed back to his native capital, “to the town which Brutus sought
by dreams,” and Henry Howard, Earl of Surrey, called “to mind the navy
great / That the Greeks brought to Troia towne,”>? their contemporary Sir
Thomas Elyot was recalling for this same generation of Henrician England
that although “ardentelye belouyd of Stenobea, the wyfe of Pretus kynge
of Ephyra,” Bellerophontes would not succumb to an adulterous relation-
ship, “fearyng the vengeance of Iupiter god of hospitalitie.”>* Subsequently,
his Tudor reader was reminded that, “Hospitalis Tupiter, was soo called,
bycause straungers or Gestes whan they were yll intreated in theyr lodgin-
ges, they called hym to witnes, desyringe hym to reuenge hym.”3’

This concern with Iupiter xenius and the sanctity of the laws of hospi-
tality over which he presided would surface in many and various guises
throughout the early modern period. In Lysimachus and Varrona (1604),
for example, John Hind had his characters “beseech Iupiter Xenius the
patron of hospitalitie, and protectour of strangers, to blesse our labours,
prosper our attempts.”>® Philip Sidney’s own prose romance celebrated
“the right honest hospitalitie which seemes to be harboured in the Arcadian
brests” and the “sacred protection” of a guest; and, in his poetic collection
Parthenophil and Parthenophe (1593), Barnabe Barnes summoned the figure
of Atlas who “(through fierce crueltie/And breache to lawes of hospitalitie /
When lodging to a straunger he denied) / Was turned to a stonie moun-
taine straight.”3” Elsewhere, Philemon Holland’s translation of Ammianus
Marcellinus’s The Roman historie (1609) underlined that “Among other
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Attributes given to Iupiter, one was Xenius, or Hospitalis, the Superintendent,
as it were, of guests, and their entertainement. So religious they were in old
times, that a guest once received should be inviolable”; and Shakespeare’s
Lucrece “coniures’ the brute Tarquin ‘by high Almightie Toue, / ... By holie
humaine law, and common troth,/ By Heauen and Earth, and all the power of
both: / ... Quoth shee, reward not Hospitalitie, / With such black payment.”38
Moreover, there was a growing number of voices who were willing to
attribute the basest of motives to the Trojan prince who set out to redeem
Hesione from her Greek hosts. Thomas Fenne, for example, was not dis-
posed to celebrate the supposedly Trojan ancestry of his nation and railed
in Fennes frutes (1590) that it was “a disgrace, and also a foule discredit, to
Englishmen ... to deriue their pedigree from such an vnfaithfull stock, who
were the chiefe causers of their own perdition.” In Fenne’s account, despite
being “right Princely intertained by Menelaus King of Lacedemon, who
right honorably banqueted and feasted both him and his companions” and
benefiting from the fact that the king had “commaunded Helena his beau-
tiful Queen so entertaine her guest in his absence,” Paris was prey through-
out to his “owne lecherous motion”: “for which friendly entertainment and
gentle courtesie ... to requit the gentle King stole away from thence his wife
Helena, whom he entirely loued.”3® Thus, both memory and morality play
the young prince false, and this lust-crazed guest violates a sacred under-
taking with his host. Elizabeth I’s godson, Sir John Harington, quipped in
verse that if “Pastor Paris” had seen the loveliness of one Olympia (“all was
as white as milk, / As smooth as Iuory, and as soft as silke”), “For Helena
he had not cared at all, / Nor broke the bonds of sacred hospitalitie, / That
bred his country wars and great mortalitie.”*? Furthermore, the severing of
such sacred ties are uppermost initially in Helen’s own thoughts in Thomas
Heywood’s Troia Britanica (1609) when she rebuts the amorous advances of
the Trojan prince, declaring, “Dar’st thou (Oh shamelesse) in such heynous
wise, / The Lawes of Hospitality despise? And being a straunger, / from thy
Countries reach, / Solicite a chast wife to Wedlocks breach?”*!
Understandably, when George Chapman renewed Homer’s epic poems
for British readers with new translations in the vernacular from 1598
onward, due attention was necessarily afforded to ‘humane Hospitality,
given the thematic emphases of his source texts: “Guest? If one much wurse /
Arriu’d here then thy selfe; it were a curse / To my poore meanes, to let a
Stranger tast / Contempt, for fit food.”** Moreover, this acquaintance with
the sacred laws of antiquity did not forsake Shakespeare’s contemporary
when he turned his attentions to the stage. In The Revenge of Bussy D’Ambois
(1613) Clermont queries, “Who was in fault for all the slaughters made /
In Tlion, and about it? Were the Greekes? / Was it not Paris rauishing the
Queene / Of Lacedemon? Breach of shame and faith? / And all the lawes of
Hospitalitie?”*® It might also be added that, during his long years of captiv-
ity in the Tower, Walter Raleigh devoted himself principally to the narrative
labors of The History of the World (1614) and, for his own part, also found
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much with which to take issue in the received accounts of the travails of
Agamemnon’s Greece and Priam’s Troy. Rather than indulging his reader’s
appetites for heroic exploits and tender insights into domestic havens, the
chronicler all too often chose to shine a light upon the chaotic conditions of
existence of these warring races and their barbaric appetites for scavenging
and violation:

I thinke that Paris had no regard, either to the rape of Europa, Medoea,
or Hesione: but was meerely incited by Venus, that is, by his lust, to doe
that which in those dayes was very common. For not onely Greekes
from Barbarians, and Barbarians from Greekes, as Herodotus dis-
courseth, but all people were accustomed to steale women and cattell,
if they could by strong hand or power get them ... It is true that in these
times Greece was very saluage, the inhabitants being often chaced from
place to place, by the captaines of greater Tribes: and no man thinking
the ground whereon hee dwelt his owne longer than hee could hold it
by strong hand ... briefly, Greece was then in her infancie.**

Thus, rather than uniformly celebrating the thoughts, words, and deeds
of antique heroes, this agon of everlasting memory continued to generate
widely differing responses in early modern England. Moreover, equally inter-
estingly, the proliferating narratives surrounding Paris and Helen might not
only trigger a meditation upon the nature of violated hospitality, but lead to
a wide-ranging and biting critique of all parties drawn into the deadly fray
around the walls of Troy.

“What’s Aught, But as ’tis Valued?”: Combative Spaces
and Household Transactions

Shadowing in many ways the steps of Chaucer’s Troilus and Criseyde,
Shakespeare introduces us into a medievalized world of figures distracted by
their appetites for self-gratification. Neither of these narratives is principally
concerned with clamorous armies locked in combat on killing fields or with
aggrieved disputants on Olympus. Instead, the landscape of the city-state
and the Dardan Plain is punctuated by countersites of individuated human
interest—palace chambers and city walls, encampments, and conspirato-
rial gatherings: if Troilus himself acknowledges the pressing business of the
“sport abroad,” he has no hesitation in stating his true inclinations: “‘Better
at home, if ‘would I might’ were ‘may’” (1.1.110-111).

Chaucer’s Troilus is found at points in the long narrative poem to
pathologize his trauma by memorially remapping the architectural spaces
of his besieged city (“Lo, yonder saugh ich last my lady daunce; / And
in that temple, with hire eyen cleere, / Me kaughte first my righte lady
dere. / ... And at that corner, in the yonder hous, Herde I myn alderlevest
lady deere” [5.565-567, 575-576]). However, in contrast, Shakespeare’s
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play urges us to attend to what Foucault termed as sets of relations that
delineate sites. Moreover, such discursively constructed sites may be specifi-
cally gendered in nature, as Henry Smith urged in A Preparative to Marriage
(1591): “the Cocke flieth abroad to bring in, the Dam sitteth vpon the nest
to keepe al at home. So God hath made the man to trauaile abroade, and the
woman to keepe home ... for the mans pleasure is most abroade, and the
womans within.”*® Such divisions of labor are ranged clearly into view in
the couplings and wranglings that describe the oikoi of Shakespeare’s dra-
matic world. Andromache urges, for example, “Unarm, unarm, and do not
fight to-day,” whereas Hector only makes further investment in the extra-
mural, public domain of military heroism—*“Get you in. / By all the ever-
lasting gods, I’ll go!” (5.3.3-5). If, locked in the court world of Cleopatra’s
charms, Shakespeare’s Antony complains that he has relinquished his role
as one of the triple pillars of the Roman world, similarly enslaved to desire,
Troilus in the earlier play bemoans that it is “womanish” (1.1.103) to be from
the battlefield, and deems himself “weaker than a woman’s tear, / ... Less
valiant than the virgin in the night” (1.1.9, 11) in devoting himself to the
cult of love within the city’s walls. (Interestingly, it soon becomes apparent
that his witty mistress, the lady Cressida, knows exactly what it is for an
unseasoned man “to be baked with no date in the pie” [1.2.247-248].)
Elsewhere, the in-tented Achilles is maligned as “over-proud / And
under-honest,” liable (like the female body) to “pettish lunes, his ebbs, his
flows” (2.3.121-122, 128). Disdaining the Greek society that pays him lit-
tle homage, Achilles refuses to “untent his person” (2.3.165). Ulysses and
then Ajax are sent to the wrathful warrior, but to little avail: the King of
Ithaca subsequently submits, “There is no tarrying here; the hart Achilles /
Keeps thicket” (2.3.252-253).

The reiterative narrative and locus amoenus of this play world is the pre-
sentation, but most frequently yearned-for penetration, of reserved, intimate
space: Troilus reflects at the beginning of the play, “I cannot come to Cressid
but by Pandar, / ... Between our Ilium and where she resides, / Let it be
called the wild and wand’ring flood” (1.1.91, 97-98). In both the Greek and
Trojan communities there persists an obsessive interest in willing oneself to
be a guest in order to gain prized access to household space and knowledge:
the gatekeeper Patroclus informs Agamemnon that the intemperate Achilles is
“Within his tent; but ill disposed,” whereas the ever watchful Ulysses snarls,
“We saw him at the opening of his tent. / He is not sick” (2.3.74, 82-83).
Furthermore, when the Trojan guest Aeneas is granted safe passage into the
palpable disarray of the Greek camp, he pointedly queries whether it is pos-
sible here even to differentiate the confidential from the commonplace, nay,
the master from the minion:

AGAMEMNON: What would you ’fore our tent?
AENEAS: Is this great Agamemnon’s tent, I pray you? ...
Which is the high and mighty Agamemnon? ...
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AGAMEMNON: Sir, you of Troy, call you yourself Aeneas? ...
What’s your affair, I pray you?
AENEAS: Sir, pardon, ’tis for Agamemnon’s ear.
AGAMEMNON: He hears naught privately that comes from Troy.
(1.3.215-6, 232,245, 247-9)

Significantly, Agamemnon seeks to resolve this Trojan challenge to Greek
chivalry and galling estimation of Greek confusion by asserting his authority
with the public, indeed ostentatious performance of hospitality. By assuming
the role of host, the King of Mycenae aims to subject the unruly stranger
and, into the bargain, his quarrelsome retainers to his overlordship: “Fair
Lord Aeneas, let me touch your hand; / To our pavilion shall T lead you first./ ...
Yourself shall feast with us before you go / And find the welcome of a noble
foe” (1.3.304-305, 308-309).

Shakespearean dramaturgy frequently draws attention to the recid-
ivist behaviors of those seeking to secure precarious claims to sover-
eignty: purposefully and repeatedly Henry IV and Henry V confuse
militarism with government, for example, and in the tragedies, figures
such as Macbeth and Claudius can choose to promote their own royal
legitimacy through spectacles of welcome and feasting. Interestingly, at
the close of Troilus and Cressida, Agamemnon returns to this favored
strategy of power assertion with the tactical performance of hospita-
ble entertainment (of inter tenere or holding together*®) when he greets
Hector as his guest in the wake of the gladiatorials with Ajax: “all you
peers of Greece, go to my tent; / There in the full convive we ... / Beat
loud the tabourins, let the trumpets blow, / That this great soldier may
his welcome know” (4.5.271-272, 275-276). However, as the Jacobean
preacher Thomas Adams cautioned in his sermon The sacrifice of thanke-
fulnesse (pub. 1616), the assembled company might do well to be on its
guard when faced with such histrionic displays: “Gallant prodigalitie,
like fire in flaxe, makes a great blaze, a hote shew: but Plaine hospi-
tality, like fire in solide wood, holds out to warme the poore: because
God blesseth it.”*” Indeed, this was a sentiment that had already been
explored at length by William Vaughan in The Golden-Grove (1600), a
near contemporary of Shakespeare’s bitter comedy:

They are greatly deceyued, who thinke, that hospitality doth consist in
slibber-sauces, in spiced meates, or in diuersities. For these are nought
els, saue fooleries, and fond wasting of goods, whereby the flesh is
prouoked to lechery, & becommeth altogether inflamed, massy, and
diseased. Further, experience teacheth, that none are more subiect to
sicknesses, then they, that gurmaundize and feed on sundry kindes
of dishes ... Good hospitality therefore consisteth not in gluttonous
diuersities, but rather in one kind of meat, in clothing the naked, and
in giuing almes vnto the poore.*8
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In Troilus and Cressida extravagant displays of greeting and good cheer
are keenly contrasted with more intimate scenes of invitation, reception,
and predation elsewhere in this unraveling world. The schemer Achilles, for
example, plans to send “sweet Patroclus” to summon Thersites so that he
may inform Ajax “T’invite the Trojan lords after the combat / To see us here
unarmed. I have a woman’s longing, / An appetite that T am sick withal, /
To see great Hector in his weeds of peace” (3.3.238-241)—in the event, the
cynic Thersites arrives unbidden and thus abbreviates the aspiring host’s line
of command.

Interestingly, while much is made in narrative terms of Cressida’s entry
into the sexual market of Troy with the greeting of the brothel, “Will you
walk in, my lord?” (3.2.59), the role of the sexually available woman, the
betaira or courtesan in the ancient world, clearly unpicks any publicly
acknowledged codes of hospitality, scrambling our understanding of the
identities of host and guest: indeed, Cressida herself teasingly queries amid
the assembled company of her Greek suitors at the end of the play, “In kiss-
ing, do you render or receive?” (4.5.37). In his discussion of the thriving sex-
ual trade in classical Athens, Simon Goldhill highlights importantly that the
“betaira is a particularly difficult figure for the dynamics of male authority.
Beautiful and desirable—but who’s in charge? Not biddable nor buyable—
but perhaps persuadable. Male self-determination—self-sufficiency—is set
at risk by the figure of the hetaira.”* In Shakespeare’s play world, Troilus
finds himself incapable of self-government on account of his unruly pas-
sions, and this most unaccommodated man roams histrionically about the
city in search of a most particular invitation: “I stalk about her door / Like
a strange soul upon the Stygian banks / Staying for waftage” (3.2.7-9). In due
course, the quick-witted Cressida repeats “Will you walk in, my lord?”
playing willing hostess to an all-too willing guest—“O Cressida, how often
have I wished me thus!” (3.2.95, 60). Nonetheless, in this scene of lightly
veiled passions, all the agents (including Pandarus) are at a loss to determine
whether it is better to give than to receive, even to differentiate meum from
tuum: “My lord, I do beseech you, pardon me; / “Twas not my purpose thus
to beg a kiss” (3.2.132-133).

In the event, some early modern eyes, such as Thomas Nashe’s in Christ’s
Tears over Jerusalem (1593), had little difficulty in identifying the true
nature of the welcome on offer in such dwellings of the nation’s capital:
“London what are thy Suburbes but licensed Stewes’ and complained of
the ‘Prouident Iustices, to whom these abuses redress appertaineth, take a
little paines to visite these houses of hospitality by night.”3° However, for
others, such practices might not only be discovered in licensed premises:
if little inclined to visit Troy’s stews, the watchful Pandarus seems to know
the customs of the country and gleefully remarks on entering his niece’s
apartments, “What’s all the doors open here? ... How now, how now, how
go maidenheads?” (4.1.20, 24). Indeed, in his lively sermon The Devil’s
Banqguet (1614), Thomas Adams argued forcefully that the trade of the
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“harlot” was a vicious mimicking of the practices of hospitality, for at the
threshhold “shee presents her selfe to the common eye” and as for custom-
ers, “they come in troupes to her.”’! Furthermore, in direct comparison with
the monitored movements of the lady Cressida (“Walk into her house. / I’ll
bring her to the Grecian presently” 4.3.5-6), the prostitute might err about
the city and constitute a moveable feast for the eyes of those beyond the
bounds of oikos:

in the Citie. Whoredome, scornes to liue obscurely in the Suburbs: Shee
hath friends to admit her within the walles. Nay, in the high places of
the Citie: in the largest streetes, populous and popular houses ... The
feast is like to be good when an Harlot is the Hostice ... A Harlot then,
bids, and feasts, and kils: what other successe can be looked for? The
Deuill hath feasted the wicked, and now the wicked feast the Deuill.>?

The teasing Pandarus exclaims to his witty niece “One knows not at what
ward you lie,” and receives the quicksilver response from his auditor, “Upon
my back, to defend my belly” (1.2.249-251). If the whole of Shakespeare’s
tragicomedy is exercised by the depredations brought about by the traffick-
ing of female bodies (Hector argues at the opening of the Trojan Council’s
debate, “Brother, she is not worth what she doth cost / The holding”
[2.2.51-52]), by the end of the play Cressida at last finds herself among
feverish supporters and eager clients in the Greek camp. Thersites quips
that the subtle lady has learned her lesson well how to survive in a grubby,
conflict-ridden society—“a juggling trick: to be secretly open” (5.2.26).

“Twere Better She Were Kissed in General”:
Concluding Thoughts

If, in the interwar period, the Russian Marxist critic A. A. Smirnov found
Shakespeare’s comedy to be a “motley and contradictory play,” over half
a century later in a wide-ranging and incisive discussion Barbara Bowen
was drawing attention to “the misogyny and somatophobia of Troilus and
Cressida’s analysis of war.”>3 Lest any doubt should persist, Paola Pugliatti
has concluded more recently that “Troilus and Cressida is a deeply unpleas-
ant play.”’* Whatever the justness of these contentions, if this bitter comedy
(like The Taming of the Shrew and Measure for Measure, for example) has
proved on occasions a little too intractable for prevailing taste cultures, it
may indeed be that we have to rethink our critical lines of attack, rather
than ensure that such texts are refin’d for the stage or deemed unfit for pres-
ent consumption.

The classical scholar Richard Seaford has tellingly underlined that “[t]he
communality of the polis is established at the expense of women, who, with-
out power in the public sphere, were easily imagined as adhering excessively

to the household and as resisting their public powerlessness”>; and, mining
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an analogous vein in their own thought-provoking accounts of Shakespeare’s
tragicomedy, René Girard stresses that “Cressida cannot become once again
‘the thing ungain’d’ that she used to be, but she can be lost to someone else”
and Dympna Callaghan argues equally persuasively that “there is a level at
which [Shakespeare’s Cressida] refers not to women but to the masculinities
she negotiates.”*® Elsewhere, pondering in detail the final challenges of this
dramatic narrative (i.e., its remorseless investment in indeterminacy) where
Cressida is handed on from the clutches of one Greek chieftain to the next,
Alexander Leggatt has explored revealingly the manner in which “Cressida
seems broken and re-made before our eyes through the pressure of relation-
ship ... in her own way as unreadable as Lavinia. Calculation, fear, sexual
interest, catatonic stupor—what lies beneath that silence?”>” Proliferating
perspectives on an exceedingly perplexing dramatic moment, we might add,
could this scene not also constitute an inverted ritualization of anakalupteria
whereby the bride is unveiled and accompanied in procession to her future
household? Or are we being presented with a bitter parody of ritualized
gift-giving (or dora) in this definitive entry of the lady Cressida into the
fiercely competitive world of adult sexuality? The possible angles of vision
upon this remarkably elusive text are very far from being exhausted.
Generations of critics have taken up a challenge upon which they believe
Shakespeare’s text insists, that of anatomizing its divided dramatic world
into clearly delineated factions: E. M. W. Tillyard, for example, contended
that we are thrust into the company of “antique” Trojans and Greek “new
men”; Emil Roy unveiled a dramatic world of “warring halves, pitting Greek
aggression against Trojan sensuality”; and Thomas G. West contrasted the
materiality of the Greeks’ outlook with the Trojans’ continuing investment
in acts of faith or “of the will.”*® However, it remains all too possible that
Shakespeare initially proposes these tempting, reassuring polarities (like
those of fifteenth-century England and France, of Capulets and Montagues,
of Belmont and the Rialto, for example) only to indicate the imperfect nature
of such navigational expectations in these darkly complex worlds. The pres-
ent discussion has concerned itself with the ways in which a dominant cul-
tural discourse, in this case hospitality, might offer a fruitful lens through
which to contemplate the perceivedly corrosive undertaking of Troilus and
Cressida. It is clear that in the early years of the seventeenth century when
Shakespeare tested the boundaries of both tragedy and comedy, the plays he
produced returned repeatedly to question the status and function of domes-
tic welcome: Brabantio in Othello queries vehemently the liberties that the
Moor has taken as his guest; elsewhere, Gloucester protests to the “naughty
lady” Regan in King Lear, “I am your host. / With robbers’ hands my hospi-
table favours / You should not ruffle thus” (3.7.36, 38-40). Moreover, Paul
Kottman has illuminated the “perverse hosting” operational in Macbeth—
interestingly, this is a practice that is equally in evidence in a rather different
key in another work from these years in Shakespeare’s career, The Merry
Wives of Windsor.”® However, like the tragedies, Troilus and Cressida
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presents a vision of life in human society in which loss is thematic, and the
welcoming and expelling of strangers and guests from reserved spaces of
dwelling is integral to all their dramatic narratives. In the final scenes of this
problem play of Greeks and Trojans, we are urged to compare and contrast
the yielding of Cressida to Greek competitive hospitality and the yielding of
Hector to a more bloodthirsty version of it: “I’ll heat his blood with Greekish
wine tonight, / Which with my scimitar I’ll cool tomorrow. / Patroclus, let us
feast him to the height” (Achilles, 5.1.1-3).

At the beginning of this discussion, we considered how the ancient and
early modern worlds identified strategic cultural capital in the sacred bonds
of hospitality, how it came to constitute an indication of superlative human
exchange, or of what Emmanuel Lévinas has termed for more contemporary
audiences, the interbumain: “Linterhumain proprement dit est dans une
non-indifférence des uns aux autres, dans une responsabilité des uns pour
les autres ... La rencontre d’Autrui est d’emblée ma responsabilité pour
1ui.” 9 If this absolute realization of human potential through self-extension
to others was acknowledged, as we have seen, in writings from antiquity,
such as Seneca’s De Beneficiis, it does not pass unrecognized among the
inmates of Shakespeare’s dramatic world: indeed, Ulysses’ reading matter
forces him to consider that “no man is the lord of anything, / Though in and
of him there be much consisting, / Till he communicate his parts to others”
(3.3.116-118). Nonetheless, if Lévinas promoted a condition of existence
in which “Nous sommes ainsi responsables au-dela de nos intentions,”®!
Shakespeare summons the terrifying prospect of the inverse of this postu-
late. The residents of his dramatic world can guess at what hospitality might
be, but it becomes all too evident that they know not what it is in substan-
tive, human terms. With his wonted jaundiced vision of the world, Ulysses
asserts that “Time is like a fashionable host / That slightly shakes his parting
guest by th’hand, / And with his arms outstretched as he would fly / Grasps
in the comer” (3.3.166-9); and the dying Hector protests, “I am unarmed.
Forgo this vantage, Greek” (5.9.9). At the close of this play where the two
cultures converge in a deadly banquet, the bereft Troilus petitions to be an
eavesdropper, if be cannot be a guest, at the revelry in Menelaus’s tent where
Diomedes feasts after his own manner, giving “all gaze and bent of amorous
view / On the fair Cressid” (4.5.28-3). To its very conclusion, Shakespeare’s
dramatic narrative concentrates upon those threatened with or forced to
endure exclusion from designated spaces of hospitality.

A beleaguered Aeneas protests in the closing moments of Shakespeare’s
play, “Stand, ho! Yet are we masters of the field. / Never go home; here
starve we out the night” (5.11.1-2). However, Thomas Fenne had already
reported for his late Elizabethan readers that at the Sack of Troy, this
future founder of empires would leave the burning city “contemning all
other things of great valew and estimation, [carrying] out with him the
gods of hospitality.”®? This defining scene for millennia to come of the vio-
lent unraveling of oikos (or domicide) had been envisaged from the outset
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of the dramatic narrative where Troilus finds himself abandoned in “the
wild and wand’ring flood” and the jaundiced words of Ulysses mourn
“how many Grecian tents do stand / Hollow upon this plain” (1.1.98,
1.3.79-80).%3 Indeed, the very community of oikos, the family itself, is at
no point protected from the wider dissolution of the warring societies on
the Dardan Plain: like her near contemporary Helena in All’s Well That
Ends Well, Cressida is able and willing in extremis to foreswear the most
sacred ties of kinship, testifying, “I have forgot my father. / I know no
touch of consanguinity; / No kin no love, no blood, no soul so near me /
As the sweet Troilus” (4.2.97-100).

Recent critical debate has been much exercised whether this play, “too
far ahead of its time,”®* may ever have found a Jacobean home: the “Never
Writer” imparts “news” to the “Eternal Reader” in the opening pages of
the 1609 quarto that this most demanding play was “never staled with the
stage, never clapper-clawed with the palms of the vulgar, and yet passing full
of the palm comical”—and even the reception of Troilus and Cressida into
the First Folio does not seem to have been ensured from the outset.®> In the
face of adversity, Cressida cleaves to “the strong base and building of [her]
love” as “the very centre of the earth, / Drawing all things to it” (4.2.104-106),
but this is all to no avail in a landscape condemned to destruction. In this
doomed dramatic world, there is no space that may not be claimed, no act
of hospitality that may not be revoked.

CRESSIDA: Who’s that at door? Good uncle, go and see.—
My lord, come you again into my chamber.
You smile and mock me, as if I meant naughtily.

(4.2.36-38)
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2 A Digression to Hospitality

Thrift and Christmastime in Shakespeare
and in the Literature of Husbandry

Jessica Rosenberg

Thrift, thrift, Horatio, the funeral bak’d meats
Did coldly furnish forth the marriage tables.
—Hamlet, 1.2.180-181!

With these lines, Hamlet charges his mother with both bad hospitality and
good housekeeping: she has observed the everyday imperatives of thrift
but broken the ritual calculus of mourning. By overlaying wedding onto
funeral, Gertrude has failed at hospitality’s core law: not just failing to
mourn, but neglecting to treat every hospitable occasion as exceptional.
Hamlet is not alone in recognizing Gertrude’s imperfect hospitality, but
he does see more clearly what may be at stake in the haste of her remar-
riage. Hamlet’s words respond in partial correction to the observation
that Horatio has just made: “Indeed, my lord, it follow’d hard upon.” For
Hamlet, Gertrude has not only moved too quickly from funeral to wed-
ding, she has, in practice, conflated them. Gertrude’s “seconding” brings
about a category confusion—of sex and death, wedding and funeral—but
it also interrupts the natural sequence that should run from father to son.
In Horatio’s language, the marriage of Gertrude and Claudius moves hast-
ily: it follows “hard upon” the funeral. Hamlet’s image, though, is locked
in time: in it, time seems to have stopped; marriage and funeral are over-
laid as if the meats served at a funeral stayed in place on the very table
where, having grown cold, they are served upon occasion of a wedding.
What’s moving hard and fast for Horatio is locked in a cruel stillness for
Hamlet—cold and tabled.

But there remains something strange in the idiom to which Hamlet turns
to condemn his mother’s marriage to Claudius. Curiously, the Prince twice
gives the name “thrift” to the phenomenon of remarriage. Later in the play,
Hamlet will lend similar language to the Player Queen: “The instances
that second marriage move / Are base respects of thrift, but none of love”
(3.2.177-178). Gertrude’s thrift suggests she has subscribed to an econ-
omy of equivalence that is indifferent to the particularity of husbands and
fathers—an equivalence against which Hamlet’s exceptional and dilated
mourning rebels. But why should Hamlet twice call upon this quotidian
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language of household management to name the offense of his mother, the
Queen’s, remarriage?

For a range of modern reciters, Hamlet’s phrase has become shorthand
for an economic way of thinking—an efficient epitome of the ideological
triumph of thrift in the modern world. Echoing the styles of rational cal-
culation that Max Weber saw in the spirit of capitalism, these first three
words—“Thrift, thrift, Horatio”—deliver a cutting verdict on moder-
nity itself. As Jacques Lacan writes in his essay on the play, Hamlet here
names “something that has been overlooked in the Marxian analysis of
economy, the dominant one for the thought of our time—something whose
force and extent we feel at every moment: ritual values.”? This third term
becomes visible in its absence, the neglected other of modern capitalism.
Slavoj Zizek cites Hamlet’s phrase as shorthand for the historical shift
into the modern era, answering the question “What, then, is the nature
of the break with modernity?”® By adding an exclamation point and
conscripting the phrase as a section heading, Zizek transforms it into an
imperative by which his readers (as subjects of modernity) are likewise
bound: “Thrift, thrift, Horatio!” He thus extends Hamlet’s attack on his
mother to a critique of modern capitalism, such that the passage marks the
central fracture in modernity not as absence but as superfluity: thrift, he
writes, always threatens to become miserliness. The virtue of control con-
tains within it the inevitable vice of its uncontrolled practice. With these
readings, Lacan and Zizek both take Hamlet’s side. They agree that there is
something either missing or contradictory in the thrift that Hamlet diagno-
ses in his mother’s actions. Already ahead of his time, Hamlet’s words seem
to these twentieth-century readers to mourn not just his father but a lost
way of thinking.* It turns out that modernity, like Gertrude, has gotten a
bad reputation by going to bed too quickly with the profit economy, for-
getting the value of ritual dilation.

For Sigmund Freud, Hamlet’s line articulates an imperative governing
the operation of the unconscious, the principle of economy behind psychic
condensation. When Freud cites this line in Jokes and Their Relation to
the Unconscious he does so as part of a gloss on condensation; this joke
becomes the epigrammatic key to all jokes. With this economism, Freud
turns to a strategy of condensation in his own argument: “All these tech-
niques are dominated by a tendency to compression, or rather to saving.
It all seems to be a question of economy. In Hamlet’s words: ‘thrift, thrift,
Horatio!””? For Freud, thrift names a principle of psychic exchange, gov-
erning the equivalences behind puns and slips, but by the same stroke
becomes an engine of excess. Symptoms may work according to a logic of
condensation, but they are hardly bound by conditions of scarcity. Much
like Polonius’ sententious advice, thrift may stick to an ideology of mini-
malism, but—just as brevity may be the soul of wit (a passage that Freud
also cites)—thrift tips quickly into excess (and its corollary, miserliness),
the very paradox that Zizek sees enabling and plaguing modern capitalism.
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It is fitting perhaps that one third of the phrase epitomizing modern effi-
ciency is redundant: thrift assumes imperative force in repetition (thrift,
thrift!), as it is multiplied.

What these twentieth-century reciters have forgotten, however, is that
Hamlet’s words are already a citation. By choosing to characterize Gertrude’s
actions as “thrift,” Hamlet invokes the genre of advice that is the term’s
home territory: early modern England’s many guides to managing a house-
hold. “Thrift,” in Hamlet’s echo, sounds tawdry, shamefully out of scale
when applied to the Danish royal household.® Gertrude’s remarriage is thus
a double breach of decorum: she has transgressed the expectations of both
her gender and her (regal) class. In Shakespeare’s play and in these later
citations, “thrift” declares an imperative as much as it names a principle:
while it stands for a theory of value, it also calls upon those in earshot
to obey those values. In context, Hamlet’s phrase might be understood as
either imperative or indexical: as an ironic exhortation to his friend, or as
a damning diagnosis of his mother’s behavior. Among twentieth-century
critics, its repeated citation has often come with the addition of an exclama-
tion point, a shift in mode to direct address that helps enable this rhetorical
mobility. In the imperative mood, thrift itself becomes a kind of gift or
offering (or, like many gifts, a burden)—a principle of economic possession
in the process of rhetorical redistribution. That is, while property may be
controlled, anyone can assert the law of its accumulation. An impera-
tive reading would have come naturally to Shakespeare’s audience, both
because of the term’s implicit normative force and because of the genre
in which its qualities were most frequently set out: books of advice and
instruction, addressed directly to husbands and sometimes huswives. The
core principle of governance for the miniature state of the household, thrift
carries legislative force within the domestic sphere. In this sense, the queen
is further diminished by the form of the advice, and not just by its mid-
dlebrow content—that is, that she should have obeyed an imperative at
all. Rather than act as sovereign, she has subjected herself to the humble
demands of household rule.”

The misogynistic core of Hamlet’s accusation lies in its central paradox:
at the same time that Gertrude (a bad hostess) is not giving enough away, she
is giving away far too much. As it extends a quotidian by-word for house-
hold order to the (dis)order of the royal Danish household, Shakespeare’s
play alights upon the same anxieties about excess that attached to thrift in
the sixteenth-century literature of hospitality and housekeeping. The con-
flicted moral economy invoked in these two moments of the play repeats
and extends a tension already central to the printed advice literature of
husbandry and household management. Though thrift may stand as a gen-
eral law of the household for most of the year, at occasions demanding
hospitality, thrift represents not prudence but stinginess. As the two core
values of what a household is supposed to do, thrift and hospitality are
fundamentally at odds. In the examples I consider in this essay, a tension
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between the two imperatives—between spending and maintaining, giving
out and taking in—is solved not by striking a prudential balance, but by
manipulating the sequence of things, or suspending the passage of time.
In this sense, the hospitable temporalities at work in the examples I con-
sider here provide a suggestive counterpoint to the messianic time that Joan
Pong Linton, in her essay in this volume, sees at work in Twelfth Night—
another seasonal drama. Hospitality is a virtue that, if well performed, can
undermine the household. In its suspension of everyday household law, it
is often hospitality (to paraphrase Polonius) that seems to dull the edge of
husbandry.

In this essay, I consider the ways in which both the failures and suc-
cesses of hospitality turn (as Hamlet suggests) on bad timing. In Hamilet
and in a range of practical treatments of husbandry, the economic dilemma
of hospitality is translated into a temporal problem—negotiated through
formal, material, and ideological means as a dilation of the regular time of
the household. A fascinating example of this is found in Thomas Tusser’s
A hundreth good pointes of husbandrie (1557), where the exceptional hos-
pitality associated with Christmastime interrupts the regular time of the
year and the expectations of household governance that accompany it. This
conflict between expectations of spending and saving both organized and
disrupted the temporality of domestic life in early modern England. In a
household world in which the passage of time is marked by prudent accu-
mulation and restraint, seasonal hospitality—especially Christmas, a time
organized by imperatives of expenditure and open doors—must always be
vexed. Like Hamlet’s grief, holiday time is sanctioned as both necessary and
exceptional. Various scholars have suggested that England’s sense of season-
ality was in flux in this period, transitioning away from a calendar shaped
by regular religious and civic festivity. Early modern conflicts about moral
economy took Christmas celebration as a special object: in its observance,
a wasteful transgression of prudence, and in its breach, a miserly violation
of hospitable obligation and charity. It could thus easily seem a break in the
natural course of the year. As Marcellus says in Hamlet’s opening scene, the
time of Christmas is “so hallow’d and so gracious” that its movement almost
seems to stop: “The bird of dawning singeth all night long: / And then, they
say, no spirit dares stir abroad; / The nights are wholesome; then no planets
strike, / No fairy takes, nor witch hath power to charm”(1.1.165-169).%
Traditionally the time of year when gentry expended their annual store in
the charitable entertainments, the value and survival of “ancient hospitality” at
Christmastime seemed urgently at stake in early modern England, as some
critics attacked the vanity of festive entertainment, while others worried
about the social effects of a decay in hospitality. Like Gertrude’s bad hos-
pitality, thrift resists such temporal dilation, while holiday festivity works
by prying and holding open the passage of time. As it opens the doors of
a particular moment in the year, hospitality is incited by the calendar but
ignores its imperatives.
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Holiday Unthrifts

In Thomas Tusser’s A hundreth good pointes of husbandrie, first published
in 1557 and frequently expanded through the end of the century, Christmas
is given a special status within a yearly calendar otherwise governed by
thrift and prudence. Tusser responds to these competing systems with a
dramatic formal intervention: following months of rhyming couplets on
household thrift, a new section called “Christmas” breaks into the text
at the end of December, interrupting the regular calendric progression of
points and the lessons of accumulation that they impart. By the edition
of 1573, this section is significantly expanded and titled “A Digression to
Hospitality.” In the spirit of the season, these short poems instead empha-
size the importance of giving to the poor and opening one’s home. In a
sharp contrast with the rest of the book, they are presented typographically
and generically in the style of a lyric miscellany, a change in mode that
formally plays out the principles of generosity and hospitality espoused
in the poems themselves. In Tusser’s rendering, however, the formal and
temporal dilation performed by this poetic digression must be exceptional,
a temporary reprieve from the everyday law and order of the household.
In this sense, what Derrida calls the antinomy between the law of unlim-
ited hospitality and the multiple and conditional laws of its application are
echoed in the arrangement of the text itself. Tusser’s “Digression to Hospi-
tality” disrupts and loosens the form of the text, such that efficient thrift of
the points and of their message opens onto the liberality of lyric miscellany
and of radical holiday hospitality. For Derrida, “an act of hospitality can
only be poetic,” a suggestion to which this digression in the Pointes gives
literal form.” As the treatment of Christmas hospitality shows, the tension
between thrift and hospitality is not always resolved by striking a pruden-
tial balance; instead Tusser, like Hamlet, negotiates it by means of formal
digression and temporal dilation.

In Tusser’s Pointes, the strange untimeliness of Christmas in both text and
calendar follows from the way that the year itself is fitted to the demands
of husbandry and thrift, the everyday accumulation of provision that (as he
reminds his readers) enables the expenditure of winter feasting. Hospitality
is a key step in Tusser’s “Ladder to Thrift,” but one to be kept in check: the
husbandman must remember “To kepe good hospitality. / To hate all prod-
igality.” 1% This core principle of the household’s moral economy is difficult
to balance throughout the year, but comes to a head with the radical hospi-
tality that Christmas occasions—or threatens. In The Anatomie of Abuses
(1583), Philip Stubbes worries that holiday “fooleries” license excessive
consumption and invert natural, sacred, and political order. In matters of
expense and consumption, Stubbes argues, Christmas was a time just like
any other time, and so one ought “not to swil and gull more that time tha[n]
at any other time, not to lauish foorth more at that time, than at another
times.” Stubbes’ repetition of the word undifferentiates time, performing
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the sameness among different times for which he is arguing and curbing
the threat of unbridled consumption posed by exceptional time. Otherwise,
such expenditures endanger not just moral and household integrity but the
solvency of the commonwealth itself: “what dicing & carding, what eating
and drinking, what ba[n]queting and feasting is than vsed more than in all
the yeere besydes? to the great dishonor of GOD, and impouerishing of the
realme.”!!

Even when presented under the sign of thrift, the spirit of Christmas
threatens to undermine the household. It tends rapidly—as we see in
the pairing of scrupulosity and excess in Freud, ZiZek, Getrude, and
Polonius—toward extremes. In the 1936 animated short “Christmas
Comes but Once a Year,” the narrative and its title song endorse a thrift-
iness about time itself: that the passing moment of the holiday should
be seized and capitalized upon. The Depression-era fable of thrift pres-
ents itself as a lesson about adaptive household reuse: after a houseful
of orphans is left crying when their threadbare Christmas presents fall
apart, a jolly inventor passing by hears their cries and constructs new toys
from everyday objects around the orphanage—vacuum cleaners, umbrel-
las, percolators. The story presents itself as an endorsement of thrift and
ingenuity in the name of generosity, a potlatch fantasy in which nothing
gets consumed and the joy of the gift is just a better kind of use. However,
the benefactor’s repurposing of household objects is in fact a depurpos-
ing: he exploits the occasion and matter at hand, but abuses the objects
themselves. The Christmas miracle effectively empties the orphanage’s
storage closets and larder, in a transaction that turns profitable use into
useless play and exchanges an army of round, weeping faces for smiling
and singing ones. The profit is purely affective, which is—by most house-
hold economies—no profit at all.'?

Even this cartoonishly excessive version of Christmas utility inherits a
version of thrift energetically articulated in early modern England. As long
as there have been ideologies of thrift, there have been anxieties about
its excessive application. “Thrift” was a complex word in Shakespeare’s
lexicon (as it was for his contemporaries), serving at times as a synonym
for profit (close to its cognate, “thriving”) while also standing as a name
for the methods to achieve such success. This latter—call it “methodolog-
ical”—sense is closer to our own usage, denoting a set of techniques of
scrimping and saving leading to the accumulation of personal capital.
Andrew McRae has argued that this individualistic sense first emerged in
the mid-sixteenth century, as the meaning of the word changed alongside
the role of the individual householder in the English moral economy.'> Any
emphasis on profit, however, was complicated by the traditionally ambigu-
ous moral and social status of personal accumulation. Encouraged by biblical
precedent, those who failed to redistribute their harvests had long been
depicted as misers, starving the poor in favor of obsessive personal accu-
mulation. As McRae and Lorna Hutson have both shown, several lines of
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argument in the sixteenth century reoriented this view, distancing “hoarders”
of wealth and stuff from many of those negative associations.'* Craig
Muldrew places Tusser’s moralizing advice in the broader context of the
early modern English moral economy, as conceptions of thrift were closely
tied to the symbolic link between social and financial credit.In these argu-
ments, the productivity of nature excuses the increase of husbandry and
exempts it from charges of either usury or hoarding. Good husbands
are simply making more, contributing to the common good rather than
withholding from it. This resignification of “thrift” as profit is at work at
several points, for instance, in The Merchant of Venice, where at stake in
every use of the word is the question of when it is valid to make money
grow.!> In Shylock’s mouth, his “well-won thrift, / which he calls inter-
est”(1.3.48-49) is always a contested term: as he defends himself in refer-
ence to the story of Jacob, “This was a way to thrive, and he was blest: /
And thrift is blessing if men steal it not” (1.3.87-88).

The embattled position of hospitality in husbandry manuals of the
sixteenth century often turns on the same tension within moral economy,
pitting a neighborly impulse to spend against the basic imperative to save.
In its instructions on how to thrive, Fitzherbert’s Boke of Husbondrye
(1523) warns readers against the slippery slope of unreasonable feasting,
which begins with “loue & charyte” but “endeth in pryde & glotony,”
advising them to keep measure in all things, especially spending. Many
sixteenth-century husbandry books end up having it both ways when it
comes to giving and saving: to give (appropriately and on the correct
occasion) will pay back with more profit. Fitzherbert called this principle
the “sede of dyscrecyon”: “For this sede of dyscrecyon hath a wonders
property / for the more that it is take[n] of or lent of / the more it is. And
therfore me semeth it sholde be more spyrytuall than temporall / wherin
is a great dyuersyte / for a temporall thynge the more it is deuyded the
lesse it is / and a spyrytuall thynge the more it is deuyded the more it
is.”1® As Bataille or Mauss might observe, this compensatory model does
not really count as giving freely, even if the symbolic burden of eventual
compensation is placed on providence rather than social obligation. Like
social obligation, however, it operates according to a temporal delay:
Fitzherbert’s seed of discretion works like a wager or venture, betting on
expenditure in the short term but counting on a restricted economy in
future time.

Thomas Nashe’s Summer’s Last Will and Testament stages a conflict
between miserly hoarding and wild prodigality among the seasons them-
selves. In Nashe’s play, a character called Christmas is a radical miser and
one of the sons of Winter, who enters with the motto Liberalitas liberitate
perit. In this Christmas philosophy, liberality consumes itself. Summer,
who is attempting to select a proper heir, objects to Christmas’s exces-
sive scrupulosity, complaining: “Why, thou should’st spend, thou should’st
not care to get. Christmas is god of hospitality.”!” Christmas responds,



46 Jessica Rosenberg

“So will he neuer be of good husbandry. I may say to you, there is many
an old god, that is now growne out of fashion. So is the god of hospitality.”
Drawn conspicuously against type, Christmas is “a pinch-back, cut-
throate churle, / That keepes no open house, as he should do, / Delighteth
in no game or fellowship, / Loues no good deeds, and hateth talke, / But
sitteth in a corner turning Crabbes, / Or coughing o’re a warmed pot of
Ale.”™® To Summer’s outrage and confusion, Christmas refuses to enter
singing a carol (“A merry Carroll would haue grac’t thee well,/ Thy ances-
tors haue vs’d it heretofore”), and disdains all feasting and hospitality.!
Nashe thus chooses to localize this conflict between generosity and scru-
pulosity—between good housekeeping and good hospitality—in the ironic
rendering of Christmas, who believes the opposite of what he ought. In
fact, as a reflection on the relationship between thrift, revelry, and inher-
itance—that is between dynastic time and seasonal time—Nashe’s work
offers a fascinating foil to the household philosophies of Hamlet and Tuss-
er’s Pointes.”? Like Hamlet, Nashe’s play is a drama of inheritance, and—
like Shakespeare’s play—it turns on the possibility that an heir might be
elected who disrupts the natural sequence of things. Like, Tusser’s Pointes,
it approaches this reflection on time and sequence through the seasons of
the calendar year.

The irony of Nashe’s miserly Christmas, however, is not quite so
unprecedented: as Christmas says, the god of hospitality is grown out of
fashion. Nashe’s depiction of chilly Christmas specifically evokes contem-
porary complaints of decay in the holiday’s observance, especially in the
hospitality and generosity of aristocrats who traditionally opened their
doors to locals for holiday celebration. Though there is some disagree-
ment among scholars about the degree to which Christmas celebrations
actually were curtailed in practice in the late sixteenth century, a range
of subjects, issuing widespread complaints about the decay of hospitality,
understood a new neglect of Christmas entertainment to mark a break
with tradition on the part of those “that ancientlie did entertaine hospi-
talitie.”?! As early modern subjects experienced what felt like an epochal
break in the experience of Christmas and in the moral obligations of one
social class to another, ancient hospitality seemed in the midst of being
irrevocably lost.

Historians take this widespread anxiety about a “decline in hospitality”
to be symptomatic of a transitional moment in the structure of English
society and economy, as the social fibers of a moral economy seemed
to come into conflict with a burgeoning profit economy.”> And, indeed,
while some of this widespread anxiety about the decay of hospitality may
reflect broader structural tensions at a transitional moment, Christmas
nonetheless stood out for specific attack and took on particular symbolic
value. Christmas had long been a time of “misrule”: of social inversion,
excess consumption, suspension of regular standards and social restraints.
So-called Lords of Misrule were appointed on Christmas day to head up
an alternative hierarchy, acting as temporary sovereigns of households or
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parishes.?? But, in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, Lords
of Misrule in particular were frequently sermonized against and banned in
many parishes. Christmas thus seemed not only to oppose but to invert and
overturn the household law that “thrift” names, and much celebration of
Christmas turned not just on expectations of generosity but on the specific
suspension of hierarchy.

Holiday time thus promised a special license, as Christmas expendi-
ture was tied to the performance of social inversion—a seasonal break
with everyday life that seemed to shift household existence into the fes-
tive realm of play. Often, attacks against the prodigality and idolatry
of Christmas took the specifically dramatic object of pageants, but the
time of the holiday itself seemed performative and playful. A connection
between Christmas reorderings and drama is recognized by Stubbes, who
complains about “the other kinde of Playes, which you call Lordes of
Misrule.”?* Tusser also uses the word “play” in proximity to the Christmas
holiday, likewise signaling a shift in mode, or even a shift in rule. The
seasons of life and of the year are “all quickly forgotten as a playe on
a stage.” And, in the final stanza of “Against Fantasticall Scruplenesse,”
Tusser asks his reader to “Play thou the good felow and harken to me, /
hate none that be honest, though mery they be” (1570; sig. Dii"). In the
first point of January, the reader is told to return to his regular role, to “go
play the good husba[n]d, thy stock to renewe” (sig. Dii"). Neither role,
in Tusser’s view, is more natural—both require practice, habit, and disci-
pline—but both must be taken on and put off with the seasons. In either
case, however, play is temporary, and depends on the liberty of movement
between these different modes of being—albeit a liberty governed by the
seasons themselves.

The possibility of reversing these roles—or moving between the time and
space of play and not-play, or of holiday and thrift—could not be taken for
granted. The main complaint of Nashe’s Christmas against seasonal hospi-
tality is that the temporary liberality of Christmas might be permanently
destructive. Christmas refuses to entertain because seasonal hospitality
would undo his house, literally undermining it:

Gluttony is a sinne, & too many dunghils are infectious. A mans belly
was not made for a poudring beefe tub: to feede the poore twelue
dayes, & let them starue all the yeare after, would but stretch out the
guts wider then they should be, & so make famine a bigger den in
their bellies, then he had before. I should kill an oxe, & haue some
such fellow as Milo to come and eate it vp at a mouth-full. Or like the
Sybarites, do nothing all one yeare, but bid ghestes against the next
yeare. The scraping of trenchers you thinke would put a man to no
charges. It is not a hundreth pound a yeare would serue the scullions
in dishclouts. My house stands vpon vaults, it will fall if it be ouer-
loden with a multitude. Besides, haue you neuer read of a city that was
vnderminde and destroyed by Mowles? So, say I keepe hospitalitie,
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and a whole faire of beggers bid me to dinner euery day, what with
making legges, when they thanke me at their going away, and setling
their wallets handsomly on their backes, they would shake as many
lice on the ground, as were able to vndermine my house, and vndoe
me vtterly: It is their prayers would builde it againe, if it were ouer-
throwne by this vermine, would it? I pray, who begun feasting, and
gourmandize first, but Sardanapalus, Nero, Heliogabalus, Commodus,
tyrants, whoremasters, vnthrifts? Some call them Emperours, but
I respect no crownes, but crownes in the purse. Any man may weare a
siluer crowne, that hath made a fray in Smithfield, & lost but a peece
of his braine pan.?

Christmas entertainment would dig under the foundations of the house(hold)
like a mole, undermining both its conceptual and material architecture.
Feasting is here the habit of emperors—not just sovereigns, but “unthrifts”
who are poor governors of their own households. Though seasonal enter-
tainment is defined by those boundaries, these limits are impossible to
enforce, and threaten to turn all time into festival time.

Christmas Time in Tusser’s Pointes

Thomas Tusser responds to this danger by giving seasonal hospitality an
ambivalent place in his calendar, calling this festive section at the end of
the year “A Digression to Hospitality.” Tusser’s A hundreth good pointes
of husbandrie thus tries to navigate the periodic passage between hospi-
tality and husbandry, theorizing along the way not just the management
of superfluity but the strange place of holiday time in the annual calen-
dar. The text is assembled according to the passage of time and remains
entangled in it: the time of the seasons, the time of youth and old age,
and the time of the rhyming points themselves, the rhythms of which
pace the rhythms of the calendar in their progress from one month to
the next. Their progression, however, is neither homogeneous nor undis-
turbed. In the first edition, of 1557, one remarkable temporal distur-
bance goes under the name of “Christmas.” Published by Richard Tottel
in a slim quarto, the book begins with a brief dedicatory poem before
turning to the four-line stanzas that comprise its century of instructive
“points.” These rhyming lines are organized according to the months of
the year, beginning with August and moving sequentially through the
harvest months, winter, and the rest of the year. There are only two inter-
ruptions to this movement through the calendar: between March and
April, “A digression from husbandrie: to a point or two of huswifrie”
(1557, sig. Ci¥); and, between December and January, four points on the
subject and occasion of Christmas. Like the months that precede and
follow it, Christmas gets its own pilcrow and series of numbered points.
The holiday thus looks like a month in itself as well as an exception to
that otherwise regular temporal progression. Slipped between December
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and January, a wrinkle in time at the turn of the year, it is both in and out
of the calendar.

Christmas is not only strange because of its placement between the
months, however. At multiple points, Tusser describes the annual rhythms of
spending and saving as complementary. There is some tension, in this sense,
between an annual cycle of saving and spending, and a longer, absolute
course of increase. The points themselves follow this latter pattern in their
enumerated accumulation through the volume. Indeed, both the text and the
matter of the household are balanced between accumulation and dispersal,
as husband and housewife must mediate between hospitality’s open door
and husbandry’s closed storehouse.

In the editions of 1570 and 1573, the rupture at Christmastime has
been amplified. The edition of 1570 turns from the monthly progression
of points to a cluster of longer poems by announcing “A digression” and
enjoining the reader to “leaue husbandrie sleeping.” In the 1573 volume,
for which the titular number of points expands to 500, this festive section
begins under the title of “A digression to hospitalitie,” but is called in the
table of contents, “A digression directing to hospitalitie,” helping us see
more clearly that the “to” of this alternate course is both spatial (hospi-
tality is the destination) and commanding, delivering not just the text but
the obedient reader to the proper seasonal decorum. Beginning with these
editions, the yuletide suspension of the calendar’s progress is accompa-
nied by a break in the work’s otherwise continuous formal composition.
A small collection of poems follows, each appearing for the first time in
the 1570 edition, a gathering that as a whole digresses from the com-
pact and practical “points” preceding them, from the work’s procession
from month to month, and from the volume’s repeated endorsement of
storage, accumulation, and thrift. The poems emphasize the importance
of giving to the poor and opening one’s home during these often barren
months, pairing these ethical instructions with reminders of the fragility
of life and inevitability of death. (Winter is, Tusser reminds his reader, “a
nipper of all thing in euery age.”) At the same time, the efficiently instruc-
tive points of November and December have given over to something
more like a verse miscellany. These short poems do not participate in
the volume’s general system of accounting, and make no contribution to
rendering the debt of 100 or 500 points promised by Tusser’s title page.
The Christmastime poems, then, are presented not just as digression, but
as surplus, a part of the book unkept by the bookkeeping to which the
numbered points are subject.

In Tusser’s formulation, Christmas hospitality thus digresses from the
regular course of husbandry on multiple registers, each layered in the book
itself and in the everyday labors of the household: literary form, calendri-
cal form, and the form and content of household advice. These threads are
already woven together in the collection as a whole, organized under the
logic of what Tusser calls “thrift” to name a practice of prudent manage-
ment that combines sensible spending (in our modern sense) with the vital



50 Jessica Rosenberg

proliferation we would now call thriving. This is hardly an original usage
of the word, but it serves as a linchpin to the work as a whole, governing
household matter and textual matter, the time of reading and the time of
labor and provision. The goal, as Tusser explains in his “Ladder to Thrift,”
is “To make prouision thriftilie,” and we ought to take this sense of provi-
sion precisely—an injunction to look forward, toward any future of dearth
or cold or old age, and to gather accordingly. In the 1557 edition, a couplet
concluding a sonnet on the properties of the months applies to the course
of a year and to the course of a life: “So widsom bid kepe, and prouide
while we may: / For age crepeth on as the time passeth away” (sig. Di").
The practice of accumulation that Tusser’s Pointes delineate and exhort
entails this distinctive temporal orientation, a turning out of the present
and toward future contingency. The time of thrift is always turned away
from itself.

Throughout the calendar, the time of reading is keyed to the time of
the year, and Tusser explicitly marks any suspension in this correspon-
dence. In the only other nonmonthly section in the midst of the 1557
edition—titled, “A digression from husbandrie: / to a point or two of
huswifrie”—Tusser steps out of the course of time: “Now here I think
nedeful, a pawse for to make: / to treate of some paines, a good huswife
must take” (sig. Ci¥). This pause transforms the time of the text and the
object of its address, as Tusser turns explicitly to the housewife, whose
labors here follow a different seasonal and textual rhythm. With this
“pawse,” Tusser asserts what we could call in narratological terms a dis-
parity between the time of story and the time of discourse.?® In doing so,
he reminds us of the keyed pacing between point and calendrical time that
we had previously been following, but also affirms our ability to step out
of it—an assertion that objectifies and naturalizes the time of the calendar
by setting it against the husbandly perspective onto time. A similar kind
of stepping aside is essential when we come to Tusser’s digression at the
end of December.

This general injunction to store for the future rather than spend in the
present sits uneasily with the expenditures of Christmas. A time of pour-
ing out instead of taking in, of spending before saving, the holiday exhorts
husband and housewife to “be mery, and thanke god of all: / and feast thy
pore neighbours, the great with the small.” It is, as Tusser’s poem reminds
us, “an apt time to spend.” The first of the 1557 Christmas points turns the
poem’s address to the housewife:

Get Iuye and hull, woman deck vp thyne house:
and take this same brawne, for to seethe and to souse.
Prouide vs good chere, for thou knowst the old guise:
olde customes, that good be, let no man dispise.
(sig. Bii")
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Tusser’s embrace of “olde customes” defends traditional hospitality against
the attacks of those like Stubbes but also against social transformations that
drew the gentry out of the country and into the city for holidays, leading
to complaints of the “destruction of ancient hospitalitie.”?” Michael Bristol
attributes the gift-governed logic of Tusser’s Chrismastime to the force of the
Nativity as a kind of “divine potlatch or lavish expenditure.”?® On one level,
a suspension of the law of thrift places Christmastime under an alternate dis-
pensation, closer to the temporary festive jurisdiction overseen according to
custom by the lord of misrule. As closer attention to Tusser’s text shows, the
inversion of regular husbandry is awkwardly perched on the yearly calen-
dar and in the makeup of the book. If good husbandry promises to instruct
in good household rule (specifically through the compilation of individual
rules), it is not clear what the effect of possible misrule—or the suspension of
rule in general—might be on either the form or content of Tusser’s advice.”’

Tusser is clear that the time of Christmas can only ever be exceptional.
January begins by marking this shift back into everyday husbandry: “When
Christmas is done, kepe not Christmas time still: / be mindefull of rering,
and loth for to kill” (1557; sig. Bii¥). The break is firm. Christmas thus
incites both a dilation and a caesura in the calendar, a time outside of time
that overturns the moral economies and rhythms of nonfestive husbandry.
As the lines that follow confirm, with this move out of the holiday, the mode
of the Pointes has switched back from expenditure to increase: “For then
what thou rerist, thou nede not to dout: / will double thy gaine, ere the yere
come about”(1557; sig. Bii*-Biii"). With festive killing complete, the house-
hold can return to its habits of growth, the different arrangements of life and
death that govern the rest of the calendar year. The Pointes paints husbandry
according to a logic of (lively) capital and material accumulation—a turn that
at once economizes the natural world and naturalizes and rationalizes the
pursuit of profit. Ventriloquizing husbandry, Tusser claims at one point that
“The earth is my storehouse, the sea my fisheponde: / What they haue to
pleasure with, is in my hand”(1570; fo. 2Y).

Meanwhile, as was implicit in Tusser’s Pointes and poems on the holiday
and would have been explicit in household practices, consumption oper-
ated by way of death. To be hospitable was to take the life of animals that
might otherwise have continued to be “reared.” Like uprooting or nipping
in the bud, it represents an absolute loss. In this version of housekeeping, the
senses of “thrift” and “thrive” are still very close together, at times almost
indistinct. Husbandly thrift enables the stuff of the household to thrive:

Be gredy to spende all, and careles to saue:
and shortly be nedy, and redy to craue.
Be wilfull to kill, and vnskilfull to store:
and sone giue vp houskeping longe any more.
(1557, sig. Biii")
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In these four lines, killing and spending are paralleled, and “store” names
not just the stockpiling of stuff but the kind of stock that proliferates by
skillful cultivation. The husbandman is not an owner of inert matter but
a custodian of the miscellaneous beings that comprise the household and
its environs. His future orientation, keyed to their thriving, is in this sense
collaborative and communal. The untimeliness of hospitality, on the other
hand, is underwritten by bloodletting.

In her study of medieval illustrated calendars, Bridget Ann Henisch has
found that it is only in winter scenes that the preparation and consumption
of meals is depicted—particularly, in December, with attention given to the
slaughter of livestock and the display of their parts. The contrast is reflected
in the conclusion to a fifteenth-century rhyme: “At Martnesmasse I kylle my
swyne; / And at Cristesmasse I drynke redde wine.”3? Christmas is the time
of consumption, not production. And in this sense feasts are functional, an
occasion to work through what has been culled and cannot be stored. How-
ever restrained by custom and decorum, Christmas entertainment does operate
according to the fiction of free expenditure. As becomes especially clear in the
emphasis on eating meat in the winter holidays, hospitality operates by con-
sumption, and might easily tilt into willful and wild destruction.?!

Because of Tusser’s distinctive understanding of the nature and function of
his book, these parallel transformations in calendar and economy are accom-
panied by a seasonal disruption of literary form. Throughout the various edi-
tions, Tusser makes increasingly clear that the points themselves are meant to
participate in the logic of husbandry, counted among the res parvae that the
husbandman busily amasses.>?> The “Digression” that appears in the 1570
edition also inaugurates a formal transformation. The poems that follow are
organized in longer groups of stanzas and given titles printed in italic that sit
above the denser blackletter verse below. We have wandered out of Tusser’s
prudent precepts and into the realm of something more like a lyric miscellany,
as if the Pointes have turned for the holidays from their regular progression of
couplets to another genre entirely—one that formally plays out the principles
of generosity and hospitality espoused in the poems themselves (including
“A description of apt time to spend” and “Against fantasticall scruplenesse”).

The short poems that appear in this section have several remarkable affin-
ities with the most influential lyric miscellany of this period, the Songes and
Sonettes first published, like the first edition of Tusser’s Pointes, by Richard
Tottel in 1557. By the time Tusser’s 1570 edition had appeared, Tottel had
brought out at least six editions of his miscellany. The poems in this section
echo Tottel’s Miscellany both typographically and generically, displaying
the verse itself in blackletter and the summary titles in an airier roman or
italic font above, some of them with pilcrows. The titles—nearly all of them
“A description of ...”—also seem directly inspired by the patterns of titling
in Tottel’s Miscellany. Compare the layout of the pages between Songes and
Sonettes (Figure 2.1) and the 1570 Pointes (Figure 2.2), noting the visual
shift that begins with the “digression.”
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Figure 2.1 Songes and sonettes, written by the right honorable Lorde Henry
Haward late Earle of Surrey, and other (London: Richard Tottel, 1557),
sig. Aii'—Aiii".

In his preface to the first issue of the Songes and Sonettes in 1557, Tottel
associates the publication of poetry with a moral economy of expenditure and
circulation, echoing popular complaints about Christmas in his accusations
against inhospitable noble hoarders. In publishing poems previously limited
to private manuscript circulation, he describes himself as obeying an ethical
imperative of redistribution, a charitable impulse that he puts forth within
a national frame: “It resteth now (gentle reader) that thou think it not euyll
done, to publishe, to the honor of the Englishe tong, and for profite of the
studious of English eloquence, those workes which the vngentle horders vp of
such treasure, haue heretofore enuied thee.”33 For too long, he suggests, man-
uscript poetry had been circulated only in the hands of a few, locked up in the
inhospitable spaces of the court. Tottel thus presents himself both as learned
improver of the commonwealth and as a kind of Robin Hood figure, who has
just broken vernacular poetry from the jail of aristocratic courtly circuits.3*
His purpose, then, is altruism and magnanimity: the book itself is presented
as a hospitable space. With this attack on hoarding as ungentle, Tottel makes
us ask what counts as the good husbanding of poems.

This social and economic logic is intensified when the miscellaneous poems
appear at Christmastime, as they first do in the 1570 editions of the Pointes
with these titles: “A description of time and the yere,” “A description of lyfe



54 Jessica Rosenberg

A bundred good pointes of Hufbandrie  Fo.1a 5 A difeription of Iyfe,and riches . -
: 5 33 mmmmn,mnumm,mmmk
02 FEITO mbl’::&n'g!‘?pmmmw tn fonuner get bitteis, lealtaftes wewant, . ;
Anharuelt we carey in cozne and the fruit,
52 Soetone from another ful twentp foote wibe, i wintet to fpendeas we nede of eche Mte,
to ftand ag he ffoobe,ig a parte ofhis paide,
The fapzer gotten,is beft as peknowe, Thepeare J compareas J findeforatvuty,
muwyzmu,mlﬁdpmm the fpzing bnto ode,the fommer topouth, .
ﬂ:l;e barueft to manhoDe the winter to age,
Ere Twelftidebe gone, let the Yol belet blood, all quichtp agaplape on a Gage,
mﬁmmmr nnﬂ;unnmwgnn.
m:?mmmm' o e e
W‘? .o. - g Time comming is feared,and therefoze we faue,
O . yet oft eve it come we be gon to the graue,

A digrefiion : ;
EauehulanbricNecping s whlepemuntdo, | §ddeforiptionof bfe
folcame fbouGepingalefony o ; D Tpehes. _ !

ot bbb but bailp difeme e map,
Though thou Dot Defend it bnfbent foz tobee, ﬁmwm-manmmw
anothet (al pende it,no thanke buto thee, Fnd to count on fo fure and (o fufk,
How euer we climbe to accomplifhe themynde, ”m‘!‘f ¢,auD to tuene into dulk,
wwmamﬂimlpmﬁtcmm Thelandeg and the riches thathere offele, *
be none of our o\wne,if a &Sod mep;ofﬂrp
- Ady jﬁmg"nm Bt lent e of him,as his talent of golde,

the peve, which being Demaunded who can it withoide,

F &ob to thy doinge a time theee ig fent, @obmaketh no wapting that fuftp doth fap,
Otum wmmminuumwm how long we fhal haue it,a peare oz a Dap: ;
Fortymeigitfelfebutatimeforatyme, :ﬁutl e it we muftChow focuer we lie)

o full foonie,ag the tung of a chpine, % mwmmmmkﬁmmmm

Figure 2.2 Thomas Tusser, A hundreth good pointes of Husbandry, lately maried
vnto a Hundreth good poynts of Huswifery (London: Richard Tottel,
1570), fo. 12r-v.

and ryches,” “A description of house kepyng,” “A description of Christmas,”
“A description of apt time to spend,” “Against fantasticall scruplenesse,”
and “Christmas husbandly fare.” In this, they again closely echo Tottel’s
Miscellany, the first four poems of which are likewise titled “Descriptions”
of one kind or another, as are another dozen or so throughout the collection.
This is one reason to think that this section has been reorganized by Tottel
himself, who is now thought by many to be the editor of the Songes and
Sonettes and, specifically, the source of the poems’ titles.>

Within the temporal pause that this digression represents—while hus-
bandry is still, at this moment, sleeping—these “descriptions” enact a prod-
igal performance of dilation. Introduced under the sign of digression and
filling out the time of Christmas, the writing down that “description” names
is also a writing off and a writing out—a performance of copiousness, in
other words, that confirms the “apt time” to linguistically spend and resists
“fantastical [lexical] scruplenesse” (a charge that might easily be levied
against the rest of Tusser’s collection.)®® These poems are not sequentially
sutured to a natural course of time like the monthly points that precede
and follow them; indeed, unhooked from such a sequence, they unbind the
reader from that determinate correlation, giving the (aspiring or just prurient)
husbandman a vantage on the passage of time that is not bound by that
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temporal movement. The digression withdraws from the calendar only to
capture it symbolically. The exceptional time of Christmas expenditure,
then, is also the strange time and space of literary proliferation. The lyrical
and formal license that accompanies this logic of exception in fact performs
a powerful version of the misrule that Stubbes and others feared, rewriting
household jurisdiction from a position liminally outside of it, replacing it
not with misrule but with the better jurisdiction of description.

Preserving Digression: Shakespeare’s Spendthrift Sighs

In describing Hamlet’s excessive mourning, Claudius also admonishes the
Prince for having perverted a most natural sequence. By extending what
should merely be a “term” of obsequious sorrow, Hamlet displays not grief,
but a “simple and unschooled” understanding of it. Claudius reminds Hamlet
that mourning (obsequies) follow a natural sequence and term, much like a
genealogical sequence of fathers:

“Tis sweet and commendable in your nature, Hamlet,

To give these mourning duties to your father,

But you must know your father lost a father,

That father lost, lost his — and the survivor bound

In filial obligation for some term

To do obsequious sorrow. But to persever

In obstinate condolement is a course

Of impious stubbornness, ‘tis unmanly grief,

It shows a will most incorrect to heaven,

A heart unfortified, a mind impatient,

An understanding simple and unschool’d.
(1.2.87-97)

The solution, Claudius proposes, is for Hamlet to “throw to earth / This
unprevailing woe, and”—and this is the rub—“think of us / As of a father.”
To exchange fathers, in Claudius’s mind, is not only necessary, but pious,
manly, correct, fortified, and patient. Hamlet’s obsession with grief refuses
Claudius’s proposed indifference to the particulars; “Why seems it so partic-
ular with thee,” Gertrude inquires of her son’s grief (1.2.75).

Patricia Parker has connected Hamlet’s comment on his mother’s
remarriage—“Thrift, thrift, Horatio”—to other examples of the play’s obses-
sion with sequence, its almost compulsive return to “preposterous” moments
of sequential disruption or reordering.3” For all of Hamlet’s obsession with
“obsequies” and mourning, the play is overrun with the “maimed rites”
(5.1.12) of terrible and abrupt burials.3® The violent insult of “thrift” in this
case registers a deep untimeliness, a rupture in natural order vividly embodied
in Hamlet’s description of cold, leftover flesh. Hamlet, to Claudius (as Gertrude,
to Hamlet), suffers from a case of bad timing that fails to fulfill the expecta-
tions of his gender. Appropriate mourning—in its u#nthrifty mode—thus seems
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untimely in the specific sense that it resists being bound by the finite “term”
that shapes Claudius’s restricted temporal economy. Offering advice to Laertes
after the death of his father, Claudius reiterates this emphasis on time:

Not that I think you did not love your father,
But that I know love is begun by time,
And that I see, in passages of proof,
Time qualifies the spark and fire of it.
There lives within the very flame of love
A kind of wick or snuff that will abate it;
And nothing is at a like goodness still,
For goodness, growing to a pleurisy,
Dies in his own too-much.
(4.7.109-117)

The stoppage of time that mourning represents quickly turns to excess: it
“dies in its own too-much.” A technique of temporal management, prudence
can never simply stay still. Claudius depicts the stillness of a temporal
digression—like Hamlet’s mourning—as a deadly pathology.

Claudius continues his advice to Laertes by inverting Hamlet’s language of
thrift, calling excessive mourning a kind of reckless expenditure and inaction:

That we would do,
We should do when we would; for this ‘would’ changes
And hath abatements and delays as many
As there are tongues, are hands, are accidents,
And then this ‘should’ is like a spendthrift sigh
That hurts by easing.
(4.7.117-122)

A close kin to this spendthrift sigh, Hamlet’s grief is exorbitantly unprof-
itable, poured out in the excesses of his speech, useless and—as a kind of
matter—without substance.3? Claudius’s “spendthrift sighs” offer one exam-
ple of a frequent use in Shakespeare’s works of negative cognates of “thrift”
to refer to linguistic events. All of these unthrifty attempts at language or
expression fall flat or pour out fruitlessly; they are what J. L. Austin would
call “infelicitous” speech acts, in these cases not just ineffective but actively
wasteful. Claudius’ phrase is closely echoed by Viola in Twelfth Night, who

also wonders what fruit her performance might bear:

What will become of this? As I am man,
My state is desperate for my master’s love;
As I am woman,—now alas the day!—
What thriftless sighs shall poor Olivia breathe!
(2.2.36-39)
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The image of leaky passion likewise effeminizes Hamlet, suggesting with the
word “sigh” that we should group his ritual insistence with other cases of
(erotic) misrecognition. A spendthrift throws his or her affective energies at an
improper object. Shakespeare’s Sonnets likewise connect material and tempo-
ral prodigality to a problem of language—here, the work of the poems them-
selves. Throughout those early in the sequence, the poet worries repeatedly
about the young man’s unthriftiness—not just his vanity or prodigality in the
sense that Helgerson describes the phenomenon of “Elizabethan Prodigals,”
but in the precise sense of his failure to produce an heir, to bear fruit.*’ As
the poet asks in Sonnet 4, “Unthrifty loveliness, why dost thou spend / Upon
thyself thy beauty’s legacy?”(l.1-2). What might seem a static fault—his failure
to produce—is in fact a kind of consumption. Sonnet 2 frames this imperative
of use within the time of the agricultural calendar: in forty winters, will he
have prepared prudently for the cold of old age? Poor thrift would leave him
unprepared for winter: “Then being ask’d where all thy beauty lies, / Where
all the treasure of thy lusty days, / To say, within thine own deep-sunken
eyes, / Were an all-eating shame and thriftless praise” (1.5-8). This praise is
thriftless specifically because it fails to produce a son: only the beloved can
do that, by procreating. This waste is a kind of hoarding: unsoundly storing
treasure deep within himself, rather than opening it to future use. Like Tottel’s
hoarders-up of manuscripts, short-sighed and anti-social, there is something
ungentle in this picture. Inhospitably, the beloved is not keeping his house
(in the genealogical sense) warm for winter: “This were to be new made when
thou art old, / And see thy blood warm when thou feel’st it cold” (1.13-14).

The young man is thus unthrifty in a sense we have seen several times
over: he fails to extend a sequence. Like Claudius’s Hamlet, he “dies in his
own too-much.” It also returns us to the misogynist logic behind the remark
from Hamlet with which we began: with its instrumentalization of house-
hold intimacy, Hamlet’s language of thrift miniaturizes, domesticates, and
feminizes the political force of Gertrude’s remarriage, eliding his own invest-
ment in a guaranteed succession. In its early modern articulations, discourses
of household thrift were inseparable from the rhyming pair in which the term
often appeared—*“wiving and thriving.” The real and symbolic burden of bal-
ancing thrift and hospitality was often women’s work, and, as Lorna Hutson
has argued, the resignification of thrift and profit in early modern England
turned on a rhetorical strategy that symbolically deployed women to displace
this responsibility.*! Reduced to the maxim offered in A Godlie Form of
Household Gouernment (1612): “The dutie of the husband is, to be a giver:
and of the Wife, to be a saver.”*? In Sonnet 2 (as throughout the first part of
the sequence), the work of women in thrift and household maintenance is
elided in favor of a masculine fantasy of increase—of fathers and sons and
fathers ad infinitum. Hamlet’s vitriol toward his mother hones in precisely
on her disruption of this fantasy; but from another angle, one that Hamlet
cannot abide, her “thrift” is a rational strategy of household management.
It serves—instead of a direct line of descent—herself and the household.
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Once again, a language of thrift emerges with urgency at moments where
a natural sequence is threatened. But why should every digression represent
a fatal disruption? As we have seen in Tusser and Nashe, digressions from
sequence may not be disruptive at all. Tusser’s interruption of the sequential
calendar is not preposterous; it does not disrupt or overturn the natural order.
Instead, his seasonal digression elegantly manipulates the passage of textual
time, while the digressive poems affirm the fixity of temporal sequence from
a point outside of it. The holiday digression does not disorder the household,
nor does it merely offer the kind of social safety valve that critics and histo-
rians have often attributed to carnival. Instead, it gathers and sequesters the
potentially disordering license of festival time within the orderly aesthetic
license of a miniature verse miscellany. By moving out of the time of the cal-
endar toward something that looks like literature, Tusser’s digression renders
stable the object of the calendar itself. His digression from sequence feeds
and fixes sequence by using the codes of holiday hospitality to enframe an
abstract reflection on time and its passage. Crucially, however, the stabil-
ity of both modes is contingent on the terms of transfer between them—a
spatial language of movement or transport that Tusser frequently uses to
describe mediation between textual modes and between hospitable orienta-
tions. These metaphors of movement are essential: Tusser manages conflict-
ing times of hospitality by turning them figuratively into spaces, literary topoi
with doors to be open or shut, and through which the husbandman might
travel as both host and surveyor. His “digression” accords in this sense with
the general spatial strategy of provision, which fixes the fleeting passage of
time in the table of a calendar—a tropological domestication that preserves
the expenditures of both time and of hospitality in the space of digression.

But there is something more to the resonances we hear between Tusser’s
Pointes, Hamlet, and Sonnet 2. Echoing Claudius and Viola, the image of
“thriftless praise” in Sonnet 2 has several senses that connect expenditure
and waste to the stuff of linguistic utterance. More than a description of
the beloved’s thriftlessness, the image captures something about the proj-
ect of the Sonnets in general: an anxiety that the efforts of poetic praise
(like a “spendthrift sigh”) might not come to fruition. Lyric composition
itself (again, like Christmas) enacts expenditure and loss. As Thomas Greene
suggests in his reading of husbandry in the Sonnets, “To compose poetry is
expensive, just as loving is expensive.”*> More expansively, Georges Bataille
writes that poetry is synonymous with unproductive expenditure, as a name
for “the least degraded and least intellectualized forms of the expression of a
state of loss.”** Barbara Correll has very suggestively argued we consider the
mixing of erotic and economic registers in Renaissance poetry in the context
of Bataille’s conception of a general economy, of “squandering without reci-
procity.”® The common poetic language of debt, value, and currency is not
merely metaphorical, she argues. Rather than borrowing from the separate
sphere of a restricted economy, poetry participates in an economy, too—
though one of expenditure and loss and not scarcity and accumulation.
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By drawing on deep and longstanding tensions between hospitality
and thrift, Tusser’s Pointes (with Tottel’s other poetic publications) lay the
groundwork for an analogous view, inscribing an attachment to expendi-
ture in the visual form of the printed text. Lyric language—both volumes,
in their various editions, seem to say—should not be understood according
to a restricted economy of scarcity. According to this picture, poetry, love,
loss, and Christmas hospitality all operate by pouring out rather than gath-
ering in. These are ventures that rarely pay off—and should not, perhaps, be
undertaken with hope of compensation.

Thrift and the possibility of its breach have haunted both the material-
ity of household practice and the material of poetic language in the texts
I have considered in this essay. This relationship, however, is not strictly a
homology between kinds of efficiency, or between parallel economies, sym-
bolic and real. As Bataille writes, as a rarified form of unproductive expen-
diture, poetic expense may “[cease] to be symbolic in its consequences,”
as it becomes a kind of sacrifice—for the poet, a real and not symbolic
loss.*® With his poetic publications, Richard Tottel seems to agree, echoing
the defenders of traditional Christmas hospitality in a refusal of “excessive
scrupulosity.” In Tottel’s redistributive fantasy, the promise of the printing
press thus looks something like Bataille’s image of the sun as a force that
“gives without ever receiving,” the naturalistic core from which his concep-
tion of surplus was generated. Of course, Tottel is selling these books, and
it is unlikely that this optimistic picture of textual hospitality is in reality a
fantasy of loss and expenditure.*” As we saw with Tusser’s Pointes, these
expenditures of form and time are always enframed—literally, bound.

But it is significant that this is the language in which a nascent literary sphere
is delineated in this moment—that is, as a kind of effusive (and always poten-
tially self-destructive) hospitality. As Derrida writes, an act of hospitality can
“only ever be poetic.” The examples I have considered in this essay help us see
an unexpected richness in Derrida’s choice of the word “poetic” to denote these
strange effects of hospitality. His use of the word, I would suggest, is in fact
made possible by the specific history we glimpse in Tusser and in Shakespeare.
“Poetic” here indexes the genealogy of a literary culture and social formation in
which poetry comes to name a certain effect of openness and generosity—one
that was fundamentally in formation at this moment in early modern literary
culture. As Tusser, Tottel, and Shakespeare have shown us, however, we would
do well to register the inverse of Derrida’s equation: an act of poetry in these
works can only be legible as such if it is already an act of hospitality.

Notes

This essay is deeply indebted to the conversations begun in our 2013 Shakespeare
Association of America (SAA) seminar on “Shakespeare and Hospitality.” I am
grateful to all of the participants and to groups at the University of Southern California
and the Huntington Library who read this work and provided invaluable sugges-
tions. For their close engagement, I would especially like to thank the editors of this
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volume as well as Dympna Callaghan, Margreta de Grazia, Heather James, Rebecca
Lemon, Carla Mazzio, and Marjorie Rubright. Images included are by permission of
the Huntington Library, San Marino, California.
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of thrifty “doubling” closely fits the doubleness of thrift I have argued here is at
work in Hamlet’s accusation. I am grateful to Dympna Callaghan for this citation.
R. S. White, “Opbhelia’s Sisters,” in The Impact of Feminism in English Renaissance
Studies, Dympna Callaghan, ed. (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2007), 93-113.

. Because hospitality must be offered graciously, “graciously offered beyond debt

and economy, offered to the other, a hospitality invented for the singularity of
the new arrival, of the unexpected visitor,” Derrida writes that the law of unlim-
ited hospitality becomes an exception to law as such: “This unconditional law of
hospitality, if such a thing is thinkable, would then be a law without imperative,
without order and without duty. A law without law, in short.” Jacques Derrida,
with Anne Dufourmentelle, Of Hospitality, trans. Rachel Bowlby (Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press, 2000), 83.

. When Marcellus compares the uncanniness of the first scene to the strange tem-

porality of a cock’s crow on Christmas—“The bird of dawning singeth all night
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long: / And then, they say, no spirit dares stir abroad”—Horatio does not seem
fully persuaded, responding, “So I have heard, and do in part believe it.” Though
it is not possible to go into more depth here, much more could be said about the
relationship between Hamilet and Christmas. Alvin Kernan believes that Hamlet
was performed on the day after Christmas at Hampton Court, before James and
Anne. (Marcellus’ words about Christmas, he writes, “would have struck the right
holiday tone.”) Alvin Kernan, Shakespeare, the King’s Playwright: Theater in the
Stuart Court, 1603-1613 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995), 31. Anselm
Haverkamp draws more philosophical implications from the possibility that the
play took on some of the allegorical features of a court masque, and takes its
possible performance at this particular holiday as a “provocation” (“The Ghost
of History: Hamlet and the Politics of Paternity,” Law and Literature 18, no. 2
[2006], 171-97; 189-90). On this opening scene and temporality of the play in
general, see Richard Wilson, “When the Cock Crew: The Imminence of Hamlet,”
Shakespeare 3, no. 1 (2007), 1-17. On the winter seasonality of Hamlet, see also
Catherine Belsey, “Shakespeare’s Sad Tale for Winter: Hamlet and the Tradition
of Fireside Ghost Stories,” Shakespeare Quarterly 61,no. 1 (2010), 1-27.

. Derrida, Of Hospitality, 2.
. Thomas Tusser, A hundreth good pointes of husbandry lately maried vnto a

hundreth good poynts of huswifery: newly corrected and amplified with dyuers
proper lessons for housholders, as by the table at the latter ende, more plainly
may appeare (London: Richard Tottel, 1570), sig. Bi". Subsequent references to
the Pointes will appear in text, with reference to the edition date and signature.
Philip Stubbes, The Anatomie of Abuses (London: Richard Jones, 1583), sig. O8".
King Lear can also profitably be read in light of the seasonal affiliations of expen-
diture in early modern England. The play was advertised as having been per-
formed on St. Stephen’s Day, the day after Christmas and a time traditionally for
giving to the poor, as in King Wenceslas’s famous wassailing. Lear may in this
context be seen as a fable on expenditure and destructive redistribution. Taking
Lear as “Shakespeare’s meditation on a zero-sum economy,” Richard Halpern
argues that the play imagines a response to a crisis of consumption among the
aristocracy (The Poetics of Primitive Accumulation [Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1991], 215-70). More recently, Brian Sheerin has read “nothing” in the
play as a political reflection on expenditure, using Bataille to find in it a version
of sovereignty without ontology (Brian Sheerin, “Making Use of Nothing: The
Sovereignties of King Lear,” Studies in Philology 11, no. 4 [2013], 789-811).
On Lear and hospitable expenditure in relation to household practices and
debates, see Elton, “King Lear” and the Gods (Lexington: University Press of
Kentucky, 1988), 287-98; and Heather Dubrow, Shakespeare and Domestic Loss:
Forms of Deprivation, Mourning, and Recuperation (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999), 104-18.

McRae, God Speed the Plow: The Representation of Agrarian England, 15001660
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 142-51. See also Peggy Knapp,
Time-Bound Words (New York: Palgrave, 2000).

McRae, God Speed the Plow, 73-75; Lorna Hutson, The Usurer’s Daughter:
Male Friendship and Fictions of Women in Sixteenth-Century England (New
York: Routledge, 1994), chap. 1, esp. 22-30. In his treatment of the meanings of
thrift specifically in the context of Tusser’s work, Craig Muldrew places the hus-
bandman’s moralizing advice in the broader context of the early modern English
moral economy, as conceptions of thrift were closely tied to the symbolic link
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between social and financial credit (The Economy of Obligation: The Culture
of Credit and Social Relations in Early Modern England [New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 1998], 161-7).

See Scott Cutler Shershow on Shylock’s economy and especially the relationship
of usury to the parable of the talents (“Shakespeare Beyond Shakespeare,”
in Marxist Shakespeares, ed. Jean Howard and Scott Cutler Shershow
[New York: Routledge, 2001],245-64). Shershow’s identification of an ideology
of generosity at the heart of conceptions of Shakespeare’s universality, defenses
of capitalism, and in The Merchant of Venice helps deepen the connections we
are able to see between thrift and thriving. On the relation of the play’s language
of thrift to erotic expenditure, see Lars Engle, ““Thrift is Blessing’: Exchange
and Explanation In The Merchant of Venice,” Shakespeare Quarterly 37, no. 1
(1986), 20-37. Peggy Knapp explores the range of senses of “thrift” employed
in The Merchant of Venice in Time-Bound Words, 168-9.

John Fitzherbert, Here begynneth a newe tracte or treatyse moost profitable
for all husbandemen (London, 1530), sig. C3r. See also Walter De Henley, The
booke of thrift, containing a perfite order, and right methode to profite lands,
and other things belonging to husbandry. Newly Englished, and set out by 1.B.
gentleman of Caen in France (London: John Wolfe, 1589): “You ought to know
foure things, in layings out and in expenses: the first is, What yee must giue,
how & to whom, and how much you must giue: for the first, that you must giue
before need requires it: for two shillings giuen then, are better accou[n]ted of
then then twelue shillings, when neede forceth you to it: for the second, whether
you ought to giue, or to spend, and to doe it willingly, then the same shall bee
double rewarded vnto you, and if you do giue vawillingly, you shall leese all that
you doe either giue or lay out: for the thirde, giue to him that may be profitable
vnto you & to others: for the fourth, how much you must giue, neither more nor
lesse, but according as the worke is, either great, or litle, that you haue to do:
looke on the poore, not for the praises of the worlde, but for to haue the loue of
God, which giueth vs all things. You shall enlarge your lands and tenements by
your loyal men sworn” (fo. 13"). On these and other early modern husbandry
books, see G. E. Fussell, The Old English Farming Books: from Fitzberbert to
Tull, 1523 to 1730 (London: C. Lockwood, 1947.).

On the connection that Nashe’s play draws between household economy and
the festive excess of ritual time, see Lorna Hutson, Thomas Nashe in Context
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989),155-71; and C. L. Barber, Shakespeare’s
Festive Comedy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1959), 58-79.
Thomas Nashe, A pleasant comedie, called Summers last will and testament
(London: Walter Burre, 1600), sig. G4".

The association of Christmas with song on which Nashe’s allegory draws here
provides a suggestive context for its association with poetry in Tusser’s Pointes,
discussed later. On carols, see Christopher Marsh, Music and Society in Early
Modern England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 195-7.
Marsh also notes that already in the early sixteenth century the most single-sheet
printed carols were sold in December.

In a clarifying reading of the play, Marie Axton argues that Summer’s Last Will
is an argument about revelry in general, showing the significance of the lack of
song accompanying Nashe’s wintry characters. Axton, “Summer’s Last Will and
Testament: Revel’s End,” in The Reign of Elizabeth 1: Court and Culture in the
Last Decade, ed. John Guy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995),
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258-73. Daryl Palmer sees the “noisy orality” of Nashe’s entertainments playing
out a more general literary strategy of hospitality, especially through the work
of puns (Hospitable Performances: Dramatic Genre and Cultural Practices in
Early Modern England [West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press, 1992],
134-5). The character closest to the concerns and imagery of husbandry dis-
courses is Harvest, who directly echoes Tusser in saying “I keep good hospitality
for hens and geese.” Though they agree on Harvest’s connection of language
and hospitality, Palmer and Hutson take different positions on the significance
of that connection. For Palmer, “Harvest seems to suggest that an excess of lan-
guage (the Nashian problem) will enable a parallel reallocation of language and
material resources, thus fulfilling the requirements of hospitality” (147); while
Hutson, on Harvest’s language, finds that “in breaking up separate formula-
tions it refuses to ensure provision of memorable meaning for future use by the
reader” (Thomas Nashe, 123).

Felicity Heal notes that these Christmas celebrations were in fact carefully
organized: “In general the image of the noble Christmas which emerges from
the accounts is one of licensed openness, of the breach of conventions which
obtained in the giving of hospitality for most of the year, though not entirely of
genial anarchy, since a careful structure was imposed upon this display of aristo-
cratic largesse” (Hospitality in Early Modern England [Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1990], 77). Phebe Jensen argues that traditional Christmas hospitality mostly
survives the Reformation: “In England, Christmas continued to be celebrated
robustly after the reign of Henry VIII, and traditional Christmas hospitality was
practiced by Protestants throughout this period. At royal courts, great houses,
and rural parishes, Christmas in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth cen-
turies was marked with traditional pastimes such as wassailing, pageantry and
games, plays, dicing, carding, dancing, singing, present exchanges on New Year’s
Day, and, above all, feasting, with roasts, mince pies, and plum puddings prom-
inently featured” (“‘Honest mirth & merriment’: Christmas and Catholicism
in Early Modern England,” in Redrawing the Map of Early Modern English
Catholicism, ed. Lowell Gallagher [Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2012],
215). On transformations of seasonal ritual in early modern England, see Eamon
Duffy, The Stripping of the Altars: Traditional Religion in England 1400-1580
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), 11-52; and Ronald Hutton, The Rise
and Fall of Merry England (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994).

See Heal, Hospitality. In an article on the 1596 campaign for general hospitality,
Steve Hindle richly examines the responses to dearth and to a perceived decline in
charity through a focus on a series of orders issued by the privy council in Christmas
of that year. Tracing the symbolic and material “thresholds of hospitality” through
local, parish responses to these orders, Hindle shows how “the fact that general hos-
pitality did not become a legal obligation arguably only increased the moral pres-
sure on yeoman and husbandmen to throw open their doors” (“Dearth, Fasting,
and Alms: The Campaign for General Hospitality in Late Elizabethan England,”
Past & Present 172 [2001], 47). On narratives of decline, see also Keith Wright-
son, “The ‘Decline of Neighborliness’ Revisited,” in Local Identities in Late Medieval
and Early Modern England, ed. Norman L. Jones and Daniel Woolf (Basingstoke:
Palgrave, 2007), 19-49. Michael Bristol finds that, as the traditional redistribu-
tion performed by the nobility declined, new, popular forms of redistribution took
their place (“In Search of the Bear: Spatiotemporal Form and the Heterogeneity of
Economies in The Winter’s Tale,” Shakespeare Quarterly 42, no. 2 [1991], 85).
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Polydore Vergil, for example, sees the origin of these “christenmas lordes” in
the role of servants in Roman Saturnalia. For an overview of the development
of these rituals and symbols of misrule, see Hutton, The Rise and Fall of Merry
England, 9-10, 54-55; and Hutton, The Stations of the Sun: A History of the
Ritual Year in Britain (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), chaps. 1-10.
Stubbes, Anatomie; cited in Barber, Shakespeare’s Festive Comedy, 27.

Nashe, Summer’s Last Will, sig. H2™™.

Ultimately, the dualism that sustains this ostensible double-talk is never quite sta-
ble. In the sense, we might keep in mind Barbara Herrnstein Smith’s critique of
the dualism grounding Chatman’s division between these two faces of narrative.
Smith questions “whether either of these temporal disparities—or both of them
taken together—requires us to posit the existence of two distinct, independent
time orders for every narrative or, conversely, whether they can be understood
in terms that do not already assume a dual-leveled model of narrative structure”
(“Narrative Versions, Narrative Theories,” Critical Inquiry 7,no. 1 [1980],224).
Muld sacke, or the apologie of hic mulier (London, 1620), sig. C1". Cited in
Michael Bristol, Carnival and Theatre: Plebian Culture and the Structure of
Authority in Renaissance England (New York: Routledge, 1985).

Bristol, “In Search of the Bear,” 158.

It is interesting in this regard that Stubbes’s language for the transgressions of
Christmas frame them as a parody of the political order: The cause of Christmas
“fooleries” like dice-playing, mumming, and vast overconsumption, he wrote, is,
“they think they haue a commission and prerogatiue that time, to do what they
lust, and to folow what vanitie they will. But (alas) do they thinke that they are
priuiledged at that tyme, to doo euill?” (sig. O7").

Bridget Ann Henisch, The Medieval Calendar Year (University Park, PA:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1999), 30; 7.

We could consider this in light of Raymond Williams’s observation (following a
distinction made by Rosa Luxembourg) that imperatives of hospitality in early
modern England manifested a charity of consumption rather than production,
“which when applied to working societies was inevitably a mystification”
(The Country and the City [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1973], 30-32).

I explore Tusser’s miniaturized rhetoric and the temporality of his verse forms
at greater length in “The Point of the Couplet: Shakespeare’s Sonnets and Tusser’s A
hundreth good pointes of husbandrie,” ELH 83.1 (2016), 1-41. In a prefatory poem,
first appearing in the 1570 edition, Tusser or his editor prescribes the keeping of
points like the storing of grain: “Then kepe them in memorie fast, / From youth,
to the last of thy lyfe”(Aii"). Asking, “Vvhat looke ye for more in my booke?”
he offers “Things nedefull in tyme for to come.” The points themselves, in other
words, are meant to be kept as provisions—held fast in memory or inscribed on
walls or vessels. On small forms in Renaissance verse and rhetoric, see Rosalie
Colie, “Small forms: multum in parvo,” in The Resources of Kind: Genre-Theory
in the Renaissance (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1973), 32-75; and
Mary Thomas Crane, Framing Authority: Sayings, Self, and Society in Sixteenth-
Century England (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993).

Songes and sonettes written by the right honorable Lorde Henry Haward late
Earle of Surrey, and other (London: Richard Tottel, 1557), “To the reder.”

On the significance of Tottel’s making-public of these poems, see Arthur
Marotti, Manuscript, Print, and the English Renaissance Lyric (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1995, 212-28,293-302). Harold Love argues that the
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more closed coterie circulation of which Tottel complains nonetheless represents
a form of limited “scribal publication” (Scribal Publication in Early Modern
England [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993]). His emphasis on the redistribution
of property also suggests we place Tottel in the orbit of the various allusions
to Robin Hood that Jenny Mann traces in Outlaw Rhetoric in Renaissance
handbooks of rhetoric and poetry, participating in a broader debate on the legit-
imate and illegitimate reuse and redistribution of language (Outlaw Rbetoric:
Figuring Vernacular Eloquence in Shakespeare’s England [Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2012], 1-28).

Steven May convincingly rules out the most likely other possibilities, and
enriches our sense of Tottel as a literary editor, in “Popularizing Courtly Poetry:
Tottel’s Miscellany and Its Progeny,” in The Oxford Handbook of Tudor
Literature, 1485-1603, ed. Mike Pincombe and Cathy Shrank (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2009), 420-2.

Morality is not out of the picture. A digression also suggests a transgression and
the reminder that we “leave husbandry sleeping” suggests this digression might
result in some kind of bed trick. Lucrece for example complains of the vileness
of her “digression” (1.248).

Patricia Parker, Shakespeare from the Margins: Language, Culture, Context
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996), 45-48.

My reading of sequence and its consequences in what follows is indebted to
Margreta de Grazia’s insight that the play is obsessed not with Hamlet’s subjec-
tivity but with property and with the problems that ensue when its transmission
is knocked off course. In this sense, “thrift” as Hamlet uses it is another
(however partial) name for the ungrounding or deracinating of property from
land in which some of Hamlet’s most influential readers (especially Hegel
and Marx) are so interested and to which they attribute an epochal historical
shift—as de Grazia writes, “the onset of that period is marked in each case by a
ground-breaking event of an almost literal kind” (Hamlet without Hamlet, 25).
Quentin Skinner takes “spendthrift” as an example of a linguistic tactic, by
which moralists tried “to coin new and unfavorable evaulative-descriptive
terms, and apply them to describe familiar forms of social behavior which one
may have come to wish to see condemned. This happened in the case of the
ideology I have been citing with the concept of squandering and of being a
spendthrift. Both these terms became widely used for the first time at the end
of the sixteenth century in order to describe and express a new disapproval of
the aristocratic ideal of conspicuous consumption.” “Errant” and “exorbitant,”
Skinner notes, also took on their current metaphorical/evaluative uses in the
early seventeenth century. “Some Problems in the Analysis of Political Thought
and Action,” Political Theory 2, no. 3 (1974),277-303; 285.

Richard Helgerson, The Elizabethan Prodigals (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1976).

As she writes, “the division is not one of labour, but of ethical accountability in an
economy of representation. ... One of the things Xenophon and his sixteenth-century
imitators understood by ‘husbandry’ was a handy signifying system, which enabled
the strategic ennobling of practices of uncertain ethical validity, while displacing,
through sexual difference, fears about their consequences” (The Usurer’s Daughter,
50-51). We could also profitably read both Tusser’s huswife and Gertrude’s thrift in
light of Wendy Wall’s project to resignify domesticity and unearth forms of agency
and power at work in domestic spaces in Staging Domesticity: Household Work
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and English 1dentity in Early Modern Drama (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2002), 9; on Tusser, see 35-36.

Robert Cleaver, A godlie forme of householde gouernment (London: For Thomas
Man, 1598), 171. On the role of women in overseeing and keeping in order
household property, see Wendy Wall, “Forgetting and Keeping: Jane Shore and
the English Domestication of History,” Renaissance Drama 27 (1998), 123-56;
and Natasha Korda, “‘Judicious oeillades’: supervising marital property in The
Merry Wives of Windsor,” in Marxist Shakespeares, ed. Jean Howard and Scott
Cutler Shershow (London: Routledge, 2001), 82-103.

Thomas Greene, “Pitiful Thrivers: Failed Husbandry in the Sonnets,” in
Shakespeare and the Question of Theory, ed. Patricia A. Parker and Geoffrey
Hartman (New York: Methuen, 1985), 241. Greene goes on to conclude that nei-
ther expense is truly recuperable. Barbara Correll argues, however, that Greene
ultimately does not endorse the more radical version of poetic expenditure found
in Bataille, but instead cashes out this picture of loss in the form of aesthetic
profit, such that “artistic achievement outweighs, [and] ultimately contains
the anxiety it provokes” (Correll, “Terms of “Indearment”: Lyric and General
Economy in Shakespeare and Donne,” ELH 75, no. 2 [2008], 241-62; 247).
Georges Bataille, “The Notion of Expenditure,” in Visions of Excess: Selected Writ-
ings, 1927-39 (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1985), 116-29; 120.
Correll, “Terms of Indearment,” 241-62.

Bataille, “The Notion of Expenditure,” 120. Bataille here follows a division that
he has drawn of artistic productions into two kinds of expenditure: real (such
as architecture, music, dance) and symbolic (especially literature and theatre,
though expenditures of the first kind may be over layered with these kinds of
“external significations”). Bataille writes that this sense of poetry can only be
applied in rare cases, however, and in those cases the kind of expenditure swings
away from the symbolic and back to the real: “for the rare human beings who
have this element at their disposal, poetic expenditure ceases to be symbolic
in its consequences; thus, to a certain extent, the function of representation
engages the very life of the one who assumes it.”

The turn in the final part of this essay to the relation of general hospitality to lit-
erary culture deserves much further consideration, and my suggestions here are
indebted to the work of Scott Cutler Shershow, especially “Shakespeare Beyond
Shakespeare” and The Work and the Gift (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2005). The utopianism of Tottel’s redistributive project in the sense we see ear-
lier accords less with the arguments of Mauss or Bataille, but more specifically
with Lewis Hyde’s argument about the gift in relationship to the work of art.
We might therefore keep in mind Shershow’s caveat about Hyde’s connection
of Bataille’s sense of expenditure to the aesthetic. On the connections between
literary and economic discourses, Shershow writes: “these particular homolo-
gies reveal the traces of that broad historical process by which the esthetic, con-
strued as a kind of ‘gift*—a value absolutely distinguished from mere economic
value—would as such become a crucial underpinning of a system otherwise
insisting on the ‘restricted” economic values of thrift, calculation, and self-interest.
In other words, the idea of a universal esthetic seals itself off from ‘economic’
considerations, but only so as to allow the latter free reign everywhere else.
As Bourdieu has memorably expressed it, ‘art for art’s sake’ is just another way
of saying ‘business is business’” (“Shakespeare beyond Shakespeare,” 248-9). For
Shershow’s reading of Hyde, see The Work and the Gift, 139-40.



3 “Here’s Strange Alteration!”

Hospitality, Sovereignty, and Political
Discord in Coriolanus

Thomas P. Anderson

In Coriolanus, Shakespeare rewrites early modern friendship theory, asso-
ciating it with a concept of hospitality that turns friendship’s emphasis on
concord and amity into political liabilities. Depicting friendship as a form of
hospitality, Shakespeare instead conceives the constitution of friendship as a
political event that affirms antagonism and discord as irreducible dimensions
of early seventeenth-century alternative political thought. In act 4, when
Coriolanus arrives in Antium looking for Aufidius, the play stages the union
between the two enemies as an event that embodies conventional friend-
ship theory estranged by the force of hospitality that informs it. Coriolanus
arrives in Antium seeking hospitality, calling his enemy’s home a “goodly
city” (4.4.1), and the Citizen tells Coriolanus that Aufidius “feasts the nobles
of the state” (4.4.8) as he directs him to his enemy’s “house” (4.4.10). The
language between Coriolanus and the Citizen establishes Antium as a place
of conviviality, inviting even to its enemy who has “made thy widows” (4.4.2)
and made “[m]any an heir ... groan and drop” even before battle (4.4.2-4).
Greeting his enemy with open arms, Aufidius implores the Roman warrior to

Oh, come, go in,
And take our friendly senators by th’ hands
Who now are here, taking their leaves of me,
Who am prepared against your territories,
Though not Rome itself.
(4.5.130-134)!

Aufidius describes his hospitality as “most absolute” (4.5.135), while seem-
ing to qualify it with the condition that Coriolanus turn his desire for revenge
against Rome. After welcoming him into his home, he asks Coriolanus to “set
down /... thine own ways,/ Whether to knock against the gates of Rome,/ Or
rudely visit them in parts remote, / To fright them ere destroy” (4.5.137-142).
In limiting absolute hospitality at the moment that he offers it to Coriolanus,
Aufidius demonstrates the impossibility of an authentic welcome—one that
is absolute and unfettered by the force of its own conditional demands that
transgress it. Jacques Derrida comments on the force of transgression imma-
nent in hospitality itself, noting that “[i]t is as though hospitality were the
impossible: as though the law of hospitality defined this very impossibility,
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as if it were only possible to transgress it, as though the law of absolute,
unconditional, hyperbolical hospitality, as though the categorical imperative
of hospitality commanded that we transgress all the laws ... of hospitality.”?
The play’s qualifying language at the moment of the welcome announces the
limits of hospitality. Aufidius directs Coriolanus to other guests in his house
who will “[s]ay yea to thy desires” (4.5.149), and offers him “[a] thousand
welcomes!” (144). At the same time that he opens his house to his enemy and
he tells his rival that he is now “more a friend than €’er an enemy” (154), he
hedges, as if to qualify the new friendship: “Yet, Martius, that was much”
(146). Aufidius’s “yet” qualifies the event of friendship forged in this moment
of intimate hospitality, measuring its value against what it might get Aufidius
in return, and underscores its fleeting condition as a political force.

With the scene of intimate hospitality between Coriolanus and Aufidius
serving as this essay’s focus, I argue that Shakespeare links early modern hos-
pitality to a concept of friendship fraught with division and violence. Putting
into question the dialectic of virtue espoused in classical models of sovereign
amity, this association between violence and friendship underscores hospi-
tality’s political potential.® In reconfiguring classical notions of friendship
common during the early modern period, Shakespeare makes the case that
sovereign absolutism is, in fact, nourished by a form of hospitality predicated
on friendship characterized by consensus and fraternity. More specifically, the
play’s representation of a politics of friendship redistributes the force of sov-
ereign absolutism by disrupting community in favor of the force of division
and discord. According to this reading of Shakespeare’s political philosophy, a
form of political antagonism explored in Coriolanus through the contours of
personal and political friendships is the basis for an eventful politics outside
of the scope of early modern absolutist and republican models. In Coriolanus,
to know one’s friend is at the same time to know one’s enemy—or, more
precisely in relation to the depiction of hospitality at the center of this chapter,
to welcome one’s friend at the same time is to welcome an enemy. Hinted in
the rhetoric of hospitality characterizing the two warriors’ union is a concept
of friendship that upsets the formation of community and exposes the limits
of consensual politics that in Shakespeare’s political philosophy erases neces-
sary and constitutive antagonisms at the core of civic communities.

Friends Fast Forsworn

“Oh, come, go in” (4.5.130), invites Aufidius in act 4, in an instance of
hospitality that calls attention to the threshold that demarcates the guest
and host, the enemy and the friend. In Of Hospitality, Derrida explores the
erosion of this threshold in moments of absolute hospitality, the kind that
Aufidius appears to extend to his rival:

“Enter quickly.” Quickly, in other words, without delay and without
waiting ... the stranger, here the awaited guest, is not only someone to
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whom you say “come,” but “enter,” enter without waiting, make a pause
in our home without waiting, hurry up and come in, “come inside,”
“come within me,” not only toward me, but within me: occupy me,
take place in me, which means, by the same token, also take my place.*

Hospitality in Derrida’s account is depicted as an occupation, a surrogation
that twines host and guest. At the threshold of the house, Coriolanus and
Aufidius are transformed; the inviting host, as Derrida observes, “becomes
the hostage. ... The guest becomes the host’s host.”> For Derrida, as for
Shakespeare in this moment of hospitality and friendship, the “substitu-
tions make everyone into everyone’s hostage.”® In Coriolanus, the threshold
between guest and host structuring hospitality is obscured by the aporetic
logic of substitution informed by the force of friendship that transforms
enemies into friends.

Elsewhere, Derrida considers the surrogatory logic of political friendship,
speculating on the potential meaning of Montaigne’s use of Aristotle’s
declaration: “O my friends, there is no friend.”” For Derrida, this “impossible
declaration” (1) seems irreconcilable, “unjoinable” (1). Elaborating on the
contradiction in the force of friendship expressed in Aristotle’s declaration,
Derrida focuses on the declaration’s capacity to include opposing elements
within the same syntactical structure: “In two times but at the same time, in
the contretemps of the same sentence” (1). Derrida suggests that Aristotle’s
declaration of friendship paradoxically “states the death of friendship” (27),
which is, for Derrida, the “locus of the problem—the political problem of
friendship” (27). In a politics of friendship that structures the scene of abso-
lute hospitality, the friend and the enemy “ceaselessly change places” (72):
“Hence, every time, a concept bears the phantom of the other. The enemy
the friend, the friend the enemy” (72). The rhetoric of friendship in Coriolanus,
which dramatizes Aristotle’s paradox, offers a critique of sovereignty that
redistributes the contours and consequences of absolutism to other, puta-
tively more democratic political formations. His depiction of friendship in
the play, especially of the hospitality that Aufidius shows Coriolanus in
act 4, where the Roman warrior is described as “more a friend than e’er an
enemy” (4.5.145), challenges the culturally and politically dominant con-
cept of friendship informed by philosophers such as Aristotle and Cicero
and outlined most recently by Laurie Shannon in Sovereign Amity. Shannon
argues that “friends, flatterers, counselors, monarchs, tyrants and their min-
ions, and the tales of consent and counsel they enact all join to embody
a mythography of the political institution before liberalism.”® According
to Shannon, Renaissance writers “stress the making of a consensual social
bond or body that is not inherently subordinating.”” Specifically, discourses
of friendship in the sixteenth century “invariably link the mirroring of selves
with this making of (quasi-civic) bodies.”'? This aspect of doubling common
in the rhetoric of early modern friendship allegorizes an “instance of politi-
cal formation, and it finds repeated valorization in the texts of Renaissance
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self-fashioning.”'!" In drawing our attention to the period’s rediscovery of
classical friendship theory, Shannon also shows us how early modern writ-
ers conceptualized the bonds of friendship as sovereign—that is, both salu-
brious and consensually hierarchical. In effect, sovereign amity, as Shannon
points out, describes dual sovereigns consenting to a social form of parity.
She writes, “Instead of expressing dissent as such, friendship models config-
ure an image of political consent, offering a counterpoint to prevailing types
of polity. These political valences are central to ‘sovereign’ friendship’s rhe-
torical, affective, and political dispensations.”'? The intimacy of early mod-
ern sovereign amity, as Shannon shows, stresses parity and consent within
friendship as viable political forces. Shakespeare’s Roman play shows, how-
ever, that while there can be no form of democracy without the hospitality
of friends—“without the calculation of majorities, without identifiable, sta-
bilizable, representable subjects all equal” as friends'>—these democratic
forms must also respect the “irreducible singularity” that in Coriolanus is
immanent in the political economy of friendship.'*

Entering Aufidius’s house in act 4 after being banished from his beloved
Rome, Coriolanus wagers that he brings more value to Aufidius alive than he
brings to him dead. Antium, Aufidius’s city that Coriolanus once imagined as an
apocalyptic site “to oppose his hatred fully” (3.1.20), is now invitingly hospi-
table, a “goodly city” (4.1.1), and the Roman warrior surprisingly announces
that his “love’s upon/ This enemy town” (4.4.23-24). Indeed act 4, scenes 4
and 3, in which Coriolanus and Aufidius forge an alliance against Rome, are
remarkable precisely because of the shift from the militaristic, antagonistic
tone that characterizes much of the play. Upon entering his sworn enemy’s
house, Coriolanus’s vocative exclamation announces this shift: “O world,
thy slippery turns!” (4.4.12). The “slippery turns” that Coriolanus goes on to
describe involve both friendship and hospitality, specifically turning a sacred
friend into an enemy and turning an avowed enemy into a friend:

Friends now fast forsworn,
Whose double bosoms seems to wear one heart,
Whose hours, whose bed, whose meal and exercise
Are still together; who twin, as ‘twere, in love
Unseparable, shall within this hour,
On a dissension of a doit, break out
To bitterest enmity.

(4.4.12-18)

The hero’s description of his former relationship with Rome is rich with
the rhetoric of friendship common in the early modern period. The use of
phrases such as “double bosoms,” “one heart,” “still together,” “twin,” and
“unseparable” to describe the nature of the bond of friendship that conjoins
him to Rome seems to have been taken directly from descriptions of amicitia
perfecta from writers whose work Shannon explores in Sovereign Amity,

2« 2«
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including John Tiptoft, Michel de Montaigne, Thomas Elyot, and Nicho-
las Grimald. As Shannon shows, as early as 1481 Tiptoft emphasized the
similitude that characterizes ideal friendship, translating Cicero’s famous
description of a friend as “another ... same” and suggesting of friends that
“of those tweyne he shold make wel nygh one.”!> Half a century later, Elyot
writes that ideal “frendshippe” is “a blessed and stable connexion of sondrie
willes, makinge of two persones one in hauinge and suffringe ... properly
named of Philosphers the other I. For that in them is but one mynde and one
possession.”'® Employing similar tropes of friendship, Nicholas Grimald
makes amity the subject of a poem that appears in Tottel’s Miscellany.
In “Of Frendship,” he writes, “Behold thy frend, and of thy self the pattern
fee: / One soull, a wonder shall it seem, in bodies twain to bee.”!”

Other Renaissance humanists translate treatises into English that have
friendship as their central theme. Nicholas Udall’s translation of Erasmus’s
Apophthegmes describes the famous relationship between Alexander and
Haphestion according to the proverb “amicus alter ipse ... two frendes are
one soul and one body.”'® Shannon has pointed out that the error in Udall’s
translation is no mistake: “The errors here ... substituting ‘one’ body for
‘two bodies,” make no mistake: two equal corporeal bodies bound in friend-
ship constitute a single corporate or juridical body, a legal fiction creating
an operative unity.”'”> Montaigne makes a similar observation in his essay
“Of Friendship”: “In the friendship I speak of, our souls blend and melt
so entirely, that there is no more sign of the seam which joins them. If I am
pressed to say why I loved him, I feel that I can only express myself by
answering, because it was he, because it was 1.”2° Montaigne goes on to
contemplate the “fusion of ... wills” in an ideal friendship and concludes,
“Everything actually being in common between them ... and their relation-
ship being that of one soul in two bodies, according to Aristotle’s very apt
definition.”?! Montaigne’s ideal friendship has “no other model than itself,
and can be compared only with itself.”??

For these early modern writers, the bonds of ideal friendship appear
unbreakable and irreplaceable; for Coriolanus, however, untwining his bond
with Rome means also replacing one friendship with another and counting
on the hospitality of his enemy:

Unseparable, shall within this hour,
On a dissension of a doit, break out
To bitterest enmity. So, fellest foes,
Whose passions and whose plots have broke their sleep
To take the one the other, by some chance,
Some trick not worth an egg, shall now grow dear friends
And interjoin their issues. So with me.
My birthplace hate I, and my love’s upon
This enemy town.
(4.4.16-24)
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Coriolanus’s rapid transfer of affection from Rome to Antium—*“[o]n a dis-
sension of a doit” and “by some chance”—seems to counter the bonds of
true friendship, which are, according to Elyot, “confederated” and “issuing ...
out of the one body, and entringe in to the other.”?3 Using Coriolanus as an
exemplum for failed friendship, Cicero warns that “alliances of wicked men
not only should not be protected by a plea of friendship, but rather they
should be visited with summary punishment of the severest kind, so that
no one may think it permissible to follow even a friend when waging war
against his country.”?* Yet, Coriolanus’s relationship with Rome suggests
that he seems at least to view friendship as the core tenet of his political
philosophy, more valuable than any doit—a worthless coin that Coriolanus
says eventually pays for his break from his Roman fraternity.

Hostages for Rome

As the vehicle for Shakespeare to explore the force of dissensus in poli-
tics shaped by a form of absolute hospitality, the rhetoric of friendship in
Coriolanus appears in both public and private settings. The play imbricates
friendship and politics in its first scene, in which Menenius hears grievances
from Rome’s hungry citizens. First Citizen describes Caius Martius as “chief
enemy to the people” (1.1.6-7), and the friend—enemy distinction is rein-
forced when Menenius confronts the crowd. He calls the citizens, “my good
friends, mine honest neighbors” (1.1.55-56). Four more times before Caius
Martius arrives, Menenius addresses either the group of citizens or an indi-
vidual citizen as “friends” (1.1.58, 121, 132) or “friend” (1.1.118). His rhe-
torical attempt to quell the anger of the citizens notwithstanding, his use of
the rhetoric of friendship in his address to the hungry mob frames the scene
and suggests its role in the political dynamics of the play. Martius’s disdain
for the citizens in this scene and throughout the play, I suggest, is his blunt
rejection of comity and an extension of his insistence on an alternative form
of a politics of friendship foundational to the Roman state.

The citizens’ position as “great toe” (1.1.146) of the Roman assembly
describes their inferior position relative to other Roman statesmen and
turns their supplication into a plea for conditional hospitality. In the fable
of the belly, Menenius becomes a host, comparing the senators to “the
good belly” (139) nourishing the citizens, who, as his guests, are “muti-
nous members” (140), nerves, veins, and appendages of the body. Calling
the citizens his “incorporate friends” (120), Menenius as host or “store-
house” (126) administers food, delivering to the citizens their “natural
competency / Whereby they live” (130-131). The very structure of power
explored in this scene militates against a politics of friendship informed by
similitude, confederation, and union.?’ Friendship implies parity and sym-
metry, “through rational desire and free choice rather than hierarchy, phys-
icality, and self-loss or self-dilution.”?® Indeed, Martius’s rejection of the
citizens in act 1, scene 1, along with his refusal of their desires throughout
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the play, is a rejection of Roman republicanism figured as conditional
hospitality. Coriolanus’s insults—he calls the citizens “curs” (1.1.159),
“dissentious rogues” (155), “scabs” (156), and “fragments” (212)—are
motivated by an implicit challenge to the political dependency that struc-
tures Roman politics in the play.

If, as I am suggesting, we view Coriolanus’s rejection of the citizens, along
with his refusal finally to participate in Roman political custom later in
the play, as a commitment to a form of friendship emerging in the space
of failed republicanism, the play offers an affirmative politics imagined in
the portrayal of the intimate hospitality between Aufidius and Coriolanus
in act 4. Yet the alliance forged between the two bitter enemies destabilizes
hospitality as a political force at the same time that it suggests its liberating
potential.>” More precisely, the hospitality at the core of Coriolanus’s new
relationship with Aufidius in act 4 radically reconceptualizes the logic of
friendship common in the early modern period, suggesting that the play dis-
rupts the communitarian space imagined in the classical rhetoric of friend-
ship. In its wake, the play glimpses an irreducible, albeit unsustainable,
anti-community that rejects consensus.

My focus on the constitutive condition of friendship’s failure, informed
by the absolute hospitality in the scene, as a sustainable force that shapes
political sovereignty follows rich lines of inquiry offered most recently by
Graham Hammill and Julia Reinhard Lupton. In her reading of Marlowe’s
The Jew of Malta, Lupton emphasizes the erosion of “prepolitical fellowship”
into a notion of community formed by uncivil politics,”® and Hammill
argues that Marlowe’s depiction of betrayal becomes his “response to ... the
sovereign bond.”?? Hammill elaborates on the productive nature of betrayal
reflected in early modern literature in terms of the formation of political
alternatives to sovereign absolutism: “instead of positing a public space
based on national identity, [English writers] imagined a far more fractured
and fragile sense of community based on temporary political affiliations,
divided between friend and enemy, and threatened by the tyrannical incli-
nations of sovereign power—both real and imaginary.”3% At the core of the
relationship between Aufidius and Coriolanus is the force of hospitality that
precludes rapprochement and establishes rejected friendship as the critical
force against Roman state absolutism.3!

The treatment of Martius by an inhospitable Rome after his victory at
Corioles expresses the political power of the concept of friendship in the
play. Brutus acknowledges Coriolanus’s banishment in language that relies
on the friend—enemy distinction: “There is no more to be said, but he is ban-
ished / As enemy to the people and his country” (3.3.114-115). Rejoicing
over his banishment, other witnesses to Coriolanus’s punishment echo Brutus’s
language. An Aedile says, “The people’s enemy is gone, is gone!” and the
others on stage shout, “Our enemy is banished! He is gone!” (3.3.133-134).
Indeed, even before his banishment, the custom of showing his wounds to
the citizens and wearing the gown of humility is depicted as a ritual of
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friendship. The Fourth Citizen, speaking for the common people, says to
Coriolanus: “You have been a scourge to [Rome’s] enemies; you have been
a rod to her friends. You have not loved the common people” (2.3.85-87).
The Fifth Citizen follows, “We hope to find you our friend, and therefore
give you our voices heartily” (2.3.97-98). As Coriolanus asks the citizens
for their voices to make him consul, the citizens express their response in
terms of friendship. Seventh Citizen says, “Therefore let him be consul. The
gods give him joy, and make him good friend to the people!” (2.3.126-127).
In an effort to save Coriolanus’s consulship, Volumnia compares honor and
policy to “unsevered friends” (3.2.42) that in war “grow together” (3.2.43)
and encourages her son to maintain the friendship between honor and policy
in peace, where “each of them by th’ other lose / That they combine not
there” (3.2.44-45). And in language that foreshadows Coriolanus’s alliance
with Aufidius in act 4, she says, “I know thou hadst rather / Follow thine
enemy in a fiery gulf / Than flatter him in a bower” (3.2.90-92).

The language of comity that structures the scene between Coriolanus
and the citizens, as he struggles to ask for their voices, establishes friend-
ship as a force in support of absolutism even as the politics of friendship
seem to enfranchise citizens, giving them a voice in the republic.’? In an
acknowledgement of the paradox of their enfranchisement, Third Citizen
says, “We have power in ourselves to do it, but it is a power that we have
no power to do. For if he show us his wounds and tell us his deeds, we are
to put our tongues into those wounds and speak for them. So, if he tell
us his noble deeds, we must also tell him our noble acceptance of them”
(2.3.4-9). The emptiness of the ritual, I suggest, hints also at the empti-
ness of hospitality that sustains Roman absolutism with friendship that
makes Coriolanus hostage to Rome. The Third Citizen identifies a type of
friendship predicated on telling and speaking—vividly imagined as putting
a tongue in Coriolanus’s wounds. In the play’s extended association of the
coming political community and the rhetoric of friendship throughout acts
2 and 3, the citizens’ voices depict a form of communicative sociability nec-
essary to sustain political friendship and by extension civic enfranchisement,
a drive to expand the economy of friendship to include more friends in the
communitas. Coriolanus’s rejection of this mode of friendship suggests his
refusal to obscure the dissent at friendship’s core with the glib discourse of
inclusion, unanimity, and agreement.

At the end of act 3, Brutus banishes Coriolanus after describing him as
“enemy to the people of his country” (3.3.115). Coriolanus responds by
reversing the terms of his exclusion:

You common cry of curs, whose breath I hate
As reek o’ th’ rotten fens, whose loves I prize
As the dead carcasses of unburied men
That do corrupt my air, I banish you!
(3.3.117-120)
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Coming immediately after Roman tribunes banish him—<It shall be so! it
shall be so! Let him away! / He is banished, and it shall be so!” (3.3.102-104)—
Coriolanus’s decree reversing banishment and exiling the city complicates the
logic of rejection at stake in the play. James Kuzner associates this moment of
rejection with the trope of the gay outlaw or the sodomite, whose very vul-
nerability inaugurates and sustains his tenuous but potent political viability.33
Coriolanus’s “[v]agabond exile” (3.3.86), in which he turns his back on the
city in search of “a world elsewhere” (132), is precisely the moment that the
reject assumes a force preventing him from becoming a static figure vitiated
of a politically agonistic potential. The play’s reversal of the logic of exile
exposes the fantasy of comity and accord in the exclamation from the Aedile
and other citizens who witnessed the scene:

AEDILE: The people’s enemy is gone, is gone!
ALL: Our enemy is banished! He is gone!
(3.3.133-134)

In rejecting Roman hospitality, Coriolanus risks challenging the sovereign’s
prerogative to establish the friend—enemy distinction, which for Carl Schmitt
is at the core of sovereign power. The play’s exposure of the distinction,
however, is only its first step in recalibrating friendship’s political potential.
Coriolanus enters exile “alone, / Like to a lonely dragon that his fen / Makes
feared and talked of more than seen” (4.1.29-31). He proclaims the isolation
of his reject status, boasting to his mother Volumnia that he “[w]ill exceed the
common” (4.1.32) and defy capture. Given his dramatic exit as an outcast
who transforms rejection into a form of heroism, it is curious that by the end
of act 4 the Roman reject seeks an alliance with Aufidius. In turning away
from Roman hospitality to Aufidius, however, Coriolanus not only separates
himself from classical notions of friendship that have been co-opted by the
state, but he also exposes friendship’s political force to its own limitations.
Coriolanus’s language as he enters Aufidius’s house in act 4 emphasizes
conventional, early modern tropes of friendship and recalls the perversion
that characterizes absolute hospitality. The rhetoric of hospitality sutures
the divisions that previously separated the two rival warriors: “double
bosoms” are now “one heart,” “still together,” “twin,” and “unseparable”
(4.4.13-16). He imagines a future in which foes “grow dear friends / And
interjoin their issues” (22). The next scene in Aufidius’s house reinforces this
suture, as the stage directions announce that “Music plays” (4.5) and the
servingman’s repeated request for “Wine, wine, wine!” (1) creates a sense of
plenitude at Aufidius’s “hearth” (24). The companionship and plenitude
suggested in the scene, however, prove equivocal, as the servingmen refuse
to welcome Coriolanus into the “goodly house” (5). Framing the scene of
friendship between rivals, then, is a division that persists beneath the hospi-
tality established in the opening lines of the scene. Coriolanus acknowledges
this lingering division as he enters: “The feast smells well, but I/ Appear not

2
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like a guest” (5-6). The use of enjambment in these lines draws attention
to the contrast (“but I”) between hospitality’s unconditional welcome and
Coriolanus’s inability to participate unconditionally in the plenitude. The
caesura in the line appearing after Coriolanus’s description of the pleasant
smell of food and the conjunction “but” are formal reminders of the division
that will subtend the two enemies’ eventual union.

The servingmen’s reaction to their guest, too, illustrates the tension between
division and comity that informs the scene. Using the language of friendship
in their address to Coriolanus, both servingmen express the ambivalence that,
I am suggesting, is at the core of friendship in the scene. The First Servingman
says, “What would you have, friend? Whence are you? Here’s no place for
you. Pray, go to the door”(7-9); followed by the Second Servingman, “Whence
are you, sir? Has the port his eyes in his head, that he gives entrance to such
companions? Pray, get you out” (12-14). Both servants describe Coriolanus
in terms common in the rhetoric of friendship in the period, yet both reac-
tions suggest that there is an aspect of Coriolanus that is not knowable:
“Whence are you?” This question lingers as the play’s acknowledgment that
an unutterable truth—what Derrida calls the “nothing sayable” (1)—divides
friendship and prevents it from being appropriated by sovereign absolutism
in service of the state. Even as the ambiance of the scene—its music, its food,
and its wine—intimates unity and hospitality, Coriolanus introjects division,
insulting the servingmen by ordering them to “[f]ollow your function, go, and
batten on cold bits” (4.5.31-32), and saying to another, “Thou prat’st, and
prat’st. Serve with thy trencher. Hence!” (47-48).

The scene’s ambivalence toward friendship and hospitality in the moments
before the portrayal of the alliance between Aufidius and Coriolanus helps
to shape how we might understand their strategic union.>* Coriolanus asks
for an alliance based on revenge; in doing so, he intensifies his position as a
reject—turning his passive disavowal of friendship into an active rejection,
a “preemptive measure against lapsing into the all-too-human weakness for
some amicability.”3* Coriolanus’s decision to surrender to Aufidius, eventu-
ally offering his throat to his enemy as a gesture of his abjection, implies his
renewed commitment to his rejection of the type of friendship offered by the
state. Coriolanus tells Aufidius:

But if so be
Thou dar’st not this, and that to prove more fortunes
Th’ art tired, then, in a word, I also am
Longer to live most weary, and present
My throat to thee and to thy ancient malice;
Which not to cut would show thee but a fool,
Since I have ever followed thee with hate,
Drawn tuns of blood out of thy country’s breast,
And cannot live but to thy shame unless
It be to do thee service.

(4.5.91-100)
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In asking Aufidius to “make [his own] misery serve [Aufidius’s] turn” (87),
Coriolanus reminds us (and himself) that he is a reject in friendship, and he
redirects the force of rejection against himself—a gesture intended to pre-
vent any rapprochement with Rome.3®

Aufidius’s passionate reaction to his rival’s offer reconfigures the pro-
posed strategic alliance into a bond of friendship. He accepts Coriolanus
into his home with the language of intimate hospitality:

But come in.
Let me commend the first to those that shall
Say yea to thy desires. A thousand welcomes!
And more a friend than e’er an enemy;
Yet, Martius, that was much. Your hand. Most welcome.
(4.5.142-146)

The surplus value in the hospitality voiced in Aufidius’s greeting—“[a]
thousand welcomes” and “more a friend than e’er an enemy”—risks obscur-
ing the play’s recognition of the disavowed truth that immanent in absolute
hospitality is a form of antagonism that defines the political. The ambivalence
at the core of this expression of hospitality helps to explain the remarkable
interplay of eroticism and violence that characterizes Aufidius’s extended
response to Coriolanus:

Let me twine
Mine arms about that body, where against
My grained ash an hundred times hath broke,
And scarred the moon with splinters. Here I clip
The anvil of my sword, and do contest
As hotly and as nobly with thy love
As ever in ambitious strength I did
Contend against thy valor. Know thou first,
I loved the maid I married; never man
Sighed truer breath; but that I see thee here,
Thou noble thing, more dances my rapt heart
Than when I first my wedded mistress saw
Bestride my threshold ...
Thou hast beat me out
Twelve several times, and I have nightly since
Dreamt of encounters ‘twixt thyself and me.
We have been down together in my sleep,
Unbuckling helms, fisting each other’s throat,
And waked half dead with nothing.

(4.5.104-125)

Aufidius’s desire to “twine” his arms around Coriolanus’s body is a reminder
of his quest to defeat his Roman enemy, yet it is also a description of an
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embrace of unrequited love that previously had “scarred the moon” (108).
After acknowledging that his “rapt heart” (115) prefers Coriolanus to his
“wedded mistress” (116), Aufidius extends both the violent and erotic imag-
ery of their new bond by describing how in his dreams their two bodies
become one: “We have been down together in my sleep / Unbuckling helms,
fisting each other’s throat,/ And waking half dead with nothing” (4.5.123-126).
In Aufidius’s rhetoric, their martial exploits morph into erotic play, and the
two rivals merge into one indivisible body. The play’s imagery highlights the
migration from difference to similitude, and emphasizes the suturing power
of the rhetoric that sustains an economy of friendship in early modern politi-
cal philosophy. The violence embedded in the migration, however, captured
in the active logic of the participles unbuckling and fisting, lets us glimpse
the “motility of division”3’—an ineradicable agonism—that structures a
politics of friendship in this scene of hospitality.

Described as a “strange alteration!” (4.5.146), the new bond of friend-
ship manifest in the event of hospitality suggests union and similitude
between enemies, but the servingmen reveal an aspect of the bond that
exceeds indivisibility. The second servingman says of Coriolanus: “I knew
by his face that there was something in him. He had, sir, a kind of face,
methought—I cannot tell how to term it” (153-155), and the first serving-
man seems to agree, “He had so, looking as it were—Would I were hanged,
but I thought there was more in him than I could think” (156-158). The
play points to the surplus that always exceeds friendship’s claims of consen-
sus and union, a silent surplus that conceals the truth about political friendship:
that is, friendship is predicated on irreducible division and enmity. Again,
the play allows a servingman to express most cogently the play’s insight
about friendship’s immanent division: “But the bottom of the news is, our
general is cut i’ th’> middle and but one half of what he was yesterday; for
the other has half” (197-199). The servingmen anatomize and divide the
alliance that in Aufidius’s rhetoric of absolute hospitality was characterized
by rapturous plenitude and erotic wholeness.

Though initially presented in terms that erotically imagine the unifica-
tion of two bodies into one soul, Aufidius’s understanding of hospitality’s
political force relies on the recognition that friendship’s irreducible division
is sutured by his own erotic rhetoric. The play hints at the covert nature
of enmity—disguised, even as its presence is visceral in the imagery, by the
erotic act of fisting each other’s throats—in the servingmen’s discussion of
the ambivalence of Roman hospitality in the face of Coriolanus’s return. The
servingman responds to a discussion of the violence in store for the Roman
people when Coriolanus returns to “mow all down before him” (4.5.201):
“Do’t? he will do’t! for, look you, sir, he has as many friends as enemies;
which friends, sir, as it were, durst not, look you, sir, show themselves, as
we term it, his friends whilst he’s in directitude” (205-208). Elaborating on
his meaning, the servingman says, “But when they shall see, sir, his crest up
again, and the man in blood, they will out of their burrows like conies after
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rain, and revel all with him” (210-212). The servants’ discussion of covert,
strategic friendship hints at its opposite—the irreducible, yet unspeakable
hatred in the play that divides sovereign amity and fractures a concept of
community predicated on it.

Let Me Have War, Say |

Aufidius’s form of hospitality—embodying the political ideology of dissen-
sus and not those attributes most associated with early modern friendship
theory such as consensus, agreement, unity, or accord—is the productive
force that drives polity. His actions after his allegiance with Coriolanus sug-
gest that he accepts, indeed even demands as a necessity, the incommensura-
bility of competing political claims. Shakespeare’s description of the citizens
in act 4, responding to the news of Coriolanus’s return, reflects the play’s
interest in interrogating an alternative concept of community. The play no
longer employs the logic of Menenius’s belly metaphor to describe the citizens’
relationship to the Roman state that integrates them into a seamless, func-
tional political system. Indeed, by the end of act 4, Menenius twice calls
the citizens “clusters.” Describing the citizens’ responsibility in banishing
Coriolanus, Menenius says, “We loved him, / But like beasts and cowardly
nobles, / Gave way unto your clusters, who did hoot / Him out o’ th’ city”
(4.6.121-123). The second use of the word occurs a few lines later, as a
troop of citizens enter the scene. Menenius responds to the citizens’ arrival:
“Here come the clusters. / And is Aufidius with him?” (128-129). According
to the Oxford English Dictionary, the word clusters denotes a number of
persons, animals, or things gathered or situated close together. In 1576,
Abraham Fleming uses the word in a translation of Hippocrates to describe
citizens who gather in a cluster, as in an assemblage, swarm, or crowd.?®
This is the only use of this word in Shakespeare’s entire body of work, and
its appearance at this point in the play creates a distinction between how
division operates early in act 1 and how the play understands its force by
act 4 and 5. The rhetoric of friendship that shapes the belly metaphor in
act 1—“good friend” (1.1.118), “incorporate friends” (1.1.121), “my good
friends” (1.1.132)—is replaced by the concept of the cluster in act 4. As an
assemblage, the cluster of citizens, I suggest, is an affiliation of differences,
unintegrated by the belly metaphor into absolute sovereign power. Indeed,
Menenius’s second use of the word—“Here come the clusters. / And is
Aufidius with him?”—implies its capacity to include division as a primary
force. The statement and question in the passage align three of the play’s
antagonistic forces: common citizens (“clusters”), Aufidius, and Coriolanus
(“him”). In doing so, Shakespeare imagines a politics that privileges division
over incorporation and agonism over similitude.

Although the play ties Coriolanus’s fate to Aufidius’s jealousy at being
overshadowed, or “darkened” (4.7.5), by the Roman warrior’s exploits and
reputation, his betrayal of Coriolanus is also a reaction to the threat of
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incorporation implied in Volumnia’s seduction of her son back into Roman
society. Volumnia embodies the threat of rapprochement that defuses a pol-
itics of friendship predicated on division. In her plea to her son to spare
Rome, the power of Volumnia’s appeal erases all antagonism and division:

If it were so that our request did tend
To save the Romans, thereby to destroy
The Volsces whom you serve, you might condemn us
As poisonous of your honor. No, our suit
Is that you reconcile them while the Volsces
May say “This mercy we have showed,” the Romans,
“This we received,” and each in either side
Give the all-hail to thee and cry, “Be blest
For making up this peace!”
(5.3.132-140)

Volumnia’s peace accord imagines a form of consensus with the power to repair
the divisive desires that compel vying factions. Her extended appeal in act 5
is an appeal for consensus that Coriolanus has already rejected. Volumnia’s
final words in the play, “And then PIll speak little” (5.3.182) contrast with her
gregariousness immediately before her silence, and the stage directions after
her long plea reinforce this contrast, as Coriolanus “bolds her by the hand,
silent” (5.3). By silencing Volumnia at the moment of her rhetorical victory,
where she ensures accord, unity, and peace for Rome, the play dramatizes the
problem of consensus. That is to say, Volumnia’s silence even in her “happy vic-
tory to Rome” (5.3.186) jeopardizes her future political viability. Coriolanus’s
reaction to the new concord reinforces this point. He says to his mother:

But we will drink together; and you shall bear
A better witness back than words, which we,
On like conditions, will have counter-sealed.
Come, enter with us. Ladies, you deserve
To have a temple built you. All the swords
In Italy, and her confederate arms,
Could not have made this peace.
(5.3.203-209)

Coriolanus’s words return us to a concept of sovereign amity associated
with conventional friendship. His reaction stresses harmony with words
such as “together,” “like conditions,” “counter-sealed,” and “confederate
arms.” Rapprochement is complete; division repaired. Aufidius’s aside at
this moment, however, threatens the new concord: “I am glad thou hast set
mercy and thy honor / At difference in thee. Out of that I’ll work / Myself a
former fortune” (5.3.200-202). His refusal to accept Roman hospitality—
an insistence on the force of irreducible division—aligns him with the reject
that enables a politics of dissensus critical in reshaping sovereign absolutism.



“Here’s Strange Alteration!” 81

With the collapse of the friend—enemy distinction in act 5, Shakespeare’s
play tries to imagine the logical end to an early modern politics of friendship
by reconfiguring traditional early modern models. In these models, the hos-
pitality produced by consensual social bond of friendship is political as well
in that it serves as the structure for civic engagement defined by parity, agree-
ment, union, or accord. Entering the final scene, however, Coriolanus claims,
“We have made peace / With no less honor to the Antiates / Than shame to
th’ Romans” (5.6.78-80). He brings with him the seal of the Roman senate
that “[t]Jogether” with and “[s]ubscribed by” the tribunes represents what
“|w]e have compounded on” (82-83). The language of consensus structures
the scene but is quickly displaced by Aufidius’s insistence on division, calling
Coriolanus a “traitor” (84, 86). Coriolanus himself implores the Volsces to
“[c]ut me to pieces” (110), insisting yet again on the threshold that sus-
tains hospitality and on a polity structured on the logic and language of
classical friendship theory. Coriolanus’s demand that they cut him to pieces
becomes the demand of the people as well as of the conspirators: “Tear him
to pieces!” (119), the people shout, followed by the conspirators, who shout,
“Kill, kill, kill, kill, kill him!” (128). Division remains but not at the expense
of a community-to-come that can absorb the loss. Aufidius says to the lords
present at Coriolanus’s murder: “My lords, when you shall know ... the
great danger / Which this man’s life did owe you, you’ll rejoice / That he is
thus cut off” (5.6.134-137). After the murder, Aufidius says that his “rage is
gone” (5.6.145) and that he is “struck with sorrow” (5.6.146) at the event.
His reaction captures the ambivalence of a politics of friendship necessarily
fueled by enmity as much as amity, difference as much as similitude. Aufidius’s
melancholic reaction is a reminder that the possibility of the death of a
friend inhabits friendship itself as the irreducible division that creates desire
and proves unsustainable an absolutist politics nurtured by conventional
notions of sovereign amity.>’

To conclude this essay on Shakespeare’s representation of the potential
of the politics of hospitality fueled by the force of friendship in Coriolanus
that recognizes as a civic virtue the “dissension of a doit” (4.4.17), I want
to return to the servingmen in act 4. Responding to the hospitality between
Aufidius and Coriolanus, the servingmen in act 4 offer, arguably, the most
pressing insight into the play’s political philosophy. After the compact
between Aufidius and Coriolanus, the Third Servingman brings news of the
impending war against Rome. His fellow servant asks, “But when goes this
forward?” (4.5.213). The servingmen’s exchange is as follows:

THIRD SERVINGMAN: To-morrow; to-day; presently; you shall have the drum
struck up this afternoon ...

SECOND SERVINGMAN: Why, then we shall have a stirring world again.
This peace is nothing, but to rust iron, increase tailors, and breed
ballad-makers.

FIRST SERVINGMAN: Let me have war, say I; it exceeds peace as far as day
does night; it’s spritely, waking, audible, and full of vent. Peace is a very
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apoplexy, lethargy; mulled, deaf, sleepy, insensible; a getter of more bas-
tard children than war’s a destroyer of men.
SECOND SERVINGMAN: ’Tis so: and as war, in some sort, may be said to be a
ravisher, so it cannot be denied but peace is a great maker of cuckolds.
FIRST SERVINGMAN: Ay, and it makes men hate one another.
THIRD SERVINGMAN: Reason; because they then less need one another.
(214-229)

On one level, this exchange articulates a concept of perpetual war that my
reading of friendship and hospitality in the play risks ignoring. Indeed, to
argue as I’ve done that Coriolanus’s disdain for others, shaped by and artic-
ulated through the rhetoric of friendship, is in fact the play’s expression of
a counterpolitics to an absolutism obscured by the logic of sovereign amity
is to seem to excuse the play’s state-sanctioned violence. The play calls this
militant force “a perpetual spoil” (2.2.117), and until Coriolanus’s Rome
has satisfied its imperial desire for “[b]Joth field and city” (118), the war
machine “never stood / To ease his breast with panting” (118-119).

The political philosophy of the servingmen, however, paints a different
picture of perpetual conflict, one abstracted from the material effects of
Coriolanus’s particular rage. Conflict is naturalized and nourished in their
description, “a parcel of their feast” and as immediate as the wiping of
their lips. Conflict holds the promise to produce “a stirring of the world
again”—an energy that contrasts with what peace brings—“nothing but
to rust iron.” In the final irony of the exchange, a servingman says that
peace “makes men hate one another” because, he claims, “they then less
need one another.” Even as Coriolanus and Aufidius are necessarily hos-
tages to Rome in a bond of friendship that has the two rivals “hate alike”
(1.8.3), the irreducible division in their friendship gives the play’s depic-
tion of hospitality its political force. Rejection is embedded in Coriola-
nus’s need for Aufidius and in Aufidius’s reciprocal desire. It is a force in
the play that ironically makes friendship asymmetrical,*® always appear-
ing elsewhere, and according to the philosophical servingman, “a strange
alteration,” divided, fugitive, arriving “[tJomorrow, today, presently,” like
the fragile form of community that briefly, if only imaginatively, emerges
from it.

The servingmen’s mock encomium of war during this scene of hospitality
dramatizes the antagonistic force of politics immanent in the new friendship
between Aufidius and Coriolanus. To the servingmen, friendship produces
“apoplexy” (4.5.223) and “lethargy” (223), and a world that is “mulled,
deaf, sleepy, insensible” (223-224). In Schmittian terms, the friendship
dramatized in the scene of hospitality worries the servingmen because it
threatens to result in a “completely pacified globe.”*! With the confedera-
tion between Aufidius and Coriolanus, the servingmen witness simultane-
ously the birth of a new war machine—an assemblage with the potential
to destroy Rome—and of an unconditional hospitality that guarantees a
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disturbing consensus.** The Third Servingman describes the strange effect
of the union: “our general is cut i’ th> middle and but one half of what was
yesterday” (4.5.198-199). The unconditional hospitality that characterizes
the warriors’ new friendship is a “strange alteration” not because the two
warriors make awkward bedfellows. It is strange because their new confed-
eration ironically suggests the possibility of a depoliticized world—a Roman
republic without politics. In their reaction to the events that transpire in
front of them, the servingmen echo Schmitt: “A world in which the possibil-
ity of war is utterly eliminated ... would be a world without the distinction
of friend and enemy and hence without politics.”*3 For the servingmen, the
end of the political embodied in the warriors’ strange alliance makes the
turn to the absolute hostility of war—*“a stirring world” (218-219)—necessary
to recover a form of civic life.
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4 Hospitality’s Risk, Grace’s Bargain

Uncertain Economies 1n

The Winter’s Tale

James Kearney

In the opening scene of The Winter’s Tale, Shakespeare offers his audience
a crash course in the social logic of hospitality. As the play opens, we learn
that Polixenes and his Bohemian entourage have been enjoying the generos-
ity of Leontes and the Sicilian court for nine months. Since the Bohemians
cannot reciprocate in kind, the Sicilians’ hospitality threatens them with
the specter of crushing debt. Through the conversation between the court-
iers Archidamus and Camillo, Shakespeare stages the Bohemians’ sense that
they are confronted with an oppressive obligation:

ARCHIDAMUS: If you shall chance, Camillo, to visit Bohemia on the like
occasion whereon my services are now on foot, you shall see, as T have
said, great difference betwixt our Bohemia and your Sicilia.

CAMILLO: I think this coming summer the King of Sicilia means to pay
Bohemia the visitation which he justly owes him.

ARCHIDAMUS: Wherein our entertainment shall shame us; we will be justi-
fied in our loves. For indeed—

CAMILLO: Beseech you—

ARCHIDAMUS: Verily I speak it in the freedom of my knowledge. We cannot
with such magnificence—in so rare—I know not what to say.!

A good reader of Marcel Mauss, Archidamus knows that the gift always
exists within an economy of benefits and obligations, credit and debt.?
Indeed, his sense of insufficiency leaves him at a loss for words. Playing the
part of the good host, Camillo insists that this concern is out of place:
“You pay a great deal too dear for what’s given freely” (1.1.16-17). But it is
precisely the paradoxical nature of hospitable expenditure that is at issue in
the play. For hospitality to be understood as gift, it must be figured as free.
At the same time, as Archidamus intuits, gifts are never free.

The opening scene’s invocation of an unease engendered by hospital-
ity sets the stage for The Winter’s Tale’s meditation on the ways in which
economic thinking—broadly construed—both subtends and compro-
mises social relations. Economic logic haunts The Winter’s Tale, shaping
notions of love and service, friendship and fidelity, devotion and grief.’
And a crucial feature of this staging of a pervasive economic logic is
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the evocation of an idealized hospitality threatened by social and polit-
ical realities. If Shakespeare dramatizes aggressive, potentially agonis-
tic expenditure in this opening scene, he also flirts throughout the play
with the possibility of expenditure without exchange, the possibility of
some true act of hospitality. Shakespeare approaches the paradoxes of
hospitality from a variety of perspectives in The Winter’s Tale; perhaps
most consequential is his decision to invoke the notion of grace. A term
that Shakespeare returned to again and again in his work, grace was a
remarkably elastic and resonant concept in early modern England gener-
ally and the world of Shakespeare’s plays specifically. In this essay, I am
concerned with the ways in which the term conjures both classical and
Christian traditions, and moves across economic, aesthetic, and religious
registers. Both Luther and Seneca deploy versions of grace to think about
idealized forms of hospitality and generosity: transcendently harmonious
social exchange in Seneca, the radically free, divine gift in Luther. In my
argument, the repeated invocations of grace in The Winter’s Tale link the
fraught dynamics of giving and hospitality within the drama to the nar-
rative movement from loss to redemption that Shakespeare foregrounds
in the play’s final acts.

That early modern England #heorized hospitality—that it was a culture
that attempted to think through acts of giving and receiving, charity and
sacrifice, gratitude and indebtedness—has been well established.* In the
limited space of this chapter I can only gesture toward some of the depth
and complexity of the culture’s reflections on hospitality. My primary focus
will be Shakespeare’s staging of the logic of hospitality in The Winter’s
Tale, but in the course of my reading of the play, I turn to a variety of the-
orists of hospitable expenditure—Levinas and Derrida as well as Seneca
and Luther—in an attempt to understand both why hospitality is such a
vexed category in early modern thought and why it is so useful to think
with. My contention is that the early modern desire to theorize hospitality
and generosity stems, in part, from hospitality’s peculiar position between
idealized and agonistic relations, between the disavowal of the economic
and the acknowledgement of the economic as an inescapable horizon. In The
Winter’s Tale Shakespeare seems particularly interested in exploring the
notion that hospitality is defined by epistemological uncertainty and by
the exposure to loss that such uncertainty entails. The tragic events of
The Winter’s Tale are a consequence of Leontes losing faith in the fidelity
of his wife, Hermione. Following John Milbank, I read Leontes’s original
sin as refusing the original gift that Hermione offers, refusing the gift she
gave when she opened her hand and took his (1.2.102-104).> The Winter’s
Tale is a play concerned with hospitality’s risks, risks that require one, as
Paulina says, to awaken one’s faith. And the uncertainty that haunts hos-
pitable expenditure in The Winter’s Tale works to make that expenditure
more gratuitous, more akin to pure gift, even as it threatens it with not
being a gift at all.
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Twinned Lambs and Intimate Societies

Surely oppression maketh a wise man mad: and a gift destroyeth
the heart.
—Ecclesiastes 7:7°

In the second scene of The Winter’s Tale, we see first Leontes and then
Hermione attempt to persuade Polixenes to extend his stay as guest, to
accept more of the hospitality the Sicilians offer. Hermione finally attains
Polixenes’s consent to remain as guest by changing the terms of the argument:

Force me to keep you as a prisoner,
Not like a guest; so you shall pay your fees
When you depart, and save your thanks. How say you?
My prisoner or my guest?
(1.2.51-54)

If Hermione’s lighthearted banter with Polixenes helps unveil the power
relations in the guest-host dynamic, she immediately works to remystify
those relations.” After she persuades Polixenes to remain as guest, Hermione
abruptly expresses interest in the kings’ time together as boys:

HERMIONE: Not your jailer, then,
But your kind hostess. Come, ’ll question you
Of my lord’s tricks and yours when you were boys.
You were pretty lordings then?

POLIXENES: We were, fair Queen,
Two lads that thought there was no more behind
But such a day tomorrow as today,
And to be boy eternal

We were as twinned lambs that did frisk i’th’ sun,
And bleat the one at th’other; what we changed
Was innocence for innocence—we knew not
The doctrine of ill-doing, nor dreamed
That any did. Had we pursued that life,
And our weak spirits ne’er been higher reared
With stronger blood, we should have answered heaven
Boldly ‘not guilty, the imposition cleared
Hereditary ours.
(1.2.58-74)

The famous description of the two monarchs as “twinned lambs that did
frisk ’th’ sun” gestures toward an origin myth that seems to govern symbolic
relations between Bohemia and Sicilia. In the opening scene Camillo objected
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to Archidamus’s fear of overwhelming debt by citing the extraordinary child-
hood friendship of Leontes and Polixenes as evidence that the Bohemians’
fears were groundless. Here, Hermione invokes this narrative for the same
reason that Camillo did in the previous scene: to maintain the view that the
hospitality offered is given freely. As Camillo says, because of this origin myth,
“Sicilia cannot show himself over-kind to Bohemia.” Given that The Winter’s
Tale transforms hospitality into madness and tragedy, it is significant that, at
the outset of the play, the hospitality of Sicilia toward Bohemia is consistently
framed in relation to an impossible ideal: the kings’ boyhood friendship.

The myth of the twinned lambs suggests a fundamental openness to the
other person that evokes the primary human relation at the heart of Emmanuel
Levinas’s thought.® Ethics is, famously, first philosophy for Levinas, and eth-
ics is a function of an encounter with the other that Levinas often character-
izes as, or in relation to, hospitality. In Totality and Infinity—which Jacques
Derrida identified as “an immense treatise of hospitality”®—Levinas devotes
a section to “Dwelling” in which he suggests that hospitality is constitutive of
dwelling, which is in turn constitutive of the human subject.!? For Levinas,
the phenomenon of human dwelling is defined by the potential to receive the
guest, by the prospect of the hospitable act: “The possibility for the home to
Open to the Other is as essential to the essence of the home as closed doors
and windows.” ! Home and dwelling are engendered by the hospitality they
potentially afford.'” Given that in Shakespeare’s Sicilia an idealized hospital-
ity is grounded in the origin myth of the “two lads” who were “boy eternal,”
one might imagine that the conceptual space that Shakespeare’s “twinned
lambs” inhabit is proximate to Levinasian dwelling, that the myth of the
twinned lambs describes a Levinasian encounter in which an absolute open-
ness to the other constitutes the subject as ethical relation. I contend rather
that Polixenes’s description suggests a less well-known conceptual turn in
Levinas’s thought: his critique of the “intimate society.”

Levinas is known as the philosopher of infinite obligation, a proponent of
an absolute hospitality in which the self is hostage to the other. While impos-
sible demands are at the heart of Levinas’s thought, it must be remembered
that the Levinasian demand is always situated in relation to the concrete
situation in which we find ourselves; ethics, obligation, and hospitality are,
for Levinas, always of this world. In an important essay that he published in
the run-up to Totality and Infinity, Levinas offers a critique of what he calls
the “intimate society,” which is

a society of beings that are totally present to each other ... Such a truly
intimate society is in its autarchy quite like the false totality of the ego.
In fact, such a society is dual, a society of me and you. We are just
among ourselves. Third parties are excluded.!?

The model of the intimate society is the relation of lovers, the couple. It might
seem strange for Levinas, the philosopher of the ethical relation, to critique
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any iteration of the love relation, but for Levinas this kind of love does not
contain “social reality” since society “inevitably involves the existence of a
third party.”'* To love in this way “is to exist as though the lover and the
beloved were alone in the world.” In the “intimate society” the “intersubjective
relationship of love is not the beginning, but the negation of society ... The
society formed by love is a dual society, a society of solitudes, excluding
universality.” '3 The emphasis on universality and a third person outside the
intimate society is significant here in that this is the essay in which Levinas
introduces his concept of le tiers (the third), the third party that frames
and infinitely complicates the encounter between self and other. The figure
of the third extends the self-other relation outward toward the social and
the political and toward affective economies and ethical calculations.!®
Crucially, the intersubjective arena opened up by the third points to a con-
ception of the endlessly compromised space of human relations and to the
endless acts of mediation (formal, aesthetic, economic) that constitute that
space. If hospitality, for Levinas, is an uncompromising demand, it is also an
inescapably compromised form of social, political, and economic life.

As The Winter’s Tale opens, we are already in the space of Levinas’s le
tiers. If in the idyllic childhood friendship of the two kings Shakespeare
offers us a vision of a relation before or beyond mere exchange, a vision that
evokes hospitality outside economy, we learn that the two kings currently
live in a world where friendly relations are necessarily mediated by political
and economic realities and by the protocols of diplomacy and hospitality.
As mentioned earlier, when Camillo objects to Archidamus’s articulation of
the social debt incurred by the Bohemians in the opening scene, he cites the
extraordinary childhood friendship of Leontes and Polixenes:

Sicilia cannot show himself over-kind to Bohemia. They were trained
together in their childhoods, and there rooted betwixt them then such
an affection which cannot choose but branch now. Since their more
mature dignities and royal necessities made separation of their society,
their encounters, though not personal, hath been royally attorneyed
with interchange of gifts, letters, loving embassies, that they have
seemed to be together, though absent, shook hands as over a vast, and
embraced as it were from the ends of opposed winds. The heavens
continue their loves. (1.1.20-30)

Camillo’s desire to affirm the continued attachment of Leontes and Polixenes
serves to highlight the loss of that bond. If the nostalgic tale of the kings’
childhood relationship creates a mythical place without economy, their
affection, rooted in childhood, must of necessity “branch” with maturation.
In an attempt to overcome the division caused by this branching, their rela-
tion is “attorneyed” via “gifts, letters, loving embassies.” However much
Camillo wants to mystify the exchanges that define this relation between
states, these royal proxies serve to emphasize distance and difference.
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Hermione herself becomes a form of hospitable mediation, commanded
by her king to “speak” on behalf of Sicilia (1.2.27).17 Polixenes, of course,
agrees to stay at the “good Queen’s entreaty” when Leontes’s “petitions”
had no effect, a fact that seems to precipitate Leontes’s mania (1.2.217, 212).
In a provocative essay, Howard Felperin entertains the counterintuitive
argument that Hermione may have in fact been unfaithful. While I will not
address Felperin’s bracing act of critical intervention here, I do wish to take
up Felperin’s larger point about linguistic indeterminacy and epistemologi-
cal uncertainty:

Why do we take for granted, as if it were a fact of nature, what can
never be proved but only denied: that a king’s wife has not had an
affair with his best friend and nine months later given birth to an ille-
gitimate daughter? How can we know that what has not been shown
has not happened? In reaching the conclusion that we have unani-
mously reached as critics of the play, we have proceeded, indeed, been
forced to proceed, in the absence of ocular or empirical proof, for how
could there be ocular proof of what has not taken place?!®

Felperin’s point seems indisputable: the audience, like Leontes, can never
truly know. The initial plot of The Winter’s Tale is shaped by a tyrannical
desire for certain knowledge running up against the inescapable reality of
epistemological uncertainty.!® And throughout the play Shakespeare seems
interested in addressing uncertainty in relation to the inherent risks of hos-
pitality, which are also the risks of Levinasian ethics: to offer oneself, to
expose oneself to the other.

The desire to know the other completely, the desire for certainty in rela-
tion to the other, is at the heart of Levinas’s critique of the intimate society.
In the intimacy of a love relation where “the presence of the other exhausts
the content of ... society,” the “affective warmth of love brings about the
consciousness of ... satisfaction, contentment, plenitude.” Against this
self-satisfied and risk-free society, Levinas describes a form of love shaped
by “universality,” in which the third is present and all the messy realities
of social, economic, and political life intrude. Crucially, the “universality
of love,” which embraces change and uncertainty, “can only be built up in
time, by means of successive infidelities ... by the change of friends.”
Levinasian hospitality is then always a form of infidelity and a form of
injustice (“the love of the neighbor depends on chance proximity; it is hence
love of one being to the detriment of another, always privilege even if it is
not preference”?Y), but it is only in a relation where infidelity and injustice
are possible that we can ever hope to arrive at something approaching jus-
tice or fidelity. There is an unresolved and unresolvable tension at the heart
of Levinas’s conception of hospitality, which points in two directions simul-
taneously. Levinasian hospitality is both infinitely demanding (and, there-
fore, impossible) and humble, fallen, always already compromised, always
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already mediated by language, politics, economics, the inescapable reali-
ties of the social world.?! Moreover, Levinasian hospitality is faithful to
the demand of the other and is, therefore, constituted by a series of
infidelities.?? In its opening scenes, The Winter’s Tale stages the essential
problematic of Levinasian hospitality by pitting the desire for some realm
of true hospitality beyond the merely economic (twinned lambs, intimate
societies) against the fallen and messy reality of hospitality. In doing so, it
sets the stage both for the tragic losses that follow and for the possibility of
some sort of redemption.

“Take Hands, a Bargain”

time and chance happeneth to them all.
—Ecclesiastes 9:11, KJV

Polixenes’s story of original innocence implies a fall. Prompted by Hermione’s
intimation that the “pretty lordlings” have “tripped since,” Polixenes impli-
cates the two queens in this fall by suggesting that they tempted the mon-
archs out of their state of innocence and away from each other (1.2.75).
Hermione interrupts his misogynist argument before it can go any farther:

Grace to boot!
Of this make no conclusion, lest you say

Your queen and I are devils.
(1.2.79-81)

“Grace to boot” is a curious exclamation in this context. Often used as an
interjection like “Heaven help us,” the phrase here takes the playful form of
a prayer for intercession.”> And as Stephen Orgel notes, “to boot” is idiom-
atic for “into the bargain,” and so Hermione would appear to be saying that
“(you pay me) compliments in addition.”>* Hermione seems to be acerbi-
cally thanking Polixenes for this unlooked-for gift even as she playfully calls
for divine aid in response to his misogynistic suggestion. And if grace has
been thrown into the bargain, then perhaps Polixenes’s narrative of a fall
is—or can be rewritten as—a happy one.

Readers and audiences have long understood that grace is a significant
concept in The Winter’s Tale. Forms of the word occur thirty times within
the text of the play, and in its audacious endgame the play seems interested
in exploring the possibility of a return to some sort of grace after horrific
crimes and devastating losses.”’ Here, it seems significant that the term
enters the play at Polixenes’s mention of a fall from innocence. Without the
fall, of course, there is no need for redeeming grace. Polixenes would attri-
bute the death of innocence to the temptations of women, but Hermione
playfully tells him to “make no conclusion, lest” he imply that “Your queen
and I are devils” (1.2.80-81). Her interjection—“Grace to boot! / Of this
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make no conclusion”—is an intervention that rewrites this tragic fall into
a comic felix culpa by resisting closure, by insisting that the story is not
yet over. In a play that dramatizes despair as stasis and seems to celebrate
fulfillment through time, Hermione’s joke might be that the compensation
(knowledge of women, sexual maturity, genealogical reproduction) is a
greater good than the paradise allegedly lost. The movement from inno-
cence to experience would then not simply initiate the circular process of
exchange but would offer to engender what Paulina later calls “a surplus
of ... grace” (5.3.7) that would move mere repetition into a new stage of
possibility.

In response to Polixenes’s attempt to paint the two queens as serpents
seducing the two youths away from innocence, Hermione claims that she
and her Bohemian counterpart will answer “Th’offences we have made you
do” (1.2.82). Before she can continue this exchange with Polixenes, however,
Leontes intervenes to ask if his fellow king is “won yet” (1.2.85). When he
finds that Hermione has persuaded Polixenes to stay, Leontes says that she
has never spoken “to better purpose” or, as he clarifies, “Never but once”
(1.2.88). Hermione’s witty response to this strange claim is also, I suggest,
her answer to Polixenes’s misogynist accusation:

What, have I twice said well? When was’t before?
I prithee tell me

My last good deed was to entreat his stay.
What was my first? It has an elder sister,
Or I mistake you—O, would her name were Grace!
But once before I spoke to th’ purpose? When?
Nay, let me hav’t—I long.
(1.2.89-100)

Hermione here transforms the speech act to which Leontes refers (“Never
but once” [1.2.88]) into a kind of original good deed. When Leontes reveals
that this first instance of speaking well is—as Hermione and the audience
intuit—her declaration of love for him, the audience sees how Hermione has
skillfully positioned Leontes to answer Polixenes’s charge. What Polixenes
would claim as an original sin and fall from innocence—temptation of her
future husband, here revealed as acquiescence to that husband’s desire—
Leontes names a first good deed. Hermione playfully hopes that this first
good deed—elder sister to her more recent example of virtuous speaking—
might be named “Grace.” And when Leontes names the first good deed for
her, Hermione exclaims “’Tis grace indeed” (1.2.104).

Hermione’s reference to a Grace as an elder sister seems to mix registers,
moving us from an anachronistic Christian narrative of a fall that allows for
redemptive grace to the figures of the Graces from classical antiquity. Seneca
offers an allegory of the Three Graces at the outset of his De Beneficiis.



Hospitality’s Risk, Grace’s Bargain 97

Begging the reader’s indulgence, he offers to articulate the “force and property”
of kindnesses, of doing “good turns,” by explaining

why there be three Graces, why they be sisters, and why they go hand
in hand: why they look smiling, why they be young, and why they
be maids ... Some would have it meant thereby, that the one of them
bestoweth the good turn the other receiveth it, and the third requiteth it ...
Why walks that knot in roundel hand in hand? It is in this respect, that a
good turn passing orderly from hand to hand, doth nevertheless return to
the giver: and the grace of the whole is marred, if it be anywhere broken
off but is most beautiful, if it continue together and keep his course ...
Young they be, because the remembrance of good turns must never wax
old. Virgins they be, because benefits must be without soil, pure, and holy
to all men, wherein there ought to be no bondage nor constraint.*®

In Seneca’s vision of the graces, they establish the ideal of exchange as a
beautiful dance in which benefits move from hand to hand in an unbroken
circle that continues to come back around, so that giver and recipient are
indistinguishable. In the midst of the circular dance, there is no hierarchy or
originary moment, only the always already of harmonious exchange, pure
and open, transparent and smiling. Seneca’s vision of the Graces pushes in
two directions at once. On the one hand, the image of harmonious move-
ment offers a vision of expenditure and exchange that is social, human, an
image not of stasis but of movement in time. On the other hand, the dance
of the Graces suggests a perfection that evokes the divine, the inhuman.
One of antiquity’s most sustained considerations of hospitable exchange,
gift-giving, and the conferring of benefits, Seneca’s treatise is fundamentally
social and anthropological in perspective, anticipating not only Mauss’s
anthropology of the gift but also much modern thought on hospitality. And
De Beneficiis is fundamentally concerned with the ways in which an act of
generosity or hospitality can become an act of hostility or a source of resent-
ment.”” If there is an idealizing thrust to Seneca’s text, the fundamental ques-
tion that Seneca pursues in the treatise is how to arrive at an idealized form of
social exchange when everywhere he looks he sees hierarchical relations, debt,
and ingratitude.”® Indeed, it is never precisely clear that Seneca believes that a
pure exchange—however desirable and however useful as a desire—is possi-
ble. He suggests that in giving without concern for return or recompense, we
should seek to resemble the gods: “[a]gain, the Gods immortal are not driven
from their needful lavishness, though men be wicked and without regard of
them. They use their own Nature, and bear with the wicked: yea, and they
do good even to those that abuse their gifts. Let us then follow them for our
guides, so much as man’s frailty affordeth.”?® This resemblance can only ever
be partial; in giving we imitate the gods to the extent that our all too human
weakness allows, “so much as man’s frailty affordeth.” Hospitality is always
compromised; we offer what we—as humans—can afford to offer.
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In Christian terms Seneca’s hospitality is fallen; unfolding within time,
it is future-oriented, necessarily uncertain. If Seneca’s reading of the three
graces dresses up giving and hospitality in a vision of the possibility of
social harmony through movement and difference, through a happy and
pure exchange, then the image of the childhood friendship of Leontes and
Polixenes is an image of an eternal present, fixed and timeless: “Two lads
that thought there was no more behind / But such a day tomorrow as
today, / And to be boy eternal” (1.2.62-64). The myth is then an idealized
vision of social relations not simply outside the political and the economic,
but, crucially, outside time and change. The play itself, however, is firmly
situated within time’s (or Time’s) dominion, a domain in which acts of hos-
pitality open onto the future and are thus full of risk. As an image of stasis
in which there is no threat or exposure and no possibility of movement or
change, the childhood paradise is, in a sense, the mirror image of the grieving
Leontes that Time presents to the audience. With the power to “o’erthrow
law” and to “o’erwhelm custom,” Time “slide[s]” over “sixteen years” as if
the audience “had slept between” (4.1.5-17). And it seems that Leontes has
remained fixed in the posture of grief for those sixteen years: “Th’ effects of
his fond jealousies so grieving / That he shuts up himself” (4.1.18-19).
In Time’s brief description, Leontes becomes an emblem of grief; and the
frozen, seemingly timeless grief of Leontes finds its objective correlative in
the statue of Hermione. In The Winter’s Tale Shakespeare gives us stasis as
paradise in the childhood friendship of Leontes and Polixenes and stasis
as hell or purgatory in the grief of Leontes and Hermione, but time and
change ultimately come for and overwhelm both. The perfection of stasis
(good or bad) gives way to compromise and mediation as these static figures
fall into social life and cycles of exchange.

In the narrative that Polixenes offers to explain the fall from innocence
to experience, the original, idyllic stasis is broken by desire and the risk that
desire engenders. When Hermione asks when she first spoke well, Leontes’s
response frames her acceptance of his love within a scene of risk, the risk of
holding out one’s hand to another:

Why, that was when
Three crabbéd months had soured themselves to death
Ere I could make thee open thy white hand
And clap thyself my love; then didst thou utter

‘T am yours for ever.
(1.2.100-104)

To “clap thyself my love” is to take the loved one’s hand, but it also
suggests the striking of a bargain. The Oxford English Dictionary offers
the relevant definition of clap: “to strike (hands) reciprocally in token
of a bargain.”3° Later in the play, the Old Shepherd attempts to give his
“daughter” Perdita to Florizel by suggesting they clap, or take, hands:
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“Take hands, a bargain; / And friends unknown, you shall bear witness
to’t—/ I give my daughter to him” (4.4.378-380). By offering and taking
hands, Hermione and Leontes begin a dance that is not a pure exchange
outside of time but a series of compromised exchanges—bargains—
within time’s dominion. As that which overthrows law and custom,
Shakespeare’s Time, however, mocks lovers’ claims to transcend time
through the gift of self. Leontes’s account of Hermione’s gift—“‘I am
yours for ever’’—has an ominous ring precisely at this moment in the
play, when Leontes begins to lose faith in the gift he has been given.
However true the giving of self might seem, however strong one’s faith,
in time it can always turn to poison. The fall out of innocence and into
love’s hand is both risk and bargain, a fall into the world of time and
exchange that holds out the promise of surplus grace even as it threatens
irredeemable loss.

In a discussion of the relation of Christian thought to the philosophical tra-
dition’s conception of moral luck, the contemporary theologian John Milbank
addresses the central crime of The Winter’s Tale—Leontes’s lack of faith—as
a version of the fall of man. For Milbank The Winter’s Tale is a particularly
useful story of the fall because it posits a prefallen state that “understands
original blessedness by implication, not as deliberately ‘doing good’ but as a
state of good moral luck, or reception of grace.” On this account, original sin
must then mean some kind of “refusal” of this moral luck,

a refusal that commences in the suspicion that one does not, after
all, receive a good gift from the other. This is articulated better
by Shakespeare than by Genesis: in The Winter’s Tale ... [the fall]
involves not a first misdeed by Leontes, but rather a first suspicion that
Hermione has committed the sin of adultery. Here the fall is not an act,
but rather a first mistrusting of the joyfully confident ‘risk> and uncer-
tainty constitutive of the field of action ... Hence, ‘original sin,’ on this
rendering, is the imagination of sin, the reading of the unknown as
source of threat or poison rather than potential or gift.>!

While T ultimately part ways with Milbank in both his reading of The Winter’s
Tale and his understanding of the gift, this notion—that the original sin
of The Winter’s Tale is Leontes’s failure to accept his state of moral luck
or grace, his failure to accept the gift given—is crucial for my reading of
the play. I follow Milbank in reading Leontes’s original sin as refusing the
original gift that Hermione offered when she opened her hand and took
his (1.2.102-104). If Shakespeare seems particularly interested in exploring
the notion of hospitality as risk in The Winter’s Tale, these risks are more
often than not simple, commonplace: opening one’s home to a friend, offer-
ing one’s hand to a lover or to a guest. Moreover, as the protracted stay of
Polixenes suggests, the risk of such exposure persists over time. Leontes’s story,
I argue, is a story about the possibility of risking and sustaining faith in the
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gift given. And it is precisely Leontes’s pathological certainty—a rejection of
the uncertainty and risk that faith in another entails—that sets in motion the
tragic events of the first three acts.

Designing Hospitality, Offering Impossibility

Present good is not yet altogether complete, some mischance may
interrupt it; the future is in suspense, and uncertain.
—Seneca, De Beneficiis 3:4°2

It is often noted that the final scene of The Winter’s Tale ostentatiously and
anachronistically imports a cluster of Christian concepts into a play that
is ostensibly set in pagan antiquity. The pervasive religious and Christian
language—*“chapel,” “grace,” “faith,” “redeems,” etc.—suggests that the
audience is meant to experience this “resurrection” scene as somehow
related to Christian thought. Even Paulina’s name directs the audience to a
Christian reading of the scene. It is less often noted that this final scene, like
the opening of the play and the sheep-shearing festival, is explicitly a scene
of hospitality.?3 For the first time in the play, Leontes—who had so dishon-
ored the office of host—is a guest.

The scene opens as the play does, with a discussion of hospitality and
inordinate debt:

LEONTES: O grave and good Paulina, the great comfort
That I have had of thee!
PAULINA: What, sovereign sir,
I did not well T meant well; all my services
You have paid home. But that you have vouchsafed,
With your crowned brother and these your contracted
Heirs of your kingdoms, my poor house to visit,
It is a surplus of your grace which never
My life may last to answer.
LEONTES: O Paulina,
We honour you with trouble; but we came
To see the statue of our Queen.
(5.3.1-10)

Paulina suggests that their relation is both economical and equitable; she
not only has done good works in his service but has intended good, while
he has paid her in full (“paid home”). She then suggests that the honor of
receiving these royal visitors “is a surplus of your grace which never / My
life may last to answer.” These lines echo Polixenes’s claim that Leontes’s hos-
pitality has placed him in perpetual debt. Here, Paulina reverses the terms,
however, suggesting that she is indebted to Leontes for deigning to be
her guest. In a characteristic move, Paulina has adroitly introduced the
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idea that she is offering hospitality to Leontes while seeming to suggest the
reverse. Leontes dismisses this notion by observing that her guests “honour”
Paulina “with trouble,” another echo of Polixenes, who was concerned that
the “charge and trouble” of his extended stay placed him in Leontes’s debt.
The echoes of the opening scenes give the audience the sense of coming full
circle, of revisiting the scene of the original sin against hospitality.

If Paulina refers to the setting of the final scene as a “chapel,” Leontes
refers to it as a “gallery,” a gallery filled with rare and wondrous objects
(“singularities”), objects that Paulina evidently owns (5.3.86, 10, 12). And
there is a curious moment when Paulina makes a point of claiming owner-
ship of the statue of Hermione as well:

Indeed, my lord,
If T had thought the sight of my poor image
Would thus have wrought you—for the stone is mine—
I’d not have showed it.
She moves to draw the curtain
(5.3.56-59)

Paulina gives, and Paulina can take away. In this scene Paulina first estab-
lishes that Leontes is a guest in “my poor house” (note the proprietary claim)
and then that the statue is her gift to bestow as she wills (5.3.6). Paulina—
and by extension Shakespeare—takes great pains to stage this return within
a scene of hospitality, to stage this resurrection as a gift. The question will
be whether Leontes can accept the hospitality offered.

In the dramatic scene Paulina is staging, Leontes—who failed to have
faith in the other, who failed to accept his own good fortune, the gifts he
was given, who read his state of grace as fallen—must now accept the gift,
the surplus of grace, Paulina offers. And it is a gift of a very particular kind:
the kind of gift that, evidently, can only be received through an act of faith.
As Paulina says, “It is required / You do awake your faith” (5.3.94-95). This
is a more curious requirement than is often observed. Here, we have the
inverse of doubting Thomas. Thomas refused to believe until he could see
and touch, thereby becoming an emblem of the lack of proper faith. Paulina,
in contrast, asks Leontes and the gathered nobles, as well as the audience,
to perform an act of faith that requires no leap; she charges her audience to
have faith precisely in what they see and touch, what is tangibly before
them. We are enjoined to accept the scene as framed, as given, and we are
told that this requires an act of faith. Crucially, Paulina is not asking us to
believe in the possibility or plausibility of Hermione’s return; on the con-
trary, she is insisting that we believe in it as we would something impossible.
The language of faith here works to evoke the miraculous, the impossible.

If Seneca’s De Beneficiis helped early modern culture theorize agonistic
gifts and hospitable exchange, Luther was early modernity’s great theorist
of the possibility or impossibility of accepting the gift given.>* In elaborating
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his historically crucial understanding of grace, Luther theorizes the radically
free gift, the impossible or unthinkable gift. Luther’s somewhat alien and
alienating conception of grace was available to readers of English in the
early modern period primarily in the form of his Commentary on Galatians.>
And in his labored attempts to articulate his fraught understanding of righ-
teousness and justification, works and faith, Luther consistently wrestles
with the impossibility of thinking the free gift of grace. In the Commentary
on Galatians, Luther suggests that “it is impossible for the human mind” to
comprehend that God’s grace is free.3® Since we are subject to “human weak-
ness and misery” and faced with “the terrors of conscience,” we conceive
“nothing except our own works, our worthiness, and the Law.” Because of
this human weakness, “it is impossible for the human mind to conceive any
comfort of itself, or to look only at grace amid its consciousness and terror
of sin, or consistently to reject all discussion of works.” And for Luther, the
problem is that fallen man cannot break out of habituated logics of eco-
nomic exchange; to escape the pull of economic logic long enough to under-
stand the radically free nature of God’s grace is simply “beyond human
power and thought.”3” Both Seneca and Luther figure a pure act of giving,
a pure hospitality as otherworldly or inhuman: an ideal, a desideratum, a
consummation devoutly to be wished, but only possible “so much as man’s
frailty affordeth.”

Luther’s conception of grace in Commentary on Galatians anticipates
Derrida’s understanding of the gift in certain respects. Addressing the
paradox of the gift, Derrida insists that the gift is only possible as gift if
it is free:

For there to be gift, there must be no reciprocity, return, exchange,
countergift, or debt. If the other gives me back or owes me or has to
give me back what I give him or her, there will not have been a gift,
whether this restitution is immediate or whether it is programmed by
a complex calculation of a long-term deferral.®

At the same time, the gift is always and inevitably implicated in some sort of
exchange. The gift always calls into being some kind of debt and payment,
even if the debt is merely the expectation of gratitude from the recipient and
the payment the self-congratulatory feelings of the donor. The giving of the
gift is always, and indeed must be, thought of as aneconomic, and yet once
the gift is recognized as gift it immediately enters the circle of exchange,
the logic of the economic. Analyzing the paradoxes of the gift, Derrida pro-
poses that the gift is impossible.?® The gift figures the impossible for Derrida
just as, for Luther, it approaches the unthinkable. If Luther keeps insisting
that reason cannot help us understand the gift, however, he also suggests
that reason can and must point us to this very problem. In other words, in
Luther’s account—as in Derrida’s—the only way for fallen man to think
the gift is to think of it as impossible. For Luther this means that the proper
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understanding of the gift of God’s grace can only be realized through the gift
of God’s grace.*’ And to accept that gift, one must have faith.

The Winter’s Tale offers us two fundamental readings of the statue scene:
a faith-based reading that accepts the miraculous transformation in the
statue and the resurrection of Hermione at face value; and a skeptical read-
ing that views Paulina as the master of ceremonies at an elaborate—and
really quite strange—deception. By requesting that Leontes and the audi-
ence awaken their faith, Hermione makes the request that every dramatist
makes: that the audience accept the miracle of transformation and resurrec-
tion without looking too closely at the man or woman behind the curtain.*!
The scene makes explicit what the theater demands of its audience: that we
simultaneously suspend our disbelief and remain aware that we are under
the spell of artifice. And in presenting the statue in the way that she does,
Paulina offers what the theater so often offers: the gift of wonder, the gift
of the impossible. To awaken one’s faith is to accept Hermione’s return as
a deus ex machina, a manifestation of the impossible (God, gift) that is—
perhaps—always necessarily a bit of theater. And here the insistent articu-
lation of an aesthetic realm in the scene—with its galleries and statues and
singularities, with its evocation of “that rare Italian master Giulio Romano”
(5.2.95)—establishes an artistic frame, establishes a theatrical design. The
invocation of the aesthetic cues the audience to see the design at hand and
perhaps to understand the ways in which hospitality is always a function of
design, the ways in which hospitality always has designs on us.

And it is my argument that Paulina offers the impossible because this is a
way for her to offer the gift of Hermione’s return or resurrection freely. She
must awaken the faith of Leontes specifically, precisely so that he can under-
stand how to accept this free gift. For Luther, it is virtually “beyond human
power and thought” to accept a gift as gift, outside of a logic of exchange,
credit and debt, reward and punishment. For Leontes to awaken his faith in
this context is to accept the impossible (Hermione’s resurrection) and therefore
accept the gift as gift. And if this is a miracle, then Leontes need not inquire
into the intentions of Paulina and Hermione, need not weigh his sixteen years
of loss and suffering against the recompense he receives, need not think in
terms of debt and payment, sin and its forgiveness. If this is a miracle, then the
erstwhile tyrant of Sicilia need not dwell too long on the “many / A prayer”
he has offered “in vain ... upon her grave” (5.3.140-141). Paulina’s hos-
pitable design attempts to move the play toward reconciliation and harmony,
to be sure, but it must also be read as an attempt to manage and secure
Hermione’s safe return to the social and political life of Sicilia. Given the
fraught history the play recounts, such a return is necessarily hazardous.

The play’s endgame is, of course, often read in terms of forgiveness and
absolution.*> One way to read the “miracle” of this scene is that Leontes
receives forgiveness for his seemingly unforgivable crimes. And, this would
dovetail with a Derridean reading of giving and forgiveness since for
Derrida it is precisely the unforgivable crime that occasions the possibility
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of true forgiveness.*> Here, however, I return to Levinas who rejects a notion
of some absolute forgiveness in this world—not because it is impossible as
Derrida would argue—but because it is undesirable.** In Levinas’s critique
of the “intimate society,” he takes special aim at a certain kind of forgiveness
or absolution, what he calls “pardon”:

pardon presupposes, above all, that the one wronged received all the
evil of the wrong, and consequently disposes completely of the right
to pardon ... But the conditions for legitimate pardon are only real-
ized in a society of beings that are totally present to each other, in an
intimate society.45

Levinas here critiques the fantasy of absolute pardon, a fantasy of forgive-
ness as something apart from political life and justice, a self-contained abso-
lution that only implicates and concerns the benefactor and the beneficiary.
For Levinas this absolute pardon and the kind of love-relation from which
it derives participate in a totalizing logic that cordons off what Levinas calls
“social reality.”*® The intimate society recreates Leontes’s mad solipsism in
binary form; here, we have the tyranny of the closed society. And it remains
tyranny unless and until it welcomes the Levinasian third (le tiers), which
ushers in the complex and confounding realities of political and economic
life.*’ In Levinasian terms the conception of forgiveness implied by a reading
in which Hermione simply pardons Leontes is impoverished and dangerous,
recapitulating the totalizing and tyrannical logic that helped lead Leontes to
his crimes. And as Julia Reinhard Lupton reminds us, we see no such act of
forgiveness in The Winter’s Tale: Hermione never speaks to Leontes in the
final “miraculous” scene, never addresses the possibility of forgiveness.*®

The statue scene offers restoration as rebirth, with Paulina serving as
midwife as Hermione is reborn into the social. And I contend that the stag-
ing of this return serves as an invitation to Leontes as well: Paulina’s theat-
rical event solicits Leontes to reenter the world, to leave behind the static
posture of penitence he has held for seventeen years and return from the
dead, not because he has atoned sufficiently, but because forgiveness and
justice unfold in the space of the political and the economic (what Levinas
calls the space of the third) and through the experiential time of lives lived
together. Forgiveness and justice are a function of the social world, which
is a world of uncertainty and hazard. Through her elaborate hospitality,
Paulina does not offer absolution but attempts to create the necessary con-
ditions for rapprochement and reconciliation. When the statue “stirs” and
Hermione descends, Paulina tells Leontes to present his hand as he did when
Hermione “was young” and he “wooed her” (5.3.103-108). This is a reprise
of that very first time Hermione spoke “well” in Leontes’s account of their
lives together, when she opened her hand to him and said “I am yours
forever” (1.2.89-104). The gift offered is not forgiveness but the invitation
to rejoin the world of time and change, risk and hope.
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Of course, if the gift is impossible, we cannot expect that Paulina’s hos-
pitable design, her attempt to create the conditions for some true act of
hospitality, necessarily works. Critics often want to insist that this scene
either succeeds in eliciting a kind of sublime wonder and thereby success-
fully figures redemption or that it fails to do so. I side with those critics
who read this scene as, on the contrary, founded upon uncertainty.*’ The
invocation to faith calls forth the possibility of both belief and skepticism,
and skepticism leads to inquiry, leads to narrative, leads to accounts and
taking into account. The play keeps returning to questions of epistemology,
keeps asking “How do you know?” And as Cavell writes, “an answer to
the question ‘How do you know?’ is provided by specifying how you can
tell.” In Cavell’s account “telling” pertains to the play’s interest not only in
tales, in relating and recounting, but in counting, “its preoccupation with
computation” and exchange. °® And when the statue of Hermione comes to
life, the spectators want her to speak, to give an account of herself. Camillo
exclaims, “If she pertain to life, let her speak too!”; to which Polixenes
adds, “Ay, and make it manifest where she has lived, / Or how stol’n from
the dead” (5.3.113-115). Wanting this bizarre scene to add up, Polixenes
asks for an account of the missing years, the gap in the story, the deficit in
the narrative. But Hermione is not yet speaking, and Paulina isn’t telling.
In fact, Paulina short-circuits Polixenes’s request for narrative, his request
for knowledge, by suggesting that any such telling would be dismissed as a
tale: “That she is living, / Were it but told you, should be hooted at / Like an
old tale” (5.3.115-117). Paulina here thwarts Polixenes’s potentially skep-
tical inquiry by suggesting that the skepticism that such a tale threatens to
provoke precludes its being told.

When Hermione does speak, however, she not only begins to make an
account of herself, but she figures that account as an exchange. Speaking
for the first and only time in the scene, Hermione addresses her daughter,
Perdita:

Tell me, mine own,
Where hast thou been preserved, where lived, how found
Thy father’s court? For thou shalt hear that I,
Knowing by Paulina that the oracle
Gave hope thou wast in being, have preserved
Myself to see the issue.
(5.3.123-128)

Here again Paulina intervenes:

There’s time enough for that,
Lest they desire upon this push to trouble
Your joys with like relation.
(5.3.128-130)



106 James Kearney

Many editors and critics gloss Paulina’s response to mean that Hermione
should forbear recounting her narrative for fear that at this critical moment
the assembled observers should wish to interrupt this joyful reunion
with their stories, their narratives.’! But I read the potential troubling of
joys that concerns Paulina as arising from the assembled group demanding
“like relation”—“Where hast thou been preserved, where lived?”—from
Hermione. Dramatically, Paulina is thwarting the expectations of the audi-
ence, onstage and off, interrupting the relation that we all want to hear.
Neither Paulina nor her various audiences are concerned with these other
stories, other narratives. We are concerned with Hermione’s story, a story
that threatens to undermine, indeed has already begun to undermine, the
scene that Paulina is setting, the hospitality she is offering. In my reading,
Paulina puts a stop to this exchange of tales because such an exchange
will lead to what the audience on a certain level wants: a general giving of
accounts, a weighing and measuring of suffering and loss that might very
well lead to resentment and gifts repudiated. And, as it happens, the play
ends with the promise or threat of just such an exchange.

In the final lines of the play, Leontes asks—or commands—his hostess to
take them away from this gallery of miraculous hospitality, this chapel of
impossible gifts:

Good Paulina,
Lead us from hence, where we may leisurely
Each one demand an answer to his part
Performed in this wide gap of time since first
We were dissevered. Hastily lead away.
(5.3.151-1595)

If this proposed telling of tales promises a leisurely swapping of narrative
gifts in a potentially idyllic moment of exchange that would bring together
that which was dissevered, it also jeopardizes Paulina’s carefully staged rec-
onciliation with a hasty movement toward demands and answers, demands
for answers, a general reckoning, a settling of accounts, which might very
well poison the hospitality offered. The play then comes full circle, culmi-
nating not in redemptive closure but in deferral and dilation, in risk and
possibility. If Leontes’s story is, as [ have argued, a story about the possibility
of accepting, and maintaining faith in, the gift given, then his story does not
come to an end with the end of the play. Paulina has attempted to create the
conditions for a true act of hospitality, for a gift to be given and received,
but the future, as always, remains uncertain. This is not to advocate a skep-
tical reading of the final scene of The Winter’s Tale. My contention is rather
that skepticism is simply a necessary condition of Paulina’s gift—indeed, of
all gifts—and one that haunts its future reception as well as its prove-
nance. If the impossibility of the statue scene was invoked by Paulina’s dra-
matic and theatrical hospitality, the gift of the impossible was never simply
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Paulina’s to give. The potential marvel, rather, lies in the possibility of Leontes
accepting.’? The wondrous turn the play hints at—but will not commit to—
would be for Leontes to accept the cup offered, to drink and, for once, not
to look for the spider.

Notes

1.

“n

William Shakespeare, The Winter’s Tale, ed. Stephen Orgel (Oxford: Oxford
UP, 1996), 1.1.1-13. Subsequent citations from The Winter’s Tale refer to this
edition and will be cited in the text.

. See Marcel Mauss, Essai sur le don: Forme et raison de I'échange dans les

sociétés archaiques (1924); translated into English as The Gift: The Form
and Reason for Exchange in Archaic Societies, trans. W. D. Halls (New York:
W. W. Norton, 1990).

. As Stanley Cavell notes in his classic essay on the play, the language of economics is

everywhere in The Winter’s Tale. See Cavell, “Recounting Gains, Showing Losses:
Reading The Winter’s Tale,” in Disowning Knowledge in Six Plays of Shakespeare
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1987): 193-221. In addition to Cavell, I am par-
ticularly indebted to the following scholars in my reading of The Winter’s Tale:
Howard Felperin, ““Tongue-tied our queen?’: The Deconstruction of Presence
in The Winter’s Tale,” in Shakespeare and the Question of Theory, eds. Patricia
Parker and Geoffrey Hartman (New York: Methuen, 1985): 3-18; James Knapp,
“Visual and Ethical Truth in The Winter’s Tale,” Shakespeare Quarterly 55, no. 3
(Fall 2004): 253-78; Julia Reinhard Lupton, Thinking with Shakespeare: Essays
on Politics and Life (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2011), 161-85; John
Milbank, “The Midwinter Sacrifice: A Sequel to ‘Can Morality Be Christian?’”
Angelaki 6, no. 2 (August 2001): 49-65; and Michael O’Connell, The Idolatrous
Eye: Iconoclasm and Theater in Early Modern England (New York and Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000), 138—44. I am also indebted to Jodi Mikalachki
who presented a wonderful paper to the Medieval & Renaissance Seminar at
the University of Pennsylvania in March of 2001 titled “Figures of Grace: Favor,
Form, and Forgiveness in The Winter’s Tale.”

. For accounts of hospitality in early modern England, see Ilana Krausman Ben-Amos,

The Culture of Giving: Informal Support and Gift-Exchange in Early Modern
England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008); Patricia Fumerton,
Cultural Aesthetics: Renaissance Literature and the Practice of Social Ornament
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991); David Goldstein, Eating and
Ethics in Shakespeare’s England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2013); Felicity Heal, Hospitality in Early Modern England (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1990); Julia Reinhard Lupton, “Making Room, Affording Hospitality:
Environments of Entertainment in Romeo and Juliet,” Journal of Medieval and
Early Modern Studies 43, no. 1 (Winter 2013): 145-72; and Daryl Palmer,
Hospitable Performances: Dramatic Genre and Cultural Practices in Early Modern
England (West Lafayette: Purdue University Press, 1992).

. Milbank, “The Midwinter Sacrifice.” See discussion of Milbank below.
. The King James or Authorized Translation of the Bible. The Holy Bible

(London, 1611).

. For a bracing analysis that sheds significant light on the power dynamics

lurking in the shadows of the scene, see Michael Bristol, “In Search of the



108 James Kearney

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

Bear: Spatiotemporal Form and the Heterogeneity of Economies in The Winter’s
Tale,” Shakespeare Quarterly 42, no. 2 (1991): 145-67; 156.

For a reading of The Winter’s Tale in relation to Levinas’s thought, see Knapp,
“Visual and Ethical Truth.”

Jacques Derrida, Adieu, To Emmanuel Levinas, trans. Pascale-Anne Brault and
Michael Naas (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999), 21.

The specter of Heidegger seems to hover over this argument (as it does over much
of Levinas’s thought) insofar as ethics, for Levinas, is fundamentally related to
ethos in the Heideggerian sense of dwelling. For an extended analysis of the ety-
mology of ethos in relation to ethics, which includes a discussion of Heidegger,
see Dictionary of Untranslatables: A Philosophical Lexicon, eds. Barbara Cassin
et al. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2014), 691-9. My understand-
ing of the relation of both Heidegger and Levinas to hospitality is indebted to
Tracy McNulty, The Hostess: Hospitality, Femininity, and the Expropriation of
Identity (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2007), especially vii—xxii.
Emmanuel Levinas, Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority, trans.
Alphonso Lingis (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1969), 173.
Moreover, the dwelling from which one welcomes the stranger is no more (and
no less) than the phenomenological condition of a subjectivity that is open to
the other, that has the capacity to welcome. In Totality and Infinity, Levinas
names “subjectivity” as that which welcomes the other, “as hospitality” (27).

E. Levinas, “The Ego and the Totality,” in Collected Philosophical Papers,
trans. Alphonso Lingis (Dordrecht, Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers,
1987), 30. I follow Robert Bernasconi in believing that we learn much about
Levinas’s thought concerning politics, economics, and justice by tracking the
consequences of this essay into Levinas’s more mature articulations of his phi-
losophy in Totality and Infinity and Otherwise than Being. See Bernasconi, “The
Third Party: Levinas on the Intersection of the Ethical and the Political,”
Emmanuel Levinas: Levinas, Phenomenology and His Critics, eds. Claire Katz
and Lara Trout (London: Routledge, 2005), 45-57.

Levinas, “The Ego and the Totality,” 32.

Ibid., 31.

On the importance of the concept of le tiers to Levinas’s thought generally, see
Bernasconi, “The Third Party”; Simon Critchley, “Five Problems in Levinas’s
View of Politics and the Sketch of a Solution to Them,” Political Theory 32,
no. 2 (2004): 172-85; and Howard Caygill, Levinas and the Political (London:
Routledge, 2002).

For a fascinating take on the “publishing” of Hermione at this moment via the
platform and protocols of hospitality, see Lupton, Thinking with Shakespeare,
168-77.

Felperin, ““Tongue-tied our queen?’,” 5.

Cavell reads Leontes’s desire for certain knowledge of the other as an extreme
form of skepticism that results in a failure to acknowledge the other. For Cavell,
Leontes is “the portrait of the skeptic as fanatic,” a skeptic who embraces not
“an opposable doubt but an unappeasable denial, a willful uncertainty that con-
stitutes an annihilation.” See “Recounting Gains,” 206.

Levinas, “The Ego and the Totality,” 31.

In “Dwelling,” Levinas insists that the event of the face of the other is not simply
to be understood as a welcoming, “as hospitality” but hospitality as embedded



22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.
30.

31.
32.

Hospitality’s Risk, Grace’s Bargain 109

in the realities social and economic life (broadly construed): “the transcendence
of the face is not enacted outside of the world ... The ‘vision’ of the face as face
is ... a certain form of economic life. No human or interhuman relationship can
be enacted outside of economy; no face can be approached with empty hands
and closed home” (Totality and Infinity, 172).

For a discussion of hospitality in relation to infidelity, see McNulty, The Hostess,
87-174.

Orgel suggests that the phrase is often read “on the model of ‘St. George to boot’
(Richard III, 5.6.31).” See the note to 1.2.79 in his edition of The Winter’s Tale.
Orgel, note to 1.2.79. When Camillo persuades Autolycus to exchange clothing
with Florizel later in the play, he entices him with something extra: “there’s
some boot” (4.4.631-632). Playing comically with the serendipitous conso-
nance between his new footwear and his sudden windfall, Autolycus exclaims,
“What an exchange had this been, without boot! What a boot is here, with this
exchange!” (4.4.670-672).

There is an ongoing debate concerning the nature and kind of theological com-
mitments that may or may not be expressed in The Winter’s Tale that neces-
sarily touches on the play’s relationship to secular and sacred notions of grace.
See Huston Diehl, “‘Strike All that Look Upon With Marvel’: Theatrical and
Theological Wonder in The Winter’s Tale,” in Rematerializing Shakespeare:
Authority and Representation on the Early Modern English Stage, ed. Bryan
Reynolds and William West (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2005), 19-34;
Ken Jackson “‘Grace to boot’: St. Paul, Messianic Time, and Shakespeare’s The
Winter’s Tale,” in The Return of Theory in Early Modern English Studies, ed.
Paul Cefalu and Bryan Reynolds (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2011), 192-201;
Julia Reinhard Lupton, Afterlives of the Saints: Hagiography, Typology, and
Renaissance Literature (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1996), 175-218;
O’Connell, The Idolatrous Eye.

The woorke of the excellent philosopher Lucius Annaeus Seneca concerning
benefyting (London: John Day, 1578), trans. Arthur Golding, 1:3 (A3r-A3v).
Unless noted otherwise, subsequent citations from Seneca’s De Beneficiis refer
to this translation and will cite book and chapter of the text as well as the page
in this edition. When quoting Golding’s translation, I have modernized some
aspects of the spelling. I am grateful to Jodi Mikalachki for drawing my atten-
tion to this passage in the Seneca.

Seneca, 1:1 (A1R).

And this means that most of Seneca’s extraordinary anatomy of the gift consists
of a rehearsal of all the ways in which gift-exchange can and does go wrong.
As he says in a discussion of gifts that should not be considered ethically bind-
ing, “poison hath some times healed a man; and yet is it not therefore counted a
wholesome thing” (Seneca, 2:18 [E4v]).

Seneca, 1:1 (A2r).

In support of this definition, the Oxford English Dictionary cites this passage
from The Winter’s Tale as well as Henry’s wooing of Katharine in Henry V:
“Give me your answer, i’ faith, do; and so clap hands and a bargain. How say
you, lady?” (5.2.130-132). See also Orgel, note to 1.2.103.

Milbank, “The Midwinter Sacrifice,” 57.

Seneca, On Benefits, trans. Aubrey Stewart (London: George Bell and Sons,
1887), 55-56.



110  James Kearney

33.
34.

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.

40.
41.

42.

43.

44,

4S.

46.
47.

48.

Although see Lupton, Thinking with Shakespeare, 179.

The Reformation intervention in the Christian theology of grace marks an
important development in the history of the gift. And as Natalie Zemon Davis and
others have shown, this theological transformation had very real consequences
for the social practice of gift-giving. See Davis, The Gift in Sixteenth-Century
France (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2000), especially 100-123.
For discussions of some of the consequences of the Reformation’s conception
of grace as gift for early modern literature, see Brian Cummings, The Literary
Culture of the Reformation: Grammar and Grace (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2002), 47-53, 319-27; and Richard Strier, Love Known: Theology and
Experience in George Herbert’s Poetry (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1983). For a reading of the gift in Timon of Athens that informs my own under-
standing of grace and hospitality in Shakespeare, see Ken Jackson, “‘One Wish’
or the Possibility of the Impossible: Derrida, the Gift, and God in Timon of
Athens,” Shakespeare Quarterly 52, no. 1 (2001), 34-66.

On the significance of Luther’s Commentary on Galatians to the dissemination of
certain aspects of Lutheran thought in England in the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies, see James Kearney, The Incarnate Text: Imagining the Book in Reformation
England (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2009), 155, 268.

“It is impossible for the human mind to conceive any comfort of itself, or to
look only at grace amid its consciousness and terror of sin, or consistently to
reject all discussion of works” (Luther’s Works, 26:5). On Luther and the para-
doxes of the gift, see Kearney, The Incarnate Text, 119-28.

Luther’s Works, 26:5.

Derrida, Given Time: 1. Counterfeit Money, trans. Peggy Kamuf (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1992), 12.

For Derrida, it is “the very figure of the impossible” (Given Time, 7).

Luther’s Works, 26:26.

For a reading of the scene as requiring “poetic faith or the willing suspension of
disbelief,” see Richard McCoy, Faith in Shakespeare (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2013), 113-45; 141.

For a recent account of the complexities of forgiveness in The Winter’s Tale, see
Sarah Beckwith, Shakespeare and the Grammar of Forgiveness (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 2011), 127-46.

“[Florgiveness forgives only the unforgivable,” Jacques Derrida, On
Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness, trans. Mark Dooley and Michael Hughes
(New York: Routledge, 2001), 32.

The point here is not to oppose Derrida’s and Levinas’s conceptions of forgive-
ness, which are not ultimately incompatible in my view. Rather, I opt for Levinas’s
critique of the “intimate society” because I think it speaks more directly to the
ways in which the logic of a certain kind of “pardon™ echoes Leontes’s tyranni-
cal solipsism.

Levinas, “The Ego and the Totality,” 30. Emphasis in original.

Ibid., 32.

For Levinas the intimate society remains a totalizing relation unless or until it
“becomes judgment and justice” (“The Ego and the Totality,” 32).

Lupton makes a compelling argument that the statue scene conjures a pub-
lic theater of blessing and benediction rather than an intimate act of forgive-
ness. See “Unforgiving Winter’s Tale: Staging Judgment in Hannah Arendt and
W. H. Auden,” New Literary History 45 (Autumn 2014): 641-63.



49.

50.
S1.

52.

Hospitality’s Risk, Grace’s Bargain 111

In addition to Cavell, Disowning Knowledge; Felperin, “‘Tongue-tied our
queen?’”; and Knapp, “Visual and Ethical Truth in The Winter’s Tale,” see
Kenneth Gross, The Dream of the Moving Statue (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1992), 100-109; and Walter Lim, “Knowledge and Belief in The Winter’s
Tale,” Studies in English Literature, 1500-1900 41, no. 2 (Spring 2001): 317-34.
On linguistic uncertainty in The Winter’s Tale, see Lynn Enterline, ““You Speak
a Language that I Understand Not’: The Rhetoric of Animation in The Winter’s
Tale,” Shakespeare Quarterly 48, no. 1 (Spring 1997): 17-44; and Stephen Orgel,
“The Poetics of Incomprehensibility,” Shakespeare Quarterly 42 (1991): 431-7.
Cavell, Disowning Knowledge, 201, 199.

For a range of responses to this passage, see the note in the New Variorum
Edition of Shakespeare’s The Winter’s Tale, ed. Robert Kean Turner and Virginia
Westling Haas (New York: Modern Language Association of America, 2005).
I concur with David Bevington who reads the passage to mean that “lest they
desire, at this stressful time, to trouble you by demanding like relation of your
story.” See William Shakespeare, The Late Romances, ed. David Bevington
(New York: Bantam Books, 1988), note to 5.3.131-132.

On the importance of Leontes’s reception of the gift, see David Schalkwyk,
Shakespeare, Love and Service (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008),
290-6.



5 Hospitality in Anthony and
Cleopatra

Sean Lawrence

If we are to believe Enobarbus, the title characters of William Shakespeare’s
Anthony and Cleopatra initiate their relationship with dueling offers of
hospitality:

Upon her landing, Anthony sent to her,
Invited her to supper. She replied,

It should be better he became her guest,
Which she entreated.’

These initial invitations suggest an exchange, even a purchase. Anthony,
Enobarbus claims, “for his ordinary pays his heart / For what his eyes eat
only” (2.2.232-233). Enobarbus’s language implies a poor bargain. The
Oxford English Dictionary defines ordinary as “customary fare; a regular
daily meal or allowance of food.”?> Enobarbus characteristically describes
events in military terms; in this case, he deflates Cleopatra’s extravagant
(one assumes) hospitality to mere rations. Moreover, it is a meal for which
Anthony overpays, with his very heart, for what “his eyes eat only.” The
relationship that gives the play its name finds its origin in hospitality, but
this hospitality evokes the language of commerce.

Hospitality is not only a relationship between characters—a relationship
of welcome, of solicitude and of love—but also an expression of this rela-
tionship, an expression that can be abstracted from the relationship itself.
Signs of hospitality are no more stable than other signs, and therefore prove
unable to assure characters of their relationships to one another. Enobarbus
remarks that the defectors from Anthony to Caesar “have entertainment,
but no / Honourable trust” (4.6.16—17). Similarly, Anthony and Cleopatra
never quite trust each other, though they struggle with hyperbolic hospital-
ity to ratify their union by ever-greater entertainments. Neither character
can be assured that the ceremonies of hospitality show a true welcome and
not merely a political manipulation. In what follows, I contrast Emmanuel
Levinas’s philosophy of hospitality, especially as expounded after his death
by Jacques Derrida, to Marcel Mauss’s anthropology of the gift, to argue
that not only do the characters of Shakespeare’s play in fact fail to cre-
ate stable relationships through hospitality but also that they must fail.
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While a relationship can be built on exchange, it can never overcome the
suspicion of being merely tactical, self-serving, or temporary.

Specifically, hospitality can always be understood as part of a power rela-
tion. Derrida opens his treatment of Levinas’s philosophy by acknowledg-
ing the suspicions elicited by hospitality. He references Emile Benveniste’s
etymology of the word host, the French equivalent of which can also mean
“guest.” Benveniste points out that in Latin hostis can even denote a for-
eigner or a public enemy.? He follows Mauss in seeing hospitality as a gift
offered in an exchange, demanding reciprocation and therefore threatening.
Where Benveniste explicates the double-meaning of host in Latinate lan-
guages, Mauss shows that the word gift has a double meaning in Germanic
languages, with German maintaining the meaning of “poison” and English
the meaning of “present,” while Dutch maintains both meanings, distin-
guished only by grammatical gender. Moreover, this double meaning alludes
to the potential threat of gifts in many cultures. Mauss compares ancient
Germanic culture to Maori culture, where “[c]Joming from one person, made
or appropriated by him, being from him, [the gift] gives him power over the
other who accepts it.” In the Germanic context, Mauss notes, gifts are almost
always understood as drinks and, moreover, “[t]he drink-present can be a poi-
son; in principle, with the exception of a dark drama, it isn’t; but it can always
become one.” In any case, “[i]t is always a charm” making a permanent claim
on both the donor and recipient.* Mauss underscores the importance of hos-
pitality, especially of consumables, as a gift, and shows how it always remains
a potential threat. Benveniste credits him with having “showed that the gift is
only one element in a system of reciprocal prestations,” and applies Mauss’s
theory of reciprocal gift-giving to hospitality:

Through hostis and the related terms in early Latin we can discern a
certain type of compensatory offering that is the basis of the notion
of ‘hospitality’ in the Latin, Germanic, and Slavic societies; equality of
status transposes into law the parity between persons confirmed by
reciprocal gifts.®

There are two reasons to be dubious of hospitality, though they often
imply one another. To begin with, hospitality may be false and dishonest:
one thinks of Anthony’s welcome of Octavia shortly before deciding that
“I’ th> East my pleasure lies” (2.3.38). Second, even a conscientious act
of hospitality would nevertheless take place within a structure of recip-
rocal gift-exchange, where every gift stakes an insidious claim and where,
therefore, every gift may be a poison and every host is potentially hos-
tile. Shakespeare does not depict Pliny’s anecdote in which Cleopatra wins
a bet with Anthony by swallowing a pearl dissolved in vinegar, perhaps
because he does not wish to remind his audience of the “union” used to
poison the wine (and hence Gertrude) at the end of Hamlet.” In Anthony
and Cleopatra, only the clown’s gift of figs proves literally poisonous, but
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all gifts nevertheless retain the poisonous potential that Mauss describes.
All may impose insidious claims upon the recipient.

Derrida cites Benveniste in contrast to Emmanuel Levinas.® I have
argued elsewhere that Levinas’s understanding of generosity contrasts with
Mauss’s.” More relevant to the purposes of this volume, Levinas offers an
understanding of hospitality, like that of gift, which contrasts it with com-
petitive exchange. Derrida makes the counterintuitive claim that “[a]lthough
the word is neither frequently used nor emphasized within it, Totality and
Infinity bequeaths to us an immense treatise of hospitality.” The claim
becomes less counter-intuitive a few pages later, when Derrida adds that
“[t]hough the word ‘hospitality’ occurs relatively seldom in Totality and
Infinity, the word ‘welcome’ is unarguably one of the most frequent and
determinative words in that text.”!? The ethical command which Levinas
finds in the face of the Other can also be understood as the welcome of
the Other in primordial, preoriginal hospitality. This hospitality is radical,
Derrida specifies, “not simply some region of ethics, let alone, ... the name
of a problem in law or politics: it is ethicity itself, the whole and princi-
ple of ethics.”'! Levinasian hospitality therefore comes before all possible
hostility. With a rhetorical question, Derrida suggests that Levinas’s phi-
losophy of hospitality would “in effect require us to think law and politics
otherwise.”? The term politics is particularly apposite, because Mauss
finds a power relationship in gift-exchange and in particular hospitality.
A leader in the cultures Mauss studies

sustains his rank among the chiefs by giving back bracelets for neck-
laces, hospitality for visits, etc. In this case riches are from every view-
point as much a means of retaining prestige as something useful. Yet are
we sure that it is any different in our own society, and that even with
us riches are not above all a means of lording it over our fellow men?!3

Mauss’s rhetorical question extends the range of his claim from the so-called
primitive cultures that furnish the objects of his anthropology to his own
European contemporaries. Instead of political relations, Levinas talks of ethical
relations and, increasingly toward the end of his life, of love as an even better
label for the sort of nonreciprocal relationship that Derrida would, after his
death, term hospitality."* Derrida carefully refuses to make Levinas’s “ethics ...
of hospitality” into the foundation for a “law or politics of hospitality,” pre-
serving its radicality against appropriation by any discrete polemical posi-
tion. To Levinas, hospitality would not be a politics but an ethical command
preceding social conventions.

Levinas’s radical understanding of ethics places it prior to politics but
also prior to semiotics. Indeed, he argues that the ethical response to the
Other inspires language in the radical sense of a response, a welcome of the
Other, as a Saying. He explains this in an interview with Philippe Nemo:
“The saying is a way of greeting the Other. ... It is difficult to be silent in
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someone’s presence; this difficulty has its ultimate foundation in this signifi-
cation proper to the saying, whatever is the said.”!> The Said, on the other
hand, designates language as signification and structure or, in the words he
used in a conference at the University of Ottawa, “all that can be written.”'®
Each act of hospitality can be understood as simultaneously a Saying and a
Said, because every act of hospitality constitutes an address, a welcome of an
Other, but also and at the same time an expression that must take the form
of signs, if not always of spoken or written words. Greetings, welcomes,
and acts of hospitality usually assume the form of the social conventions
described by cultural anthropology, but arise from the primordial ethicity of
hospitality. “In language qua said,” Levinas writes, “everything is brought
before us, albeit at the price of a betrayal.”!” In this sense, every welcome is
at once radical and conventional.

In the play, Anthony and Cleopatra’s love appears excessive and is cer-
tainly self-defeating. They ignore, indeed actively reject, the exigencies of
politics in favor of excessive and self-giving love, giving away everything,
even themselves, and therefore essaying hospitality in the radical sense
Derrida finds in the work of Levinas. However, because their love takes
expression in words, ceremonies, or objects given and received, it still elicits
suspicions of falsehood. Hospitable words, hospitable actions, and hospita-
ble gifts all participate in the instability of the sign, and therefore offer them-
selves to suspicion. Moreover, though hospitality as ethics or love exceeds
political calculation, its very expression transforms it into hospitality in the
Maussian sense, where every gift demands reciprocation within a struggle
for power and prestige. The play is set in a political world—indeed, a pagan
world of war, before “the time of universal peace” anticipated by Caesar
(4.6.4)—and in this world every act of hospitality generates political ramifi-
cations. Every apparently loving act can be taken as an effort at control. The
very excess of these gestures of hospitality, however, shows their inspiration
in radical hospitality, hospitality in the Levinasian sense, closely related to
ethics and even more to love. The protagonists’ extravagant donations con-
demn them to gift-exchange, but show a determination to break free of
this logic, to exceed it. By its very manifestation, the hospitality of the title
characters betrays itself.

Because hospitality expresses itself as words and ceremonies, because it
inevitably becomes Said, it can be misapplied. This is a general philosophical
problem, so it is not surprising to find it in many contexts, including early
modern contexts. The most important historian of early modern English
hospitality, Felicity Heal, and the foremost historian of early modern French
gifts, Natalie Zemon Davis, concur in finding a theological injunction at
the root of practices of hospitality and generosity. In Heal’s words, the bib-
lical message “spoke of the paramount need of the outsider and the poor,
and therefore promoted an identification between household charity and
household entertainment.” Nevertheless, “it was common for prescriptive
writers to acknowledge that entertainment had to be governed both by an
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acceptance of existing social convention and by the constraints of intelli-
gent financial management.”'® According to Davis, gift-giving in early mod-
ern France was governed by two “age-old core beliefs,” the first of which
derived from Christianity: “everything we have is a gift from God, and what
comes in as a gift has some claim to go out as a gift.” The second core
belief derived from pagan antiquity but also took form in popular expres-
sions in social practices. It emphasized reciprocity.'”” To both historians,
a radical belief in hospitality and generosity takes a quotidian, measured
expression. Indeed, both emphasize instances of gifts gone wrong and hos-
pitality that fails. Davis even cites the cynicism of Shakespeare’s Timon, who
declares that “each thing’s a thief,” but also outlines John Calvin’s insis-
tence on the status of Grace as a radically unilateral, nonreciprocal gift.?’
Shakespeare’s first audiences were certainly conversant with the problem of
how to express a gift in practical term, and whether this generosity could
fail or even, perversely, become a demand. The events of the play project this
everyday concern unto a vast canvas, where Anthony can “give a kingdom
for a mirth” in Caesar’s disgusted phrase (1.4.18). Nevertheless, this fictive
world of diplomacy and power politics reflects the everyday world, of gifts
given and received, of hospitality offered and accepted or refused. Indeed,
the problem that the play poses remains with us today. We too must ask
whether hospitality inevitably proves hostile, and struggle to imagine how
a truer hospitality could be expressed in our lives without collapsing into
politics in the sense of cynical manipulation and bids for power. We too
must ask how to offer without threatening and how to receive without sus-
picion. Shakespeare’s play depicts hospitality in an imperial political context
and historiography of the early modern period places gifts in a local polit-
ical context; both illustrate the tendency for hospitality in the radical sense
used by Derrida and Levinas to decline into hospitality in the sense used by
Mauss and Benveniste.

In the play, as in early modern societies and indeed our own, a radical
hospitality must express itself in quotidian, political terms, and therefore
run the risk of going wrong. Cleopatra’s hospitality toward Thidias sends
Anthony into a towering, torture-inflicting rage on the sight of “a fellow
that will take rewards” being “familiar with / My playfellow, your hand”
(3.13.124-126). This pattern of hospitality signifying the success or fail-
ure of relationships themselves extends beyond the relationship of the title
characters. The play opens with Anthony’s failure to greet Caesar’s ambas-
sadors, a failure that leads to the coldness of his meeting with Caesar later,
where each of the rivals ignores the other and instead addresses a follower
(2.2.22). When they do concede to face-to-face communication, Caesar’s
second complaint is that “When rioting in Alexandria you / Did pocket up
my letters, and with taunts / Did gibe my missive out of audience” (2.2.76-78).
This follows the complaint that Anthony’s “wife and brother / Made wars
upon me” (2.2.46-47) and precedes the complaint that “You have broken /
The article of your oath” (2.2.85-86). Caesar may not consider a failure of
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hospitality to be as serious as waging war or violating a treaty, but man-
ifestly lists it among such offenses. Throughout the play, welcomes show
political allegiance, friendship, and erotic partnership, but they also threaten
to fail, exposing the wrong relationship or disclosing a relationship’s failure.
Worse, they threaten to succeed too well, to convert a gift into a poison.
They therefore elicit suspicion. Acts of hospitality and generosity show an
unfortunate and paradoxical tendency to undermine rather than reinforce
relationships.

The play’s Roman and Egyptian worlds are separated not only by cul-
tural difference and misunderstanding, but also and more obviously by the
geographical distance across which characters communicate by messenger,
sending embassies like that which Anthony ignores in the first scene. In three
other early scenes Cleopatra hears of Anthony by way of a messenger after
he returns to Rome. The first of these scenes establishes a pattern: Cleopatra
greets Alexas, the messenger, ascribing to him some of Anthony’s charisma
and inquiring as to her lover’s well-being. Anthony sends a message of
love and expresses it with “[t]his orient pear]l” (1.5.41). It may be ironic
that Anthony, in Rome, sends a gift so overtly associated with the east to
Cleopatra, in Egypt, but he also promises to “piece / Her opulent throne
with kingdoms” (1.5.45-46). She, in turn, not only greets his messenger but
determines to send Anthony “every day a several greeting” (1.5.77). The
greetings at this point are reciprocal: moreover, the play hints that the gifts
merely circulate, because the pearl both comes from the east and returns
to it. In any case, expressions of love are clearly material. Whereas in the
play’s first scene Anthony protests that “[k]|ingdoms are clay” and dismis-
sively compares political responsibility to the expression of love (1.1.37),
here kingdoms express love as extravagant gifts. Anthony gives more than
he has, promising kingdoms he has yet to conquer, and which anyway
would be conquered in the name of Rome. The same scene already shows
cultural misunderstanding. Anthony presents himself by proxy as “the firm
Roman,” ascribing to himself a stoic calm identified with his national char-
acter (1.5.43). The next messenger scene shows that Anthony remains insuf-
ficiently firm in his commitment to Cleopatra to forgo marrying Octavia,
so his self-description may be suspected of exaggeration, if not fraud. This
hardly matters, however, because Cleopatra misunderstands Anthony’s
self-declared temperance, mistaking it for violently contradictory passion:
“Be’st thou sad, or merry, / The violence of either thee becomes, / So does
it no man else” (1.5.52, 59-60). This scene presents a series of ceremo-
nies of hospitality: Anthony’s messenger is greeted, his master is greeted by
proxy, the messenger greets Cleopatra, Anthony greets Cleopatra through
the messenger, Anthony sends Cleopatra a gift, and Anthony promises more
gifts. The scene also raises many of the worries that attend ceremonies of
hospitality: the gift could constitute an attempt at manipulation, bribery, or
even purchase; it might misrepresent the giver’s commitment; and the entire
transaction might illustrate the mutual incomprehension of its participants.
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The second messenger scene, in which an anonymous messenger replaces
Alexas, parodies the first. Cleopatra offers gold, but only if the news is good:

But well and free,
If thou so yield him, there is gold, and here
My bluest veins to kiss, a hand that kings
Have lipped, and trembled kissing.
(2.5.27-30)

It is again ironic that she offers the same favor to which Anthony takes such
violent exception when it is later given to Thidias. She also offers the mes-
senger “[r]ich pearls,” echoing Anthony’s gift from the earlier scene (2.5.47).
In this case, however, Cleopatra offers material rewards in an overt effort
to control the news. When the messenger presents bad news anyway,
Cleopatra attacks him and threatens him with death, though she also offers
him “a province” to change it. She shows herself cruel as well as ignoble to
strike the messenger, as she herself admits (2.5.83-85). More important,
she exhibits a sort of irrationality, as though harming the messenger could
change the message. Her irrationality nevertheless follows from the assump-
tion justified by the earlier scene, that welcomes take material or political
form. The material form of welcome tempts Cleopatra to conflate the wel-
come with its expression and then attempt to control one through the other,
as if they were simply the same. The expression of hospitality threatens to
displace hospitality itself.

Starting with Anthony and Cleopatra’s first meeting, food constitutes an
important expression of hospitality. Asking about Enobarbus’s entertain-
ment in Egypt, Mecenas retails a story about “[e]ight wild boars roasted
whole at a breakfast” (2.2.186). In what is probably the best essay pub-
lished on food in Anthony and Cleopatra, Peter A. Parolin argues that
“food plays a crucial role in elucidating” all of the “central struggles of the
play.”2! Food has two obvious roles as a weapon: it can kill if withdrawn,
but can also weaken through overindulgence. Parolin draws attention par-
ticularly to Philip Stubbes, who argues in his 1583 The Anatomy of Abuses
against overindulgence in “dainty fare,”?? though one might also think of
attacks against particular foods even today (gluten, perhaps, or saturated
fats). Hence Caesar’s call on the absent and indifferent Anthony to “leave
thy lascivious wassails,” referring to his earlier survival of “[flamine ...
whom thou fought’st against” as a model of behavior “like a soldier”
(1.4.56, 59, 70). More subtly, food can also function as a weapon by claim-
ing reciprocation within an exchange of hospitality. A dinner invitation, like
that of Cleopatra to Anthony, places both the recipient and the host under
obligation. Feasting affirms relationship, but also simultaneously casts sus-
picion on the relationship, because the feast might be no more than an
act of “antagonism and rivalry,” to borrow the phrase with which Mauss
describes First Nations potlatches.>?
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Cleopatra is repeatedly described not only as something consumable, but
also as herself a consumer, possessed of ravenous appetites for food, drink,
and sex. In her first scene after Anthony’s return to Rome we find her exhib-
iting her desire for him—*“O happy horse, to bear the weight of Anthony!”
(1.5.21)—and her enjoyment of food amounts to a self-definition. “[S]ince my
lord / Is Anthony again,” she says, planning to feast on her birthday, “T will
be Cleopatra” (3.13.186-187). Finally, she imagines death as a withdrawal
from gustatory pleasure: “Now no more / The juice of Egypt’s grape shall
moist this lip” (5.2.280-281). “I drink,” an Egyptian Descartes might say,
“therefore I am.” Mauss emphasizes the importance of presents of drink, but
here the wine is not to be given but consumed. Cleopatra presents herself
less as an object, a gift to be exchanged between men, than as a consumer.

Cleopatra both baffles and terrifies Anthony by her ability to rise above
the status of a comestible. Karen Britland argues that “[e]xcess in the play is
feminized, becoming conflated with the corrupting influence that Cleopatra
and her Egypt have over Antony,”** but Cleopatra’s excess distinguishes
her from other women. In his description of her as “making hungry where
most she satisfies,” Enobarbus explicitly contrasts her to “other women”
(2.2.243-245). Anthony may find himself drawn back to Cleopatra, but this
mystifies him: “She is cunning past man’s thought,” he declares early in the
play (1.2.145). He later accuses her of witchcraft (4.13.47). Cleopatra defies
the treatment of women as consumable or exchangeable for two reasons:
First, she is an Other, in fact a beloved. The Other, according to Levinas,

resists me with all his force and all the unpredictable resources of his
own freedom. I measure myself against him. But he can also—and here
is where he presents me his face—oppose himself to me beyond all
measure, with the total uncoveredness and nakedness of his defense-
less eyes, the straightforwardness, the absolute frankness of his gaze.”’

Cleopatra does both. She resists reduction to the level of a consumable rad-
ically, by being the Other, the beloved. Even when comparing her to food,
Enobarbus describes her paradoxically, as a food that increases hunger.
Though Levinas does not cite Anthony and Cleopatra, the play anticipates
his description of metaphysical desire, which he contrasts in Totality and
Infinity with a desire capable of satisfaction: “Besides the hunger one satis-
fies, the thirst one quenches, and the senses one allays, metaphysics desires
the other beyond satisfactions.”2® In one of his first essays of an independent
philosophy, he asks his reader to “[c]Jompare eating to loving, which occurs
beyond economic activity and the world.”?” Cleopatra resists reduction to
the status of food, of object, simply by being the beloved, who stands over
and against Anthony as an appeal rather than as an opponent.

Second, Cleopatra resists reduction to an object of consumption in prac-
tical terms, by the hospitality with which she imposes a burden of response
on Anthony. Britland shows how “she is both the active agent that is to
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encourage Antony’s feasting, and the passive object that he will consume.”*8

On the River Cydnus, she presents herself as an object of admiration, at
least, to Anthony. Enobarbus’s claim that “she pursed up his heart” implies,
however, not that she becomes Anthony’s object, but that her magnificent
self-presentation makes him hers. Her earlier self-presentation to Julius Caesar
“in a mattress” makes an overt offer of her self and body, but unlike
Octavia, she retains power in her relationships (2.6.71). She avoids becom-
ing an object exchanged by men by giving herself. In Mauss’s play on words,
she offers a gift—herself—that can be suspected of being a poison. To return
to the double meaning explored by Benveniste, she plays host, but thereby
becomes something of a threat, if not quite an enemy.

Perhaps the feast on Pompey’s ship furnishes the best example of hospi-
tality simultaneously constructing and undermining a relationship. Honor
forbids Pompey from killing his guests, the triumvirs. He explains this to
Menas in response to the suggestion that he do just that:

Ah, this thou shouldst have done,

And not have spoke on’t: in me ’tis villainy;

In thee ’t had been good service. Thou must know,
’Tis not my profit that does lead mine honour;

Mine honour, it.
(2.7.74-78)

Pompey’s explanation, however much it fails to appeal to us, shows that the
code of hospitality that he follows possesses all the complexity of a cultural
belief system, placing him under an obligation that he respects to his mortal
cost. More to my point, Pompey would avoid this obligation, wishing Menas
had slit the throats of the drunken triumvirs before asking, because Menas is
not the host and therefore not under obligation himself. In fact, as a recipient
of Pompey’s patronage, Menas would be performing “good service” (2.7.76).
Menas himself offers generosity, boasting to his patron that “though thou
think me poor, I am the man / Will give thee all the world” (2.7.65-66). When
Pompey refuses, Menas dismisses him with a proverb as ungrateful: “Who
seeks and will not take, when once ’tis offered, / Shall never find it more”
(2.7.83-84). Hospitality in the play neither appears in a pure, radical form,
nor decays into pure cynicism. Rather, it maintains its claims even while
being expressed in and perhaps betrayed by social conventions. Pompey
respects the ceremonies and obligations of hospitality, refusing to kill his
guests, but does not extend them hospitality in the radical sense Derrida
finds in Levinas, welcoming the Other. Pompey’s refusal to kill the triumvirs
combines with his wish that Menas had, to show the paradoxical force of
hospitality as Mauss understands it, both sealing friendship and rendering
it antagonistic. Pompey attempts to overcome his distrust of Anthony by
partying with him: “O Anthony, / You have my father’s house. But what, we
are friends?” (2.7.126-27). Events fully justify whatever anxiety the folio’s
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question mark indicates, because Pompey is soon displaced, albeit by the
sober Caesar. Britland argues that the feast onboard Pompey’s ship succeeds
in achieving conviviality through its exclusion of the feminine.?” The situa-
tion is indeed strikingly all-male, if not positively homoerotic, ending with
Enobarbus and Menas going off to bed together and incorporating an all-
male dance to the singing of a boy. Nevertheless, the conviviality depends
on the humiliation of a drunken Lepidus, and Caesar clearly does not enjoy
himself: “It’s monstrous labour when I wash my brain, / An it grows fouler”
(2.7.96-97). Whatever alliance is achieved under these unpromising condi-
tions disappears with the hangovers. Caesar disposes of first Pompey and
then Lepidus almost as soon as all three can get offstage. While hospitality
in the radical sense (as Saying) might take the form of rules and rituals
(the Said), these rules and rituals signally fail to generate a true welcome.
On the contrary, the exchanges by which the triumvirs seek to maintain their
alliance take place within a world of power struggles and are, therefore,
always already suspect. Drinking together can express the loyalty of the
triumvirs, but as an unstable sign, it can also falsely express a loyalty that
simply is not there. More to the point, it can no more generate loyalty than
Cleopatra’s elaborate donations to the messenger can change the news.
What Aufidius in Coriolanus calls “the hospitable canon”3? guards
Pompey against Caesar’s ambition no better than it guards Coriolanus
against Aufidius’s followers, or for that matter, than Lear’s division of his
kingdom between his daughters guards the old king against homelessness.
Rituals of hospitality should not be ignored, however, even though they fail
to inspire the sort of affection that at least some of their participants wish.
Anthony and Caesar each protests that the other has violated his bond.
Anthony nevertheless refuses to ignore Caesar’s accusation, for, as he tells
Lepidus, “[t]he honour is sacred which he talks on now” (2.2.90). As states-
men, the Romans operate in power relations, but they do not nihilistically
embrace the pursuit of power as a total goal. Neither Anthony nor Caesar dis-
regards his own word; on the contrary, both attempt to reinforce their alli-
ance by the exchange of a woman, Octavia. This alliance, moreover, depends
on real affective relationships. Caesar gives Anthony, as he specifies, “a great
part of myself,” indeed the only blood relative he is shown to have in the
play (3.2.24). Agrippa’s plan for the strategic marriage depends heavily on
the two competitors’ mutual affection for Octavia, “To make you brothers,
and to knit your hearts / With an unslipping knot” (2.2.132-133). The idea
of building relationships between men through the exchange of a woman is
almost a cliché of both anthropology and early modern diplomacy, but the
play emphasizes how much it depends on both men actually loving Octavia.
Nevertheless, as Enobarbus accurately predicts, “the bond that seems to tie
their friendship together will be the very strangler of their amity” (2.6.119-121).
Inevitably, the treatment of Octavia becomes one of the causes of the civil
war. “[T]he high gods, / To do you justice, makes his ministers / Of us and
those that love you,” explains her brother, filled with pious fraternal loyalty
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(3.6.88-90).31 Even in its violation, the bond between Anthony and Caesar
reveals its reliance on the radical claims of hospitality, as does Pompey’s
decision to follow his culture’s code of hospitality. If Caesar had no affec-
tive ties to Octavia, then he would have less cause to go to war and, earlier,
would be offering Anthony a gift of no value, inadequate to seal their alli-
ance. Like the relationship of the title characters, that between the two prin-
cipal triumvirs for control of the ancient world does not simply devolve into
a cynical, cold, or calculating exchange. Their relationship takes the form of
a particular cultural practice well documented by history and anthropology,
and also relies on “ethicity itself,” which Derrida identifies with the radical
hospitality described by Levinas. As an expression and application in social
forms of such hospitality, however, it remains open to the suspicion of being
not only a lie, but also and more damningly, a cynical and threatening bid
for power.

The Roman culture of stoicism produces Anthony, whereas Cleopatra
rules and personifies Egypt, a world of epicureanism, self-indulgence, and
love. Both title characters, however, find themselves locked in a power strug-
gle, the exigencies of which apply to both worlds. Cleopatra wages love like
Anthony wages war. “If it be love indeed,” Cleopatra demands with her first
line, “tell me how much” (1.1.14). The lovers already exchange claims of
affection, competitively, as they will soon exchange gifts to signify this love.
Cleopatra implies that Anthony is subordinate to “the scarce-bearded Caesar” or
perhaps “the shrill-tongued Fulvia” (1.1.22, 34). Cleopatra forces Anthony
to defend himself against the emasculating implication of being ruled by a
woman, thereby herself ruling him, ironically or perhaps just hypocritically.
Anthony’s response—“Let Rome in Tiber melt” (1.1.35)—provides her a
tactical victory, because he rejects Rome in favor of her, though she soon
reverses her position, demanding that he “[h]ear the ambassadors” (1.2.50).
The manipulation is trivial; Anthony can always hear the message later,
and a delay does not change the news. The breadth of Anthony’s negligence
regarding Roman politics, however, shows that Cleopatra makes a habit
out of such manipulation. From the messenger’s report in the second scene,
it appears that Anthony has missed three wars altogether (1.2.88-104).
Prospero on his island could not be farther out of touch. More important,
Cleopatra shows her determination to thwart Anthony’s desires, keeping
him beholden to her, in her rejection of Charmian’s advice to “[t]lempt him
not so far” (1.3.11). Part of Cleopatra’s “infinite variety” is inconsistency,
even perversity. “If you find him sad,” she instructs Charmian, “Say I am
dancing; if in mirth, report / That I am sudden sick” (1.3.3-5). “You have
been a boggler ever,” Anthony exclaims, with understandable exasperation
(3.13.111). Cleopatra never surrenders herself to Anthony. Because women
in Rome are exchanged between men when not dismissed as trivial pleasures
by the likes of Enobarbus, she is no doubt wise to maintain her power in
the relationship. The result of her strategy, however, is that until very late in
the play, all Cleopatra’s hospitality to Anthony—her welcome of him into



Hospitality in Anthony and Cleopatra 123

her kingdom, her bed and, when he sires her children, her body—may be
suspected of being part of an effort to control him.

Cleopatra has reason to control Anthony, needing his military power
at least as much as the other triumvirs need him to fight Pompey: “That
Herod’s head / I’'ll have—but how, when Anthony is gone, / Through whom
I might command it?” (3.3.4-7). Her one disastrous attempt at tactical
command during the battle of Actium shows how completely she relies
on Anthony’s military skill. Even her retreat from Actium keeps Anthony
dependent, because he is unable to conclude the civil war in victory, return
to Rome, and forget her. One admires her ability to assert herself as “the
president of my kingdom” (3.7.17) in so masculine a world. Cleopatra does
not create the world in which power corrupts love; she merely flourishes
in it. Cleopatra’s hospitality should be placed among the other practices of
competitive hospitality in the play, and indeed, of the power relations tear-
ing apart the Roman world. She assumes the position of an agent and a host,
but her hospitality elicits the suspicion—of Anthony and of generations of
critics—that she is merely manipulative.

Cleopatra seldom praises Anthony to his face. Before he first leaves for
Rome, she accuses him of faithlessness to Fulvia (1.3.62-65), betrayal to
herself (1.3.24-25), dishonesty (1.3.37-39), and drama-king hyperbole
(1.3.82-85). She indulges in emasculating claims about what would happen
if “I had thy inches” (1.3.40). She nominates him “the greatest soldier of
the world” but only in order to claim that he has “turned the greatest liar”
(1.3.38-39). Once he is safely off-stage, however, she compares him favor-
ably to Julius Caesar and calls him “[m]y man of men” (1.5.72). She inflates
him into a colossus after his death:

His legs bestrid the ocean; his reared arm
Crested the world; his voice was propertied
As all the tunéd spheres—and that to friends—
But when he meant to quail and shake the orb,
He was as rattling thunder.
(5.2.82-86)

Her praise of him reaches a crescendo in a sort of ontological proof for
Anthony’s existence: “It’s past the size of dreaming” (5.2.97). Cleopatra lav-
ishes fulsome praise on her lover, but not to his face. To do so would render
herself less powerful in the relationship, admitting, as she in fact does after
his death, that she is “commanded / By such poor passion as the maid that
milks / And does the meanest chores” (4.6.74-76). Cleopatra deploys pasto-
ral imagery, but with the effect of identifying herself with the most power-
less members of her sex. Whereas Marlowe’s passionate shepherd promises
luxury and entertainment, Cleopatra imagines only demeaning labor and
servility. Cleopatra seldom admits her love, and even less to Anthony’s face,
lest it render it abject.
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The process of Anthony and Cleopatra’s destruction takes the form of
expanding their exchanges of hospitality from the dueling invitations with
which their wooing began on the River Cydnus into a vortex that consumes
the eastern Mediterranean and then themselves. Their reciprocal donations
constitute a potlatch more extreme than anything dreamt of by anthropol-
ogy. As Caesar reports in disgust, “Unto her / [Anthony] gave the stablish-
ment of Egypt, made her / Of lower Syria, Cyprus, Lydia, / Absolute queen”
(3.6.8—11). Later, Anthony chooses to fight at sea, placing himself in
Cleopatra’s power, but also allowing her to provide him “sixty sails”
(3.7.49). This may not be as reckless as it appears. Anthony fully intends
to fight a second battle on land, should the naval engagement prove unsuc-
cessful (3.7.52-53). The plan fails in the only way in which it could, when
Anthony compounds defeat at sea with such utter disgrace that his land
forces abandon him in disgust. In the next scene, he actually encourages his
followers to desert, magnificently providing them “a ship,/Laden with gold”
(3.11.4-5), before blaming Cleopatra for his loss. He nevertheless cites his
disgrace as an overwhelming proof of his love for her: “thou knew’st too
well / My heart was to thy rudder tied by th’strings, / And thou shouldst
tow me after” (3.11.55-57). Having forced her to ask “Pardon, pardon!” he
accepts a single kiss in repayment, literalizing Scarrus’s appalled metaphor
in the previous scene: “[W]e have kissed away / Kingdoms and provinces”
(3.11.72; 3.10.7-8). Anthony loses the battle of Actium, but gains the upper
hand in his relationship with Cleopatra. His flight from battle may be seen
as an effort to answer Cleopatra’s opening question: “If it be love indeed,
tell me how much” (1.1.14). The answer is that Anthony loves Cleopatra
so much that he will give up victory, the empire, his followers, and even his
self-respect. Like an extravagant host, Anthony gives everything he owns,
though also like an extravagant host, he may be suspected of only seeking
to impose a burden of reciprocation.

Suicide might be taken as an even more extreme effort to answer the
question of “how much” love would constitute “love indeed.” After the
naval defeat at Alexandria, Anthony determines again that Cleopatra “[l]ike
a right gypsy hath at fast and loose / Beguiled me to the very heart of loss”
(4.13.28-29). In order to restore his love and trust, Cleopatra sends the lie
that “I have slain myself” (4.14.7). Even she recognizes the risk inherent in
this plan. Diomedes recalls that “[s]he had a prophesying fear / Of what
hath come to pass” (4.15.121-122). Her reckless plan is in keeping, how-
ever, with other efforts to elicit obligation by donation, up to and including
self-destruction. Besides, her plan works, only not in the manner she hopes.
On hearing of her feigned death, Anthony declares that “I will o’ertake thee,
Cleopatra, and / Weep for my pardon” (4.15.44-45). After Anthony’s actual
if maladroit suicide, Cleopatra decides to kill herself “after the high Roman
fashion” (4.16.88), thereby claiming him as her husband: “Now to that
name my courage prove my title!” (5.2.287). Rather than working together
to defeat their common enemies, the title characters lay claims upon one
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another. The exchanges that reinforce their relationship must always grow
larger, because the lovers’ claims on each other appear mutually threatening.
As a result, the whole play becomes a desperately inflated effort to answer
Cleopatra’s opening question.

Moreover, no response to Cleopatra’s demand to know “[i]f it be love
indeed, ... how much,” can silence the doubt it expresses, because the sorts
of exchanges into which the characters enter can never shake the suspicion
of being mere efforts at control. No number of losses by Anthony can make
enough of a claim on Cleopatra to entirely ensure him of her loyalty. In what is
perhaps Anthony’s most convincing statement of love, he explains to the sig-
nificantly named Eros that “I made these wars for Egypt, and the Queen— /
Whose heart I thought T had, for she had mine / ... has / Packed cards with
Caesar” (4.15.15-19). In the context of Anthony’s rants, the words “Whose
heart I thought I had, for she had mine,” each monosyllabic and Anglo-Saxon,
produce a statement of great simplicity and candor. While these lines make
eloquent expression of his love, however, they also show Anthony murder-
ously suspicious regarding Cleopatra’s.

As already noted, Thidias’s display of courtly manner rouses Anthony to
fury. Before Anthony comes onstage in this scene, Cleopatra places herself
under the control of Caesar at least rhetorically, while claiming that her
earlier affair with Anthony was forced: “Mine honour was not yielded, / But
conquered merely.” It is of course possible to find a reading of Cleopatra’s
actions in this scene that remains charitable to her. The sentence just quoted
is immediately preceded by the hyperbolic claim that Caesar “is a god, and
knows / What is most right” (3.13.60-62). Hyperbole often implies irony,
and the first sentence in this speech might ascribe the view expressed in the
second to Caesar. In answer to Thidiass claim that “he knows that you
embraced not Anthony / As you did love, but as you feared him,” Cleopatra
replies with a neutral monosyllable, “O” (3.13.56-57). A few lines earlier,
Enobarbus greets Thidias with an elaborate but equivocal claim of loyalty
to Caesar, built on the argument that Enobarbus is a follower of Anthony,
himself willing to be a friend to Caesar (3.13.50-52). Cleopatra may make
similarly equivocal or at least noncommittal gestures. Indeed, nowhere in
the scene does Cleopatra in fact promise to surrender Anthony, though she
also does not refuse. Rather the scene shows Cleopatra deploying careful
diplomatic language. Thidias’s kiss of her hand reverses her claim to Caesar
that “I kiss his conqu’ring hand,” while also respecting her abiding royalty
(3.13.75). Cleopatra uses the occasion to recall her earlier sexual and politi-
cal alliance with Caesar’s father, and hence open the possibility of a renewed
familial bond. Parolin credits Cleopatra with “culinary diplomacy” in her
wooing of Anthony, and one might see her making a similar effort here, as
Anthony himself recognizes in referring to Thidias as “a feeder.” According
to Parolin, this is an attack on Thidias’s “social standing as a subordinate
who eats what his master supplies,”? but it also relates Thidias’s gesture
in kissing Cleopatra’s hand to the hospitality with which she offers herself



126 Sean Lawrence

to Anthony in their initial dinner invitations. All such careful maneuvering,
however, is tossed aside by Anthony’s certainty: “Favours, by Jove that thun-
ders!” (3.13.85). He replaces Cleopatra’s studied ambiguity with straight-
forward violence: “Whip him, fellows, / Till like a boy you see him cringe
his face / And whine aloud for mercy” (3.13.99-101). One can make an
argument in favor of Cleopatra’s ambiguity over Anthony’s simple and furi-
ous clarity, but it is Cleopatra’s ambiguity that invites Anthony’s response.
Both subtlety and literalism rely on interpreting signs of hospitality. We can
accuse Anthony of a coarse semiotics, but it is very difficult to tell from what
Anthony sees—the tableau of Thidias kissing Cleopatra’s hand—whether
Cleopatra flatters Caesar while remaining loyal to Anthony or abandons
Anthony in favor of Caesar. Hospitality, in the sense of rituals of welcom-
ing, indicates Cleopatra’s loyalty throughout the play, so her hospitality to
Thidias appears to make a new claim of loyalty, this time to Caesar. The
situation calls for interpretation, but more important, it calls for interpre-
tation within a context where hospitality may be hostile. Anthony finds his
fears being realized before his eyes and responds not with mere confusion or
even disgust, but with destructive rage. The queen temporarily overcomes
Anthony’s distrust by another offer:

From my cold heart let heaven engender hail,
And poison it in the source, and the first stone
Drop in my neck: as it determines, so
Dissolve my life; the next Caesarion smite,
Till by degrees the memory of my womb,
Together with my brave Egyptians all,
By the discandying of this pelleted storm,
Lie graveless, till the flies and gnats of Nile
Have buried them for prey.
(3.13.160-1638)

Naseeb Shaheen finds in this passage three separate references to the plagues
of Egypt described in Exodus.?> As an assurance, Cleopatra calls down a
Biblical plague, offering her life, her progeny, and the population and sur-
vival of the kingdom with which she identifies. Anthony and Cleopatra raise
the stakes of their relationship by making greater and greater offers, but
these provide only temporary reassurance.

Their hospitality extends to the metaphysical, giving each other opportu-
nities to assume divinity and imagine a glorious afterlife. Caesar reports in
disgust that Cleopatra assumes “th’habiliments of the goddess Isis” (3.6.17).
When to everyone’s surprise Anthony sends Enobarbus his personal for-
tune, this proves that “[yJour Emperor / Continues still a Jove” (4.6.26-27).
Retrospectively deifying her lover, Cleopatra claims that “realms and islands
were / As plates dropped from his pocket” (5.2.91-92), making him infinitely
and impossibly generous.>* William Flesch notes that Anthony’s generosity
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is always excessive, especially when he has nothing to give and even his god
has abandoned him.?® Rather than depending on a divine patron, Anthony
wishes to become an all-giving god himself. However, the play contains a
good deal of evidence that he is not even a particularly good soldier, never
mind, as Cleopatra extravagantly describes him early in the play “a Mars”
(2.5.118). Ventidius observes that “[h]e and Caesar have ever won more in
their officer than in their person” (3.1.16-17). Though he wins few battles,
Anthony can nevertheless take the role of Mars in Cleopatra’s arms, especially
if he accepts her self-presentation as Venus on the River Cydnus at their
first meeting, surrounded by “pretty, dimpled boys, like smiling Cupids,”
and “[o]’er-picturing that Venus where we see / The fancy out-work nature”
(2.2.207-209). Perhaps more convincingly, “the holy priests / Bless her when
she is riggish” as they would the goddess of sex (2.2.246-247). Conversely,
although “wrinkled deep in time,” Cleopatra can assume the place of Venus
by loving her Mars (1.5.29). Both Cleopatra’s memory of cross-dressing
an unconscious Anthony (2.5.23-24) and his arming before the battle
of Alexandria (4.4) imply a parallel with imagery of Mars and Venus.?®
Anthony, for his part, attempts to incarnate war, promising to violate all
rules of chivalry: “I’ll set my teeth, and send to darkness all that stop me”
(3.13.181-182). Shakespeare’s most famous ancient lovers attempt to raise
themselves to the divine. By doing so, they ratify Anthony’s claim that, to
“set a bourn how far to be beloved,” Cleopatra must “find out new heaven,
new earth” (1.1.16-17). Having given each other kingdoms, heirs, and even
their own lives, they also attempt to give each other divinity.

Of course they fail. Anthony replies to Cleopatra’s demand to know
“how much” he loves her by declaring that “[t]here’s beggary in the love
that can be reckoned” (1.1.15). There is also a sort of category error in
trying to count love, as if it were a form of wealth or territory, as though it
were to be expressed in ever more extravagant gifts. The characters attempt
to give each other glorious afterlives, but this merely extends into eternity
the very structure that dooms their relationship to murderous anxiety. From
a Christian perspective, especially the Reformed perspective taking shape in
Shakespeare’s England, unearned Grace would correspond to a radical gift
of hospitality, a welcoming into heaven that is asymmetrical and extraor-
dinary, but these pagan characters prove unable to imagine it. Indeed, their
imagery suggests failure as much as celestial success. They picture them-
selves as Venus and Mars, but their role models’ adulterous relationship ter-
minates in embarrassment when the lovers are revealed to all the gods, “with
shame inough fast lockt togither.”3” “Dido and Aeneas,” says Anthony as he
plans suicide, “shall want troops” (4.15.53), but Aeneas abandons Dido to
found Rome, as Christopher Marlowe and Thomas Nashe show in Dido,
Queen of Carthage, and Virgil’s Dido rejects Aeneas when they meet in the
underworld in book 6 of the Aeneid. In an article first presented in the early
1970s, Levinas argues that even the Apollo astronauts did not find a true
elsewhere, but only a continuation of the same.?® Attempting to “find out
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new heaven, new earth,” the lovers of Shakespeare’s play only extend the
power struggle that defines their own world toward ever-receding horizons.
They do not truly open themselves to each others’ alterity or even to the
alterity of death.

Shakespeare’s protagonists may begin with Saying, with an extraordinary
hospitality, a welcome of each other as Other, but the expression of their love
moves it into the Said. Their acts of hospitality all suffer the instability of the
sign: no one can tell what Anthony means by the gift of the pearl or even if
he offers it in good faith; neither the on-stage nor the off-stage audiences can
tell what Cleopatra means by allowing Thidias to kiss her hand; Cleopatra’s
death may show her loyalty, but her first claim to have died merely manip-
ulates; Anthony accepts the offer of Cleopatra’s navy, but he may be merely
testing her continued loyalty. At least as important, Anthony and Cleopatra’s
acts of hospitality imbricate them in competitive donation. Beginning with
their first dinner, their exchanges spiral out of control like a parody of the
ceremonies Mauss describes, extending from absurdly elaborate meals to
kingdoms, lives, and otherworldly myths. Rather than providing security in
their trust in one another, every donation stakes a threatening claim. Derrida
continues his discussion of the impossibility of building a practical politics on
the foundation of Levinas’s theory of hospitality by asking “Does this impos-
sibility signal a failing? Perhaps we should say the contrary.”® Hospitality,
in the Levinasian sense, may not realize itself in a clear political expression.
Attempts to give such hospitality political form, I have argued, merely betray
it into the competitive exchanges that constitute hospitality in the Maussian
sense. By its very contrast, however, Levinasian hospitality allows a judgment
of Maussian hospitality as a whole. We can ask whether Shakespeare’s title
characters truly welcome each other and critique their efforts; more generally,
we can critique our own ceremonies and acts of hospitality, and call upon
ourselves to welcome the Other more fully and generously.
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6 Ave Desdemona
David Hillman

There is no salut that saves or promises salvation.
—Jacques Derrida’

Greetings and leave-takings are key moments in every hospitality event,
moments that encapsulate the paradoxes of hospitality as a whole—its
ambivalence and equivocations, its generosities and power plays, its pro-
found tensions between amity and enmity, openness to the other and self-
assertion, servility and mutuality, improvisation and calculation. The first
and last moments of an encounter can be transformational, acutely charged
with the usually unspoken potentialities of what two (or more) people can
do to, and with, each other. Salutations also manifest hospitality as drama-
turgy: both theater and hospitality are structured around entrances, exits,
and the forms of gesture and speech that they afford; opening gambits and
parting shots help to set the tone for an encounter or to sum up what has just
passed; they give it a dramatic frame. In this essay I wish to interrogate one
particular moment of greeting that dances around the difficulties of hospi-
tality, and in particular an aspect of hospitality not, to my knowledge, very
often discussed: the question of what happens in the absence of the directness
intrinsic to any ethics of hospitality—the immediacy of engagement without
which hospitality is emptied of meaning. Othello, I suggest, addresses the
dangers of mediation, of what takes place when what Emmanuel Levinas
calls “the dual of the face to face, the singular welcome of the unicity of
the other” is shunned.”? My essay approaches this by examining a single,
curious instance of greeting in the play—Cassio’s elaborate flourish upon
the arrival of Desdemona in Cyprus: “Hail to thee, lady! and the grace of
heaven ...” (2.1.85ff).3 As has often been noted, this salutation invokes the
Ave Maria—a paradigmatic instance in Western culture of the greeting of the
other as constitutive of their subjectivity. Cassio’s Ave, both in its avoidance
of Levinas’s “uprightness of the welcome made to the face,”* and in evoking
the idea of Mary as mediatrix, alerts us to a crucial feature of Ozhello: the
role of intercession in the downfall of all the play’s protagonists. It is, I argue,
through turning away from the immediacy of the engagement so important
to hospitality that the play moves inexorably toward tragedy.
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The word greet derives from the Old Germanic grétjan, about which the
Oxford English Dictionary tells us that “the senses of early occurrence in
continental Germanic are ‘to approach,’ ‘to call upon, ‘to provoke or com-
pel to action,” ‘to attack,’ ‘to irritate, annoy,” and ‘to address, salute.’” It thus
bears close parallels to what Derrida describes as the “self-contradiction,” the
“troubled and troubling origin” of the word hospitality—incorporating as it
does both friendliness and hostility, greeting, and grating upon.’ Greetings
(and partings) can function as provocations, challenges, demands, wishes,
prayers, dismissals, and empty formulae, practicalities. The various con-
ventional niceties and rituals of salutation help to structure and defuse the
charged early moments of an encounter. They are designed to assuage anx-
iety, to smooth over or ward off the latent dangers inherent to transitional
moments, turning away from any potential violence or sexuality. This is
one of the reasons why the words accompanying these ceremonies of safety
are almost all words of well-wishing, hopes and prayers for good health or
safety, expressions of support or peace: pax vobis, I bring peace to you, not
enmity. It also partially explains the frequency of invocations of divinities in
salutations—god buy ye (the origin of good-bye), Godspeed, godden, adieu,
and so on. And the desire to assuage anxiety also informs most of the tradi-
tional gestures of greeting and parting—bows, kisses, handshakes, embraces;
these are in essence messages of peace, tentative nonaggression pacts and
symbolic sublimations of aggression or sexuality (I kiss you rather than bite
you; shake your hand rather than my fist, or spear; embrace you rather than
squeeze the life out of you—or indeed leave you alone). The moment of
meeting or parting involves first and foremost the establishment of a rela-
tion between bodies, a tactful/tactile interface of surfaces (grétjan ultimately
appears to derive from “the Germanic root *grét- ..., an extension of the
root which appears in Greek as ypY with the sense ‘to approach closely,
touch’”®). When one embraces, kisses, shakes hands, or even waves at the
other, first and foremost one is sharing one’s body with the other—sharing
one’s being-body, vulnerable and finite, with the vulnerable and finite other.

Connectedly, if more mundanely, salutations work to establish or at least
confirm hierarchy or social rank; they ascertain belonging or nonbelonging
to a given community, as well as degrees of intimacy or closeness within that
community. And, while much here is pre-scripted (based on context, gender,
age, status, and the like) and can be more or less taken for granted, a good
deal remains up to the local nuances of a situation. (Indeed, this negotiation
is the essence of tact; as Adorno writes, it is “the reconciliation—actually
impossible—between the unauthorized claims of convention and the unruly
ones of the individual” that constitutes tact, which “is the discrimination of
differences”).” There are minute decisions to be made all the time, delicate
spatial and temporal calibrations: Is it going to be a handshake or have we
graduated to a hug or a kiss? Who decides—who extends the hand first, what
is the moment juste to lean forward for the kiss or to raise oneself up from the
bow or curtsy? (This is why these moments are so frequently so awkward.)
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These are decisions with a dramaturgic component; and one is often half-
aware of the scripted and performative aspect of greetings and partings, of
an odd sense of being observed at these junctures—observed, and compared:
the gradations of one’s greeting or parting are always set in relation to those
of others.

Salutations are thus an important part of what Aufidius calls “the hospitable
canon” (Coriolanus, 1.11.26);% yet they tend to pass under the critical radar
because they are apparently so unremarkable—ordinary, if perhaps modish, for-
malities, ornamentations to get past so that one can engage with the meat of the
encounter. As Hamlet puts it, “th’appurtenance of welcome is fashion and cere-
mony” (Hamlet, 2.2.372-373): that which belongs to (or is supplementary to)
welcome is implicitly 7zere (passing) fashion and (formulaic) ceremony. Like a
well-placed “comma ’tween their amities” (5.2.43), a well-executed salutation
is meant to go unnoticed. But the (linguistic and gestural) rhetoric of greetings
and partings was far from being overlooked in Renaissance England, where
we find these ceremonies frequently commented upon: deployed extensively
and self-consciously, and critiqued as hyperbolical or unnecessary or overelab-
orate. That Theseus can make fun of his underlings’ intentions to “greet [him]
with premeditated welcomes” (A Midsummer Night’s Dream, 5.1.94), or that
Goneril refers disparagingly to France’s “compliment of leave-taking” (King
Lear, 1.1.292) only underlines the point: these mini-ceremonies may be easily
dismissed or ridiculed, but they are noticed. The period from, say, Erasmus’s
pedagogical writings to the end of the seventeenth century witnessed a height-
ened alertness to the significance of these formulae. One can see this, for exam-
ple, in the conduct (and letter-writing) manuals: Erasmus’s Colloquies—one of
the formative pedagogical texts of early modernity—Dbegins with pages upon
pages of precepts and examples of greetings and partings; a glance at the enor-
mous variety and subtlety of possible greetings and farewells such